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Introduction

Information has now become a critical 
input in agriculture, and farmers need 

knowledge and information to respond to 
opportunities that could boost their farm yields 
(Nzonzo and Mogambi, 2016). Generally, 
information communication technology (ICT) 
offers developing countries hope for speeding 
up their agricultural development (Zhang et 
al., 2016; FAO, 2015; Gonte, 2018). Moreover, 
ICT enhances information sharing among 
stakeholders including smallholder farmers, 
thus allowing for quick access to business, 
technical and knowledge (Mojaki and Korogero, 
2019). In addition, digitalization provides 

smallholder farmers great opportunities in 
their food production and trading (FAO, 2020). 
Smallholder farmers account for 95% of the 
world's farmers and produce 45% of the world's 
food, with Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), Latin 
America, and Southeast Asia accounting for 70% 
(Heldreth et al., 2021). However, in many areas 
they face limited access to information sources 
leading to unsatisfied agricultural information 
delivery to farmers resulting in low yields, 
poverty, food insecurity and partial access to 
shared markets (FAO, 2017). For example, lack 
of agricultural market information systems and 
poor integration of smallholder farmers into 
high-value markets are underlying reasons in 
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the current low desire to improve agricultural 
production (World Bank, 2020). 

In Tanzania, as in other SSA nations, 
agriculture is a critical component of food 
security, sustainable livelihoods, and economic 
development (Antony et al., 2020). Moreover, 
agricultural information provision is a vital 
element to advanced agricultural systems 
and is fundamental in the transformation of 
smallholder farmers production (Rahman et 
al., 2021). Despite the ICT’s potential for 
transformation of agricultural production 
through access to information on innovations/
technologies and input, usage of the same 
among smallholder farmers remains limited 
(Mtega and Ngoepe, 2017). Furthermore, 
although access to agricultural information 
is crucial for smallholder farmers to increase 
agricultural productivity and revenues at both 
household and national levels, there is a lack of 
knowledge regarding the usage of social media 
and the internet to access agricultural-related 
information among smallholder farmers in 
Tanzania. Therefore, the study, upon which this 
paper is based, aimed to assess the sources and 
types of agricultural information accessed by 
smallholder farmers in Lushoto and Korogwe 
districts, Tanga Region many challenges 
encompass use of ICT in the transformation of 
smallholder farmers’ agricultural production. 
For example, unsuitable schemes of agricultural 
information management, worthless information 
providers, low interest among smallholder 
farmers, and inconsistent farming community 
development (Mubofu and Eliya, 2016). In 
addition, transfer of agricultural knowledge to 
farming communities through electronic media 
was not much considered by responsible entities. 
Traditionally, smallholder farmers, neighbours, 
friends, relatives, radio, TV and Agro-company 
dealers have been important agricultural 
information sources (Sanga, 2018). Therefore, 
in order to improve agricultural information 
provision among smallholder farmers in rural 
areas, allocating adequate extension officers, 
strengthening telecommunication and electrical 
infrastructures could effectively fill in the 
information gap, allowing farmers to improve 
their knowledge, production and livelihood 
(Hazell and Hess, 2017; Kamara, 2017). 

Furthermore, although access to agricultural 
information is crucial for smallholder farmers to 
increase agricultural productivity and revenues 
at both household and national levels, there is a 
lack of knowledge regarding the usage of social 
media and the internet to access agricultural-
related information among smallholder farmers 
in Tanzania. Therefore, the study, upon which 
this paper is based, aimed to assess the sources 
and types of agricultural information accessed 
by smallholder farmers in Lushoto and Korogwe 
districts, Tanga Region.

