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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study is to investigate the sources of information and learning among organic farming enterprises and conventional farming enterprises registered in the Farmer Registration System in Adana province and to comparatively analyze the adoption of innovations. The main material of this study consists of primary data obtained from 33 farmers practicing organic farming and 118 farmers calculated using the Simple Random Sampling Method for conventional agricultural enterprises. According to the results of the Mann Whitney U test, there is a significant difference at 0.01 level between organic and conventional farmers in terms of following agricultural innovations. Farmers practicing organic farming follow agricultural innovations more closely than their conventional counterparts. Farmers practicing organic farming in the research region are more innovative than farmers practicing conventional farming. The main source of information on agricultural innovations for the farmers participating in the study is the internet. Correct and efficient internet use can guide farmers in learning about innovations. Agricultural institutions should strengthen their presence on digital platforms to ensure accurate dissemination of information. Expanding extension services and tailoring information for farmers who rarely follow innovations could significantly enhance adoption. To accelerate adoption, relevant institutions should provide complete and timely information that eliminates uncertainties. This research, which examines the attitudes and behaviors of farmers applying different agricultural systems towards innovations, is expected to contribute to the agricultural extension literature.
Keywords: organic agriculture; conventional agriculture; innovation; adoption; 


1. INTRODUCTION

Innovation is an idea, practice or object perceived as new by an individual or another unit (Rogers, 1983; Leta et al., 2018). Innovation is defined as an individual's perception of an idea or practice that is experienced for the first time (Özçatalbaş, 2014). Innovation is a relative concept and an idea perceived as an innovation in one society may have already been adopted in another society (Kızılaslan & Gülaç, 2012). Even if the innovation is known elsewhere or by other individuals in the same society, if the individual perceives it for the first time, then it is an innovation for the individual (Özçatalbaş, 2014). Agricultural innovation includes new or improved inputs and methods used in production (Oğuz & Karakuş, 2016). Innovations in agriculture include not only the use of modern technologies, but also the acquisition of knowledge and techniques through diffusion systems and the development of marketing strategies for better outcomes (Khalid et al., 2022). 

Diffusion is the process by which an innovation is transmitted among the members of a social system through certain channels over time (Rogers, 1983). In this respect, diffusion enables individuals to learn about innovations through diverse communication channels. Adoption theory examines the choices individuals make to accept or reject a particular innovation (Rogers, 1983; Leta et al., 2018). The adoption process of innovations consists of five stages: awareness, interest, evaluation, trial, and adoption. Mass media, which have entered our lives with the development of science and technology, provide farmers with newer, more advanced technologies and better transfer of current developments in agriculture. The adoption of innovations in agriculture by farmers and the use of current agricultural methods instead of traditional agricultural methods by applying the adopted innovations will contribute to more production and productivity with less labour force and at the same time to reduce production costs in enterprises.

The agricultural sector is one of the indispensable sectors for all countries due to its economic contributions to national economies as well as its importance in public nutrition. Especially due to the pandemic that has affected the whole world in recent years, the issues of food safety and self-sufficiency in agriculture have come to the agenda more and the importance of the agricultural sector has increased even more. As of 2020, the total organic agriculture area in the world is 724,959.2 hectares (FAO, 2022).  The organic agriculture area in Turkey is 243,778 hectares as of 2021. As of 2021, 38,748 farmers in Turkey produced a total of 1,101,237 tons of organic production with 267 types of products, including the transition process (Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, 2023). 

Adana is a city in the Mediterranean region with a population of 2,263,373 as of 2021 (TurkStat, 2023). As of 2021, the total agricultural area in Adana is 4,871,854 decares (TurkStat, 2023). As of 2021, there are 62 farmers carrying out organic agriculture activities on 8,830.04 hectares in Adana province (Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, 2023). The total amount of organic agriculture production is 18,817.10 tonnes (Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, 2023). In 2020, 48 items of organic products are produced in Adana province. Adana province has 3.62% of Turkey's total organic agriculture area.

