


An Empirical Study on Factors Influencing Farmers' Buying Preferences of Agri-Inputs in Telangana, India

ABSTRACT

	Aims: This study examines various factors influencing farmers’ buying preferences for agri-inputs, particularly between organized and conventional agri-input retail stores.

Study Design: Descriptive and analytical study.

Place and Duration of Study: Conducted in Telangana state, Moinabad mandal, from April 2025 to June 2025.

Methodology: Using a structured questionnaire, the study surveyed 100 farmers equally split between those preferring organized and conventional agri-input retail stores. Descriptive statistics and independent samples t-tests were used to analyze the mean differences in preference and satisfaction levels.

Results and Discussion: Farmers preferred organized stores mainly for better stock availability (mean: 4.52), product quality (4.34), and technical guidance (4.28). Additional favourable factors included digital payment facilities (4.20), after-sales support (4.18), and a variety of brands (4.38). On the other hand, preferences for conventional stores centered around accessibility (4.32), established trust (3.84), and flexible credit systems (3.42). A significant difference (p < 0.001) was found in preference scores: organized stores (mean: 4.04) were rated significantly higher than conventional ones (mean: 3.28).

Conclusion: The shift toward organized agri-input retail illustrates farmers’ growing preference for professionalism, service quality, and reliability, although conventional stores remain valuable due to personal relationships and rural accessibility.
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1. INTRODUCTION 
The Agriculture and Allied Activities sector contributes about 16 per cent to India's GDP for FY2024 and supports 46.1 per cent of the population, cultivating 141 million hectares of land [1]. Agricultural input markets have evolved with private firms gaining prominence, supported by government policies and reforms like the Nutrient-Based Subsidy Scheme, Neem-Coated Urea policy, and others, influencing sector dynamics and farmer welfare [2]. Marketing channels form an ecosystem involving suppliers, retailers, wholesalers, and farmers to deliver inputs in a timely and affordable manner. Still, challenges remain with availability, accessibility, quality, and price due to poor communication and logistics [3]. India's agri-input market is valued at $44 billion with seven lakh retailers, and e-commerce platforms are emerging to connect stakeholders, though farmers often face biased input marketing favouring commercial interests over scientific needs [4]. Organized retail in India is about $330 billion, constituting four per cent of total retail but expected to grow above 25 per cent in 10 years, driven by modernization and global influences, with retail being the second largest industry and employer after agriculture [5]. Models of organized agri-input retail by firms like NAFED, Mahindra, ITC, and others have improved supply chains, reduced costs, and enhanced farmer engagement through franchising and other innovations [6]. Studies in various states reveal that agrochemical and fertilizer inputs dominate dealer portfolios, with challenges including limited government support, price fluctuations, and adulteration; capacity building and cooperatives are recommended to improve the sector [7]. Agri-input dealers serve as key technology transfer agents, with farmers valuing product choice, credit availability, and service quality; firms are encouraged to deploy field assistants and focus on need-based product research [8]. Current policy review highlights challenges in seed quality, pesticide R&D, and fertilizer subsidies, with new regulations aiming to restructure and improve governance in the agri-input markets [9]. Traditional input channels remain dominant, though modern retail entry faces access and scale challenges; innovative small-scale retail initiatives need examination for wider, inclusive farmer reach [10]. Inputs like fertilizers and irrigation were crucial for the Green Revolution and remain fundamental drivers of agricultural productivity growth [11]. Farmer buying behaviour varies with input frequency, with strategy implications for agri-business firms to effectively tailor marketing and supplier interactions [12]. Input delivery systems face inefficiencies, causing high costs and limited access, compounded by a lack of price transparency and farmer awareness issues [13]. Innovative rural retail strategies by major corporations aim to serve the large rural population with agri-inputs and complementary products, enhancing farmer relationships and service offerings [14]. Globalization drives rural retail transformation with companies expanding innovative models to tap vast rural markets, integrating supply chains to benefit farmers and consumers [15]. Agricultural franchising in India is nascent but shows promise in improving smallholder farmer connections, though success varies across initiatives requiring better management practices [16]. Retail revolution impacts rural agri-input consumer behaviour, showing price sensitivity with trust and quality influencing purchases, though ease features like home delivery are less significant [17].Agri-input dealers in Bhagalpur and Vaishali significantly aid farmers with demonstrations and technology information, while government support remains weak. Most dealers need better training and exposure to enhance their effectiveness [18]. Rice production in Tanzania's BRN irrigation schemes is highest during the wet season, with dry season yields and market prices showing improvement. These results offer essential baseline data for planning interventions to boost rice productivity, food security, and farmer livelihoods[19].This research seeks to investigate and measure the factors that impact farmers' purchasing preferences between organized agri-input stores and traditional, conventional ones.