Materials and Methods
Description of the Study Areas

The study was conducted in 10 wards of 
Lushoto and Korogwe districts, Tanga Region. 
These are Ubiri, Lukozi, Gare, Kwemashai, 
Malindi (Lushoto district) and Mkomazi, 
Mazinde, Mombo, Kerenge and Hale (Korogwe 
district). The main economic activity of both 
districts is crop production i.e., production of 
the most important food/cash crops including 
maize, paddy, beans and potatoes, and cash 
crops such as sisal and tropical fruits (i.e., 
mangoes, oranges, and tangerines) (URT, 2017). 
The districts were purposely selected due to 
being in the project area of “The digital literacy 
and misinformation among smallholder farmers 
in Tanzania being implemented by staff from 
Sokoine University of Agriculture (SUA) under 
the sponsorship of Facebook Foundational 
Integrity Research (Under Facebook Inc.). In 
addition, Lushoto was chosen for its high value 
agricultural crops (vegetables and fruits as well 
as potatoes). Likewise, Korogwe was selected 
for its high worth agricultural crops such as 
vegetables, fruits, maize, cassava and sisal 
among others.

Research Design
The study adopted the cross-sectional 

research design whereby data were collected 
once from the above-mentioned ten (10) 
wards. The design allowed collection of both 
quantitative and qualitative data within a short 
period of time. In addition, the design allows 
for cost, human and time effectiveness when 
it comes to data collection (Aktar and Millia, 
2016). Furthermore, the collected information is 
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used in a variety of ways including to determine 
association between variables as well as approve 
and disapprove assumptions/hypotheses (Setia, 
2016; Groenewald, 2021).

Sample Size and Sampling Techniques 
The study’s sample of 200 respondents 

was obtained through calculation using the 
Cochran’s formula for continuous data, which 
is commonly used for infinite and unknown 
population sizes (Cochran, 1963; Israel, 1992). 
Thereafter, 100 respondents were obtained from 
both Korogwe and Lushoto districts to allow 
equal representation from both districts.
	 			                 (1)

Where:
n	 = sample size,

 = 95% confidence interval (i.e., 1.96),

p =Assumed maximum variability of population 
proportion which is 15.4%, and

e = Margin error (i.e., 0.0692)
Therefore, 
 

= 3.8416 x 0.130284 = 200.

Data Collection
The study employed the mixed methods 

approach in data collection whereby quantitative 
and qualitative data were collected concurrently 
so as to get more information to help answer 
the research questions. Primary data were 
collected using a structured questionnaire; key 
informant interviews (KIIs) and focus group 
discussions (FGDs). The KIIs and the FGDs 
were guided by a checklist and an FGD guide 
respectively. A total of ten (10) key informants 
were interviewed, five (5) in each district (4 
Village Executive Officers, 4 Ward Executive 
Officers and 2 District Agricultural Officers). 
Moreover, ten (10) FGDs, each involving 8 
participants, were conducted, i.e., five (5) FGDs 
in each district.

Data Analysis
The study intended to identify types of 

agricultural information accessed by smallholder 
farmers from the internet and social media 

and other sources of agricultural information. 
Quantitative data from the questionnaire were 
analysed using IBM-SPSS Statistics software 
version 26 whereby descriptive statistics; (i.e., 
frequencies, percent, means) were determined 
in order to answer objective one and two. 
Moreover, chi-square analysis was conducted to 
determine association between types and sources 
of agricultural information. Furthermore, binary 
logistic regression analysis was used because of 
its predictive power of estimating the likelihood 
of independent variables being associated 
with the dependent variable (i.e., use or non-
use of social media and the internet to access 
agricultural information) (Makau and Akaranga, 
2016). The model equation was specified as:

Where:
Y = Farmers use of social media/internet to 
access agricultural information,
1-p is the probability that farmers will not use 
social media/internet (Y) to access agricultural 
information,
β0= constant coefficient,
β1-β16= logit coefficients of corresponding 
independent variables (Xs);
X1 = Sex, measured in nominal scale as 1=Male, 
0=Female;  X2 = Education level, measured in 
nominal scale as 0=No formal education and 
Primary,1=Post primary education(secondary, 
Diploma, Bachelor degree);  X_3= Marital status, 
measured in nominal scale as 0-Not Married 
(Widowed, Divorced, Separated and Single)  
and 1-Married;  X4=Age, measured in ratio scale 
as number of years since birth; X5= Income, 
measured in ratio scale as an amount of income 
obtained by a farmer per month; X6 = Improved 
seeds, measured in nominal scale 1=Yes, 0=No; 
X7 = Market information, measured in nominal 
scale 1 = Yes , 0 = No;  X8 = Best farming 
methods, measured in nominal scale 1 = Yes 
, 0 = No;  X9 = Pest management measured in 
nominal scale 1=Yes , 0=No; X10= Agricultural 
incentives (credits and loans), measured in 
nominal scale 1=Yes and 0=No; X11 = Manure, 
measured in nominal scale 1=Yes and 0=No; X12 
= Agricultural tools measured in nominal scale 
1=Yes, 0=No; X13=District measured in nominal 
scale 0-Lushoto, 1=Korogwe.



Content analysis was used to analyse the 
qualitative data from the KIIs and FGDs in form 
of notes that were transcribed, coded; and the 
codes were combined into themes (Asamoah et 
al., 2021). 

Results
Respondents’ Socio-economic and 
Demographic Characteristics and the sources 
of Agricultural Information

Respondents’ socio-economic and 
demographic characteristics such as sex, 
education level, marital status, age and income 
and access to agricultural information are as 
shown in Table 1 and Figure 1. Results in 
Table 1 show the frequency distribution among 
male and female smallholder farmers’ uses 
of different sources in accessing agricultural 
information for daily agricultural practices. 
With regard to education level, overall, both 
male and female majority (62%) had the primary 
level of education, and most of them use the 
radio and relatives/neighbours in accessing 
agricultural information; hence, the distribution 
of Smallholder farmers’ education at all levels 
tend to use radio (72%) and relatives/neighbours 
(63.6%). Table 1 further shows that with regards 
to marital status, overall, the majority (69.5%) 
were married and most use the radio (73.3%) 
and relatives/neighbours (69%) in accessing the 
agricultural information. 

The study findings (Table 1) show that 
respondents age ranged between 18 and 84 
years with the average being 46.5 years). The 
study’s findings suggest both the youth and the 
elderly were actively involved in agricultural 
production in the study areas and they mostly 
used the radio and relatives/neighbours to access 
agricultural information. The study findings 
further show that earned income per smallholder 
farmers was Tanzania shillings 436,320/= and 
the minimum income was 30,000/= while the 
maximum income was 3,150,000. However, 
income ranged from 30,000/= to 3,150,000/= 
and 150,000/= to 1,500,000/= in Lushoto and 
Korogwe districts respectively. The study’s 
findings conform to the to the purpose of 
random sampling which allows including 
smallholder farmers with low, middle and high-
income earning characteristics (both above and 

below average) (Table 1). Nonetheless, the 
earned minimum income seems to be higher in 
Korogwe District than Lushoto. However, the 
maximum income in Lushoto was higher than in 
Korogwe District. The study’s findings suggest 
smallholder farmers in the above and below 
average income levels used radio and relatives/
neighbours to access agricultural information 
(Table 1). 

Respondents Socio-economic and 
Demographic Characteristics and their    
Source of Agricultural Information

Results in Table 2 show the frequency 
distribution among male and female 
smallholders farmers use of different sources 
in accessing agricultural information for daily 
agricultural practices in Lushoto and Korogwe 
district respectively. More than half (64.1%) 
and (56.7%) smallholders’ farmers with primary 
level of education used radio and relatives to 
access agricultural information. Furthermore, 
very few respondents (11.8%) used social media 
and the internet in Korogwe district compared to 
Lushoto district. 