In the face of rapidly developing technology and changing market conditions, farmers' needs for information have greatly increased and diversified. It is stated that the production of information, its dissemination by transforming it into a form that farmers can understand, and its perception and use by farmers take place in a cycle that complements each other (Kızılaslan & Ünal, 2013). In the studies in the literature, it is stated that farmers mainly get information from pesticide dealers, agricultural organisations and other farmers around them.

The aim of this research is to investigate the sources of information and learning of organic farming enterprises and conventional farming enterprises registered in the Farmer Registration System in Adana province and to analyse the adoption of innovations comparatively.

2. MATERIAL and METHODS

The main material of this study consists of primary data obtained from organic and conventional farmers in Adana province and districts. In addition, the study was supported by secondary data. National and international research results, statistical data, reports, theses, and related publications were also utilized. In the preparation of the questionnaire form, national and international literature was analysed and the questionnaire was designed to align with the study’s objectives. Before the questionnaire application, a test questionnaire was conducted. After the test survey, necessary corrections were made on the questionnaire form and the questionnaire form was finalised. In the collection of data, face-to-face interviews were conducted with the farmers who could be reached and telephone surveys were conducted with the farmers who could not be reached face-to-face.
Although there are 44,000 farmers engaged in conventional agriculture in Adana province and districts, 32,736 of them are registered in the Farmer Registration System (Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, 2021). According to the records of Adana Provincial Directorate of Agriculture and Forestry in 2022, the number of organic farmers registered in the Farmer Registration System is 22 (Adana Provincial Directorate of Agriculture and Forestry, 2022). District Directorates of Agriculture and Forestry were interviewed to determine the villages where organic agriculture is practised. During this interview, it was determined that the number of producers together with the farmers who have just started organic farming is 34. Since the number of farmers practising organic farming is small, it was tried to obtain data from all 34 farmers by using the complete census method, and since 1 farmer practising organic farming did not participate in the survey, the survey was completed with 33 farmers. Due to the high number of farmers practising conventional agriculture, sampling method was used. Simple Random Sampling Method was used to determine the sample size. The formula used in determining the sample size (Yamane, 2001) is as follows.



In the formula; 
n: Sample volume 
N: Population volume 
z: The z value in the standard normal distribution table according to the error rate 
d: Sensitivity (Accepted error tolerance level)  
s: Sample standard deviation 

The sample size was calculated as 112 with 95% confidence level (z: 1.96), accepted error tolerance level within the limits of ±5, and standard deviation value (s: 25) calculated from the pilot sample. However, 118 questionnaires were conducted due to errors and deficiencies that may arise in the questionnaires. The additional surveys did not have any negative impact on the structure of the sample. The districts where organic agriculture is practised were included in the sample, but a farmer practising organic agriculture in Seyhan district did not participate in the survey.

The data obtained as a result of the survey were evaluated by means of package programmes and presented in the form of cross tables. In order to apply various parametric tests, the conformity of the data to normal distribution was analyzed with the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, and it was determined that the data did not show a normal distribution. Since parametric tests cannot be used in data not suitable for normal distribution, Chi-Square analysis was performed. The most important point to be considered in Chi-Square analysis is that more than 20% of the theoretical values should not be less than 5. However, in the Chi-Square analysis, more than 20% of the theoretical values could not be used because they were less than 5. Instead, Mann-Whitney U test was used to see whether there is a significant difference in the answers given by the farmers to the questions according to the status of organic production or not. Mann-Whitney U test is used to test whether there is a significant difference between two distributions by comparing the measurements of two independent groups (samples) regarding a dependent variable (Ural & Kılıç, 2006).

3. FINDINGS and DISCUSSION

A total of 151 farmers participated in the study conducted in Adana districts and villages. Of these, 33 (21.9%) practiced organic farming and 118 (78.1%) practiced conventional farming.