2. MATERIALS AND METHODS
2.1 Data collection

A structured survey was conducted with a sample size of 100 farmers, split equally between those preferring organized and conventional agri-input retail formats. A 5-point Likert scale was used to assess 12 influencing factors.

2.2 METHODOLOGY
The study used Mean scores, Standard Deviations, and Independent Samples t-tests to evaluate differences in farmer preferences. The statistical analyses were performed using SPSS. The reliability of the instrument was confirmed via Cronbach’s Alpha, and significance levels were set at 0.05.
                          
Where,
X̄1, X̄2 = Sample means of two groups
,  = Variances of two groups
,  = Sample sizes of two groups
3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
3.1 Preferences for Organized Stores
Farmers rated their preference for organized agri-input retail stores on a 5-point scale, reflecting their agreement with factors influencing purchases. Key aspects such as reliable stock availability, superior product quality and expert technical guidance have received high ratings. Modern conveniences like digital payment options and effective after-sales support were also valued. These responses indicate strong satisfaction with organized stores’ services. The insights help identify strengths to maintain and areas for further improvement.
Table 1: Farmer’s Preferring Organizational stores

	S.no
	Farmer’s Preferring Organizational stores

	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	
1
	I prefer organizational retail stores due to their standardized pricing and policies.
	
4.12
	
0.521

	
2
	Organizational stores provide better technical guidance on agri-input usage.
	
4.28
	
0.536

	
3
	I find higher quality products in organizational stores than in conventional stores.
	
4.34
	
0.626

	
4
	Organizational stores maintain better stock availability than conventional stores.
	
4.52
	
0.505

	
5
	I prefer buying from organizational stores because they offer better digital payment options.
	
4.20
	
0.606

	
6
	I frequently purchase agricultural inputs from conventional retail stores.
	
1.70
	
0.763

	
7
	I frequently purchase agricultural inputs from organizational retail stores.
	
4.46
	
0.503

	
8
	I receive better after-sales support from organizational retail stores than conventional stores.
	
4.18
	
0.800

	
9
	I am satisfied with the variety of brands and products available in my preferred store type.
	
4.38
	
0.567

	
10
	I am satisfied with the variety of brands and products available in my preferred store type.
	
4.10
	
0.463

	
11
	The proximity of the store influences my buying preference.
	
4.46
	
0.579

	12
	 I recommend my preferred store type to other farmers.
	
4.66
	
0.479


*Farmer’s reasons for preferring Organizational stores
Farmers prefer organized agri-input retail stores due to better stock availability (mean 4.52), higher product quality (4.34), and superior technical guidance (4.28). Additional advantages include digital payment options (4.20), after-sales support (4.18), and wider brand variety (4.38). Conversely, conventional stores are favoured for accessibility (4.32), established trust (3.84), and flexible credit (3.42). Farmers spend more at organized stores (mean 4.46) and recommend them more strongly (4.66). Purchase frequency at conventional stores is lower (1.70), highlighting a shift toward organized retail. Statistical analysis confirms this preference difference as highly significant.
3.2 Preferences for Conventional Stores
Farmers rated their preference for conventional agri-input retail stores on a 5-point scale, indicating their agreement with factors that influence their buying choices. Key factors such as accessibility, long-standing reputation, and flexible credit options received high ratings. Personal relationships and trust in product authenticity were also important considerations. These responses reflect farmers' satisfaction with conventional stores' convenience and relational aspects, highlighting strengths to preserve and potential areas for further enhancement.
Table 2. Farmer’s Preferring Conventional stores

	S.no
	Farmer’s Preferring Conventional stores
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	
1
	I prefer conventional retail stores due to their long-standing reputation.
	