Type of Crops Grown by Smallholder farmers 
in Tanga Region

The results in Table 3 show the overall 
distribution of types of crops grown by the 
surveyed smallholder farmers in both Lushoto 
and Korogwe Districts. The overall findings 
show that, the majority (75.5%) and over a 
half (52%) were growing maize and beans 
respectively. Few farmers grew other crops such 
as cabbage, tomatoes, paddy and potatoes. At the 
district level, the majority were growing maize 
and beans in Lushoto and Korogwe districts as 
shown in Table 3. 

Types of Agricultural Information Accessed 
by Smallholder Farmers from social media 
and the Internet

The study findings (Fig. 1) show that on 
average less than a quarter (1 – 23.5%) of all 
the respondents accessed their agricultural 
information on improved seed varieties, market, 
best farming methods, pest management, 
agricultural incentives, fertilizers and 
agricultural tools from social media and the 
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internet. Generally, at the district level 3 – 33% 
and 1 – 20% did so in Lushoto and korogwe 
districts respectively. 

Smallholder Farmers access to Agricultural 
Information by type of social media and the 
Internet 

Study findings in Table 4 show the overall 
distribution of respondents and at district level 
with regards to type of social media used. The 
findings show that the most (percent wise) sought 
after information on WhatsApp, Facebook, 
YouTube and Google was on improved seeds, 

pest management, fertilizers and markets 
respectively. In addition, Korogwe district did 
relatively better compared to Lushoto district 

as shown in Table 4. Nonetheless, as reported 
earlier (Figure 2.2) less than a fifth (18.5%) 
of the surveyed smallholder farmers accessed 
social media and the internet. Therefore, one 
may question the digital literacy level of the other 
farmers as ICT is a good avenue when it comes 
to access of production enhancing information 
among others agricultural productivity. 
 

Table 3.Frequencies on  Types of crops grown(n=200)
Types of crops grown Korogwe (nl=100) Lushoto (nk=100) Overall (n=200)
Maize 65 86 151
Paddy 48 0 48
Beans 33 71 104
Cassava 2 1 3
Potatoes 1 40 41
Sisal 3 0 3
Mangoes 2 0 2
Oranges 16 0 16
Tangerines 12 3 15
Cabbage 8 47 55
Tomatoes 26 24 50
Banana 2 3 5
Avocado 0 3 3
Apples 0 6 6

NB: nL and nk refer to the sample sizes for Lushoto and Korogwe districts respectively.

Figure 1:	 Types of agricultural information accessed by smallholder farmers from social 
media and the internet
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Frequency Distribution for Farmers Access 
of Agricultural Information through social 
media and the Internet

The study found supportive statistical 
evidence of association between the types of 
agricultural information accessed by farmers 
through social media and the internet through 
Pearson chi-square test of association. The 
results in Table 5 show that improved seed 
varieties, market information, best farming 
methods, pest management and manure were 
highly searched through social media and 
internet as observed (P≤0.05). The findings in 
Table 5 shows that less than quarter (18.5%) 
used social media and the internet to search for 
agricultural information such as improved seeds 
varieties, market information, best farming 
methods, pest management, agricultural 
incentives, manure and agricultural tools. The 

significant (P≤0.05) chi-square test statistic 
values imply that farmers are less likely to use 
social media and the internet when searching for 
the above-mentioned agricultural information. 
Also, at the district level, the difference in 
frequency between farmers who searched for 
agricultural information through social media 
and internet was less in Lushoto and Korogwe. 
This implies that farmers’ use social media 
and the internet for searching agricultural 
information was weak. 