3.1. Demographic Characteristics of Farmers

Approximately 73% of the farmers practicing organic agriculture are male and 27% are female. Approximately 96% of the farmers practising conventional agriculture are male and 4% are female. These findings show that men dominate both organic and conventional farming. Among organic farmers, 45.5% are aged 36–50, while 48.3% of conventional farmers are aged 51–65. These findings reveal that organic farming is mostly practised by young farmers. Yılmaz (2008) stated that men are often considered producers because they are heads of households and hold final decision-making authority.

Educational attainment also differs. Among organic farmers, 33.3% graduated from primary school, 33.3% from university, 21.2% from high school, 9.1% from secondary school, and 3% are literate without formal education. Among conventional farmers, 41.5% are primary school graduates, 23.7% high school graduates, 20.3% secondary school graduates, 9.3% university graduates, and 5.1% are literate without formal education.

3.2. Social Security and Income Status of Farmers

None of the farmers lack social security coverage. Approximately 61% of organic farmers are covered by SSK and 39% by BAG-KUR. Among conventional farmers, 41% are under SSK and 54% under BAG-KUR. Torun (2011) emphasized that having social security is a critical socio-economic indicator. 

In terms of income, 82% of organic farmers earn 0–50,000₺, 9.1% earn 200,001₺ or more, 6.1% earn 100,001–150,000₺, and 3% earn 150,001–200,000₺. For conventional farmers, 50% earn 0–50,000₺, 19.5% earn 50,001–100,000₺, 16.9% earn 200,001₺ or more, 10.2% earn 100,001–150,000₺, and 3.4% earn 150,001–200,000₺.

3.3. Size of Land Owned by Farmers

The average landholding among participants is 82 decares. Among organic farmers, 33.3% own 11–20 decares, 30.3% own 1–10 decares, 21.2% own 50 or more decares, and 15.2% own 21–49 decares. In contrast, half of conventional farmers own more than 50 decares, while the other half own less. These results indicate that organic farming is more frequently practiced on smaller holdings.

3.4. Farmers' Agricultural Information Sources

Overall, 96% of farmers reported learning agriculture from family, 2% through research, 1.3% from other farmers, and 0.7% from school. All organic farmers (100%) and most conventional farmers (94.9%) learned agriculture from their families. Yalçın and Boz (2007) noted that agricultural occupations in Turkey are typically passed from father to son.

All organic farmers (100%) and most conventional farmers (94.9%) stated that they farm to continue the family occupation. A small minority of conventional farmers cited other motivations: 1.7% as a hobby, 1.7% due to interest in nature, 0.8% to produce for personal consumption, and 0.8% because of their education field.

3.5. Status of Organic Agriculture

The main reasons cited for not practicing organic farming are shown in Table 1. Lack of knowledge is the leading factor (41.5%), followed by unsuitable conditions (15.3%), high input and labor requirements (12.7%), and low expected yield (11.9%). Other reasons include low income and insufficient land. Some farmers previously practiced organic farming but abandoned it, while others are considering transitioning. 

Karabaş and Gürler (2011) found that farmers in Samsun avoided organic farming due to yield loss, lack of market orientation, and insufficient knowledge. Similar patterns appear in this study. Läpple and Van Rensburg (2011) argue that the distinction between groups is important because early, middle and late adopters respond differently to economic and non-economic factors when considering whether to switch to organic farming, given the fact that not all farmers adopt a technology at the same time.

Table 1. Reasons for not practicing organic farming
	Causes
	f
	%

	I don't know about organic farming
	49
	41.5

	Environment not suitable
	18
	15.3

	Inputs and labour are high
	15
	12.7

	I don't think we'll get efficiency
	14
	11.9

	Other
	22
	18.6

	Total
	118
	100



Among organic farmers, 27.3% reported switching to grow healthier products, 18.2% to avoid chemicals, 12.1% for both health and higher income, 9.1% to formalize chemical-free practices, and 6.1% due to export potential, suitable markets, or lifestyle. A further 3% cited influences such as surrounding farmers, government incentives, guaranteed markets, and input support. 