3.84
	
0.766

	
2
	Conventional stores provide more flexible credit options than organizational retail stores.
	
3.42
	
0.538

	
3
	I trust conventional retail stores for product authenticity and reliability.
	
3.28
	
0.573

	
4
	Conventional stores have better customer relationships than organizational stores.
	
3.24
	
0.517

	
5
	I purchase from conventional stores because they offer lower prices than organizational retail stores.
	
2.88
	
0.521

	
6
	I frequently purchase agricultural inputs from conventional retail stores.
	
4.20
	
0.833

	
7
	I frequently purchase agricultural inputs from organizational retail stores.
	
2.22
	
0.507

	
8
	My average spending per purchase is higher in organizational retail stores.
	
2.08
	
0.634

	
9
	I receive better after-sales support from organizational retail stores than conventional stores.
	
3.16
	
0.650

	
10
	I am satisfied with the variety of brands and products available in my preferred store type.
	
3.28
	
0.573

	
11
	The proximity of the store influences my buying preference.
	
4.32
	
0.891

	
12
	 I recommend my preferred store type to other farmers.
	
4.48
	
0.505


*Farmer’s reasons for preferring Conventional stores
Farmers largely prefer conventional retail stores because of their long-standing reputation (mean 3.84), which builds trust and confidence. Flexible credit options (mean 3.42) help them manage seasonal income variations more effectively. Trust in product authenticity (mean 3.28) ensures they feel confident about the quality and reliability of goods. Strong customer relationships (mean 3.24) foster loyalty through personal connections. Store proximity (mean 4.32) is a major factor, saving time and travel costs. Farmers purchase frequently from these stores (mean 4.20), showing habitual reliance. However, their average spending is lower (mean 2.08) compared to organized outlets. High recommendations (mean 4.48) highlight sustained satisfaction and loyalty toward conventional stores.
3.3 Statistical Analysis
An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if the overall preference scores significantly differ between store types.
Table 3 Factors influencing the farmers' buying preference in organized and conventional agri-input retail stores

	Group Statistics

	Store
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Mean
	Organizational Retail store
	50
	4.0400
	0.19795
	0.02799

	
	Conventional Retail store
	50
	3.2800
	0.45356
	0.06414








	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95 per cent Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Mean
	Equal variances assumed
	72.979
	0.000
	10.859
	98
	1.67E-18
	0.760
	0.06999
	0.62112
	0.89888

	
	Equal variances not assumed.
	 
	 
	10.859
	67.013
	2.04E-16
	0.760
	0.06999
	0.62031
	0.89969


*Factors influencing the farmers' buying preference in organized and conventional agri-input retail stores.
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances is used to assess whether the variances of two groups are equal, which is an important assumption in many parametric tests, including the independent samples t-test. In this analysis, the F statistic is 72.979 with a significance (Sig.) value of 0.000. Since this p-value is less than the conventional alpha level of 0.05, it indicates that the variances between the two groups are significantly different. In other words, the assumption of homogeneity of variance is violated, meaning the groups do not have equal variances.
The t-test results for Equality of Means are presented under two conditions: one assuming equal variances and one not assuming equal variances. When equal variances are considered, the t-value is 10.859 with 98 degrees of freedom (df), and the two-tailed significance is approximately 1.67E-18, indicating very strong evidence against the null hypothesis of equal means. The mean difference between groups is 0.760 with a standard error of 0.06999. The 95 per cent confidence interval for this mean difference ranges from 0.62112 to 0.89888, showing a precise estimate of the difference.
When the equality of variances assumption is not made, the t-test adjusts the degrees of freedom to 67.013 and the significance level to 2.04E-16, which still reflects a highly significant difference in means. The mean difference and standard error remain the same, while the 95 per cent confidence interval shifts slightly to range from 0.62031 to 0.89969. This adjustment accounts for the variance inequality revealed by Levene’s test and ensures the robustness of the t-test results despite the violation of the equal variance assumption.
Overall, the results indicate a statistically significant difference between the two group means regardless of whether equal variances are assumed. Although Levene's Test suggests the variances are unequal, the t-test remains significant with or without this assumption. This reinforces the conclusion that there is a meaningful difference in means, supported by the tight confidence intervals and extremely low p-values, providing strong evidence of a difference between the groups measured.
4. CONCLUSION
The study highlights a growing preference among farmers for organized agri-input retail stores due to better stock availability, higher product quality, and superior technical guidance. Digital payment options and after-sales services further increase their attractiveness. However, conventional stores remain essential because of their accessibility, established trust, and flexible credit options. Policies should therefore focus on expanding and upgrading organized stores while also supporting conventional stores to retain their community strengths. Promoting collaboration between both retail formats will help create a balanced, efficient system that meets farmers’ diverse needs.
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