Binary Logistic Regression of Factors 
Associated with Farmers use of social media 
and the Internet to Access Agricultural 
Information 

Binary logistic regression results (Table 6) 
show that the model was able to explain 85% of 
the factors associated with smallholder farmers 

77Smallholders Farmers Access to Agricultural Information:

Table 4:	Distribution of the surveyed smallholder farmers by percentage types of agricultural 
information accessed from social media and the internet (n=200)

Type of information Area Social media and internet
WhatsApp Facebook YouTube Google

Improved seeds Lushoto 2 12 18 13
Korogwe 16 20 8 12
Overall 9 16 13 12.5

Market information Lushoto 2 5 7 4
Korogwe 14 16 9 6
Overall 8 10.5 8 5

Best farming methods Lushoto 0 9 13 9
Korogwe 14 18 7 11
Overall 7 13.5 10 10

Pest management Lushoto 0 8 13 10
Korogwe 16 18 9 12
Overall 8 13 11 11

Agricultural incentives Lushoto 0 3 3 2
Korogwe 3 6 3 3
Overall 1.5 4.5 3 2.5

Fertilizers information Lushoto 1 8 13 9
Korogwe 20 25 13 13
Overall 10.5 16.5 13 11

Agricultural tools Lushoto 0 1 1 0
Korogwe 1 3 1 1
Overall 0.5 2 1 0.5
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Table 5: Cross-tabulation results, for the frequency distribution for the farmers access of 

agricultural information through social media and the internet (n = 200)
 Variables  District Difference
  Lushoto Korogwe Overall Chi-

square
Df P- 

value
No Yes No Yes No Yes

Marital status Not married 23 11 17 10 40 21 0.819 1 0.366
 Married 38 28 62 11 100 39    
Sex of 
respondent

Female 39 14 37 4 76 18 9.944 1 .002*

 Male 22 25 42 17 64 42    
Age Working age 

population
54 37 70 20 124 57 2.019 1 .155b

 Older age 
population

7 2 9 1 16 3    

 Children 0 0 0 0 0 0    
Education 
level

No formal 
education

6 0 2 1 8 1 1.601 1 .206b

 Formal 
education

55 39 77 20 132 59    

Income level Below 
average

38 22 59 5 97 27 10.514 1 .001*

 Above 
average

23 17 20 16 43 33    

Improved 
seeds varieties

No 53 15 79 0 132 15 121.985 1 .000*

 Yes 2 24 0 21 2 45    
Market 
information

No 54 22 79 13 133 35 59.794 1 .000*

 Yes 1 17 0 8 1 25    
Best farming 
methods

No 53 17 79 5 132 22 96.834 1 .000*

 Yes 2 22 0 16 2 38    
Pest 
management

No 52 16 79 5 131 21 96.238 1 .000*

 Yes 3 23 0 16 3 39    
Agricultural 
incentives

No 54 33 79 18 133 51 17.223 1 .000*,b

 Yes 1 6 0 3 1 9    
Manure No 51 10 79 6 130 16 110.146 1 .000*
 Yes 4 29 0 15 4 44    
Agricultural 
tools

No 55 36 79 20 134 56 9.121 1 .003*,b

 Yes 0 3 0 1 0 4    
*The Chi-square statistic is significant at the .05 level.
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use of social media and the internet to access 
agricultural information. In addition, the model 
(96.4%) correctly specified with the model fit 
as per the omnibus test being significant (p ≤ 
0.000). The estimated coefficients and odds 
ratio are as presented in Table 6.

Table 6 shows that there was a high 
likelihood of smallholder farmers using social 
media and the internet to access information  on 
improved seeds and this was significant (p ≤ 
0.05). The results suggest that a farmer’s search 
for improved seeds varieties related information 
increased their odds of using social media and 
the internet  by 81.561 times (p≤0.05). This 
means that a farmers searching for improved 
seed varieties information were more likely to 
use social media and the internet. 

The binary logistic findings (Table 6) show 
that there was a significant (p≤ 0.05) decrease in 
the odds for smallholder farmers use of social 
media and the internet to search for agricultural 
incentives related information suggesting that 
farmers were less likely to use social media and 
the internet to access agricultural incentives 
associated information and vice versa. 