Other studies (Karki et al., 2011) similarly highlight institutional support, market expectations, and health motivations as key drivers of organic conversion. External support, technical assistance, and contract guarantees also strongly influence decisions (Gürkan, 2017). Akyüz and Theuvsen (2020) emphasized that strategies to promote organic agriculture should be designed not only to integrate farmers into the system but also to ensure that existing producers maintain organic agriculture as a sustainable production system.

In summary, the literature points to two main dimensions in the transition to organic agriculture: (i) institutional factors, such as government and corporate support, and (ii) individual motivations, such as economic benefits, health awareness, and resource utilization. These factors play a critical role in farmers' transition to organic agriculture.

Organic farmers in this study mainly obtained information from provincial/district agricultural directorates (54.5%) and fellow organic farmers (24.2%). Exporters, associations, consumers, and cooperatives were less common sources. Similar findings are reported by Torun (2011) and Karabaş & Gürler (2011), underlining the central role of agricultural organizations. However, it is also seen that traditional communication channels and the social environment continue to influence producer decisions.

Seminars provided by agricultural directorates were the most influential factor (42.4%) in the decision to switch to organic farming. Other influences included peers, profitability expectations, and avoidance of chemicals. These results reinforce the importance of official institutions and local support in adoption decisions.

After receiving information, 45.5% of organic farmers began immediately, 39.4% within one year, 9.1% within two years, and 6.1% within three years. While 81.8% recommended organic farming to peers, only 33.3% of their peers adopted it, while 48.5% did not.

3.6. Membership in Agricultural Organizations

Overall, 84% of farmers were members of agricultural organizations. Among organic farmers, 97% were members of the Chamber of Agriculture (57.6%), Irrigation Union (21.2%), Agricultural Credit Cooperative (36.4%), Control and Certification Organization (93.9%), and associations (36.4%). Among conventional farmers, 81% were members of the Chamber of Agriculture (53.4%), Irrigation Association (27.1%), Agricultural Credit Cooperative (41.5%), and associations (6.8%). Eryılmaz et al. (2020) emphasized that membership provides economic and informational benefits.
 
3.7. Farmers' Attitudes, Behaviours and Information Sources Regarding Innovation Adoption

Among organic farmers, 69.7% follow agricultural websites, compared to 43.2% of conventional farmers (Table 2). Chi-square analysis confirmed a significant difference at the 0.01 level (χ² (2, N = 151) = 10.38, p = .006). Farmers practising organic farming follow agricultural websites more than farmers practising conventional farming.

Table 2. Follow-up status of farmers on agricultural websites according to the practice
	Status of Organic Agriculture 
	Follow-up Status of Agricultural Websites

	
	Yes
	No
	Rarely
	Total

	
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%

	Yes
	23
	69.7
	7
	21.2
	3
	9.1
	33
	100

	No
	51
	43.2
	62
	52.5
	5
	4.2
	118
	100

	Total
	74
	49.0
	69
	45.7
	8
	5.3
	151
	100



Similarly, 66.7% of organic farmers and 41.5% of conventional farmers reported generally following agricultural innovations (Table 3). Notably, 44% of conventional farmers do not follow innovations at all.

Table 3. The status of farmers' following agricultural innovations according to the practice
	Organic Farming Status
	Following Agricultural Innovations Status

	
	Usually
	Sometimes
	Rarely
	Never
	Total

	
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%

	Yes
	22
	66.7
	3
	9.1
	1
	3.0
	7
	21.2
	33
	100

	No
	49
	41.5
	11
	9.3
	6
	5.1
	52
	44.1
	118
	100

	Total
	71
	47.0
	14
	9.3
	7
	4.6
	59
	39.1
	151
	100



Attitudes toward innovation news also differed (Table 4). About 54% of organic and 24% of conventional farmers said agricultural innovation news “totally suits” them. Conversely, 35% of conventional farmers were undecided.