The findings in Table 6 further show that 
smallholder farmers’ likelihood of using social 
media and the internet to search for information 
on fertilizers was significant (p≤0.05). 
Generally, if a farmer searches for fertilizer 
related information his/her odds of using the 
social media and internet increases by 42.868 
times (p ≤ 0.05). This means a farmer searching 
for fertilizer related information is more likely 
to use social media and the internet compared 
to those not. 

Lastly, the binary logistic findings show 
a significant difference between smallholder 
farmers use of social media and the internet 
in their search for agricultural information 
between the two districts covered by the study. 
For example, the odds of  farmers in Korogwe  
district were less likely to use social media and 
the internet to search for agricultural information 
decreased by 0.147 times (p≤0.05). However, 
farmers in Lushoto district were relatively 
more forthcoming when it came to seeking 
information (Figure, 1). The district’s relative 
higher use of social media and the internet 
could also be explained by the district’s higher 

involvement in food crops such as maize and 
beans as well as high value horticultural crops 
such as tomatoes, and cabbage.

Discussion
Generally, these characteristics have some 

influence on smallholder farmer’s access to 
sources of agricultural information (Silayo, 
2016; Hudson et al., 2017). For example, 
income is a variable, which can influence a 
farmer access to a particular type of agricultural 
information from a certain source such as social 
media and internet (Franzel et al., 2018). In 
addition, one’s education influences his/her 
digital knowledge and preferences of whether or 
not to access information from a certain source 
(Gonte, 2018). 

Moreover, literature shows one’s sex and 
education background can influence or restrict 
their access to farming resources (Aldosari et al, 
2017) including access through relatives, radio, 
TV, internet and social media (Godwin et al., 
2018). The findings from the survey are in line 
with what was pointed out during the FGDs and 
key informant interviews as shown in the quotes 
below:

Smallholder farmers don’t have enough 
knowledge of using smartphones, social 
media and internet, particularly for searching 
agricultural information (FGD, Kerenge Ward 
May 2022).
Lack of electricity and telecommunication 
generally limits farmers from accessing digital 
information, hence their information needs (Key 
informant, Ubiri Ward, March,2022). 

According to Yaseen et al., (2016) a 
smallholder farmer being married or not 
married can influence his/her access to a certain 
source of agricultural information for example, 
social media and the internet. Furthermore, 
the findings are consistent with literature 
which shows most smallholder farmers access 
agricultural information from fellow farmers, 
neighbours, radio, relatives and agricultural 
extension staff compared to social media and the 
internet (Mwantimwa, 2020; Isaya et al., 2018; 
Kwapong et al., 2020). Furthermore, according 
to Gebru et al. (2016) one’s age is associated with 
how he/she can access agricultural information 
using a certain source especially social media 
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and the internet. 
According to Misaki et al., (2017), 

smallholder farmers’ digital agricultural 
information requirements are determined by a 
variety of features income being one of them. 
Generally, the results suggest underutilization 
of most sources such as social media and the 
internet when it comes to access agricultural 
information by smallholder farmers. The study’s 
observation from qualitative data is supported 
by what was pointed out in one of the FGDs as 
shown below: 

Smallholder farmers can’t afford buying 
enough social media and internet bundles; 
that’s why they don’t search for agricultural 
information from social media and the internet 
(FGD, Gare Ward March, 2022). 

According to Öztürk, (2021), Low digital 
literacy hinders smallholder farmers from 
participating on agriculture e-learning which 
would improve their production. 

The observation aligns with the Idiku 
et al., (2021) who found that less than a half 
(48.9%) of smallholder farmers in southern 
Nigeria used the internet to access agricultural 
information in relation to early warning and 
management of pests/diseases, manure, credit 
facilities, and weather forecast. In addition, 
literature (Makawia, 2018; Brown, 2018), has 
shown that smallholder farmers search more on 
pest and disease control, markets, and improved 
seed types of information from friends, personal 
experience, neighbours and brokers rather than 
social media and the internet. The study findings 
from the household survey are in line with what 
was observed in FDGs as shown in the quote 
below: 

Smallholder farmers search more of 
fertilizers information from social media and 
internet for getting quality and price as it is 
no longer provided by government as subsides 
and agro dealers’ sale it at high prices (FDG, 
Mombo ward May, 2022). 

The study’s observation conforms to what 
has been reported in literature (Kanjina, 2021; 
Thar et al., 2021) that smallholder farmers 
do not prefer the use of social media such as 
Facebook and YouTube when searching market 
information, but rather mainly for ordinary 
communication and updates. The above results 

are supported by observations from the FGDs 
and key informant interviews as shown in the 
quotes below: 

Smallholder farmers use social media 
such as Facebook and YouTube mainly for 
communication, fashion and learning new 
cooking recipes rather than searching for 
agricultural information (FDG, Kwemashai 
Ward, May, 2022). 

Smallholder farmers do not access 
information from social media and internet 
as they are not sensitized enough to use them 
for that purpose, but rather they access such 
information from fellow farmers, middlemen 
and other sources around them (Key informant, 
Mkomazi Village, May ,2022). 

Very few smallholder farmers accessed 
banana farming methods in Jamaica through 
You tube (Key informant, District Agricultural 
Officer, Korogwe District, May 2022). 

The study’s observation conforms to the 
observation by Idiku et al. (2021) that less 
than 50% (48.9%) of smallholder farmers used 
internet to access agricultural information such 
as early warning and management of pests/
diseases, manure, credit facilities, weather 
forecast in Nigeria.Furthermore,the above 
finding was in conformity with information 
from key informant interviews as shown in the 
quote below:

Smallholder farmers access improved seed 
related information from social media and 
internet for the purpose of getting the quality 
ones with good prices as agro dealers sometimes 
sell fake ones with high prices’ (Key informant, 
Mkomazi Ward, May, 2022). 

Smallholder farmers search for credits 
and loans from social media as agricultural 
subsidized are no longer provided by the 
government (FDG, Malindi Ward, April, 2022). 

Few smallholder farmers with digital 
literacy search for agricultural information 
including on fertilizers/manure proper use 
from Facebook and Youtube (Key informants, 
Lushoto district, April, 2022).

Conclusion and Recommendations
This study highlights the critical importance 

of access to agricultural information for 
smallholder farmers in Lushoto and Korogwe 
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Districts, Tanga Region. The findings indicate 
that a significant number of surveyed farmers 
still rely on traditional sources, such as relatives/
neighbours, radio, agricultural officers, and 
television, to access agricultural information. 
Only a minority of farmers utilize social media 
and the internet for this purpose. The study 
also reveals that certain types of agricultural 
information, such as improved seed varieties, 
market information, best farming methods, pest 
management, and manure, are highly sought 
after by those who access information through 
social media and the internet. Additionally, 
binary regression analysis indicates that 
smallholder farmers are more likely to use 
social media and the internet when seeking 
information about fertilizer, improved seeds, 
and agricultural incentives. 

Despite the potential benefits of information 
and communication technology (ICT), the 
research underscores that the adoption of ICT 
tools by smallholder farmers to address their 
agricultural information needs remains limited. 
This highlights the challenges faced by farmers 
in accessing agricultural extension services. 
To address this limitation and empower 
smallholder farmers with the necessary tools 
and knowledge, the study recommends that the 
government, agricultural sector stakeholders, 
and development partners actively promote 
digital literacy among farmers. By enhancing 
their digital skills and familiarity with ICT, 
farmers can leverage technology to overcome 
information gaps and improve agricultural 
productivity. 

Overall, this research emphasizes the 
need for targeted interventions and support 
to bridge the digital divide in the agricultural 
sector. Encouraging the use of social media 
and the internet for accessing agricultural 
information can play a crucial role in enhancing 
smallholder farmers' livelihoods, promoting 
sustainable agricultural practices, and ultimately 
contributing to food security and economic 
growth in the region.
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