Table 4. Farmer attitudes towards agricultural innovation news according to the application
	Organic Farming Status
	Farmer attitudes towards agricultural innovation news

	
	Totally Suits Me
	Suits Me
	Undecided
	Somewhat Suits Me
	Doesn't Suit
	Total

	
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%

	Yes
	14
	53.8
	5
	19.2
	5
	19.2
	2
	7.7
	0
	0.0
	26
	100

	No
	16
	24.2
	23
	34.8
	23
	34.8
	2
	3.0
	2
	3.0
	66
	100

	Total
	30
	32.6
	28
	30.4
	28
	30.4
	4
	4.3
	2
	2.2
	92
	100



Mann-Whitney U test results show significant differences in reactions to new practices at the 0.01 significance level (U=525.000, p=.002). Half of organic farmers and 39.4% of conventional farmers said they would try new practices observed in their village (Table 5).

Table 5. Farmer attitudes towards a new application in the village according to the application
	Organic Farming Status
	Farmer attitudes towards a new application in the village

	
	I Don't Care
	I Am Curious But I Won't Try
	I Am Curious And I Will Try 
	I Will Definitely Try
	Total

	
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%

	Yes
	0
	0.0
	1
	3.8
	13
	50.0
	12
	46.2
	26
	100

	No
	4
	6.1
	20
	30.3
	26
	39.4
	16
	24.2
	66
	100

	Total
	4
	4.3
	21
	22.8
	39
	42.4
	28
	30.4
	92
	100



Similarly, attitudes towards new agricultural investments/technologies differed significantly at the 0.01 significance level (χ² (2, N = 92) = 13.17, p = .001). While 69.2% of organic farmers said they would adopt innovations immediately, 40.9% of conventional farmers preferred to wait until others accepted them (Table 6).

Table 6. Farmer behaviors towards a new agricultural investment/technology according to the practice
	Organic Farming Status
	Farmer behaviors towards a new agricultural investment/technolog

	
	I accept immediately
	I wait for some of the other producers in the village to accept.
	After everyone accepts, I will accept last.
	Total

	
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%

	Yes
	18
	69.2
	7
	26.9
	1
	3.8
	26
	100

	No
	20
	30.3
	27
	40.9
	19
	28.8
	66
	100

	Total
	38
	41.3
	34
	37.0
	20
	21.7
	92
	100



Both groups cited the internet as the most important information source (76.9% organic; 56.7% conventional). Other sources of information for farmers who practice organic farming are the Ministry of Agriculture (73.1%), peers (53.8%), lead farmers (50%), cooperatives (46.2%), seminars/panels (46.2%), media (26.9%). For farmers who practice conventional farming, the sources are peers (47%), television-radio (42.4%), lead farmers (39.4%), the Ministry of Agriculture (36.4%), family (36.4%), cooperatives (27.3%), seminars/panels (24.2%). 

These findings align with studies in Afghanistan, Turkey, and Pakistan, which highlight the importance of both social environments and institutional support (Dadkhwah, 2020; Eryılmaz et al., 2020; Acıbuca & Budak, 2021; Kurt & Boz, 2020; Khalid et al., 2022).

In summary, the literature categorizes producers' information sources into three main groups: (i) social circles such as family members and other farmers, (ii) institutional sources such as agricultural organizations and veterinarians, and (iii) mass media such as television, radio, and the internet. Studies reveal that the order of importance of these sources may vary depending on the region, production branch, and socio-economic characteristics of the farmers. 

Chi-square analysis confirmed that there were significant differences in some information sources at the 0.05 significance level: family members (χ² (1, N = 92) = 5.54, p = .02), the Ministry of Agriculture (χ² (1, N = 92) = 10.099, p = .001), and seminars/panels (χ² (1, N = 92) = 4.230, p = .04). Conventional farmers relied more on family, while organic farmers relied more on institutional and formal sources. 

Mann-Whitney U tests found no significant differences in overall factors influencing adoption, though adequacy of knowledge was the leading factor for both groups (Table 7). Other important factors included ease of implementation, technical support, credit, and government support. These results are consistent with prior studies emphasizing economic feasibility, peer influence, and institutional backing (Abebe et al., 2013; Kılıçtek & Aksoy, 2019). Rizzo et al. (2024) state that when comparing organic and conventional agriculture, organic farmers have a stronger environmental view and are more likely to take economic gains into account less.

When research findings and the literature are evaluated together, it appears that the most decisive factors in farmers' innovation adoption are access to and adequacy of information, economic advantages (affordability, increased income, credit opportunities), the influence of the social environment (other farmers' practices, buyers' recommendations), and institutional support (government support, NGOs, technical support).

Table 7. Factors affecting farmers' adoption of an innovation related to their field of activity according to the application
	Innovation Adoption Factors
	Organic Farming Status
	Disagree
	Undecided
	Agree
	Total

	
	
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%

	Price
	Yes
	7
	26.9
	4
	15.4
	15
	57.7
	26
	100

	
	No
	12
	18.2
	9
	13.6
	45
	68.2
	66
	100

	
	Total
	19
	20.7
	13
	14.1
	60
	65.2
	92
	100

	Adequacy of knowledge about it 
	Yes
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	26
	100
	26
	100

	
	No
	1
	1.5
	3
	4.5
	62
	93.9
	66
	100

	
	Total
	1
	1.1
	3
	3.3
	88
	95.7
	92
	100

	Ease of implementation 
	Yes
	0
	0.0
	1
	3.8
	25
	96.2
	26
	100

	
	No
	1
	1.5
	4
	6.1
	61
	92.4
	66
	100

	
	Total
	1
	1.1
	5
	5.4
	86
	93.5
	92
	100

	Friend recommendation
	Yes
	3
	11.5
	4
	15.4
	19
	73.1
	26
	100

	
	No
	15
	22.7
	6
	9.1
	45
	68.2
	66
	100

	
	Total
	18
	19.6
	10
	10.9
	64
	69.6
	92
	100

	Organization recommendation
	Yes
	0
	0.0
	2
	7.7
	24
	92.3
	26
	100

	
	No
	17
	25.8
	8
	12.1
	41
	62.1
	66
	100

	
	Total
	17
	18.5
	10
	10.9
	65
	70.7
	92
	100

	Credit opportunity
	Yes
	2
	7.7
	2
	7.7
	22
	84.6
	26
	100

	
	No
	8
	12.1
	3
	4.5
	55
	83.3
	66
	100

	
	Total
	10
	10.9
	5
	5.4
	77
	83.7
	92
	100

	Technical support
	Yes
	1
	3.8
	2
	7.7
	23
	88.5
	26
	100

	
	No
	4
	6.1
	4
	6.1
	58
	87.9
	66
	100

	
	Total
	5
	5.4
	6
	6.5
	81
	88.0
	92
	100

	Government support
	Yes
	4
	15.4
	1
	3.8
	21
	80.8
	26
	100

	
	No
	11
	16.7
	3
	4.5
	52
	78.8
	66
	100

	
	Total
	15
	16.3
	4
	4.3
	73
	79.3
	92
	100



Barriers to adoption also differed. For organic farmers, the main barrier was lack of access to innovations (69.2%), while for conventional farmers it was capital shortage (71.2%). Other obstacles included lack of technical support, high costs, and insufficient government support. These results mirror findings from Yılmaz (2008), Okunlola et al. (2011), Kızılaslan & Ünal (2013), and Dadkhwah (2020). Generally, these studies reveal that farmers face the greatest challenges in adopting innovations due to economic costs, lack of access to information, and structural conditions (land, labor, farm scale). Furthermore, cultural adaptation and traditional habits are also important factors affecting the process.

Despite these challenges, nearly all farmers stated they would adopt innovations that increase income and yield. Most also reported that they would consult experts, discuss with peers, and recommend successful innovations to others. Organic farmers showed a greater willingness to take risks and adopt innovations promptly compared to conventional farmers. These findings are consistent with Hasdemir & Taluğ (2012), Abdurahman et al. (2016), Yener (2017), and Aydın et al. (2017), who emphasized the roles of support, economic benefits, and trialability in adoption. 

4. CONCLUSION and RECOMMENDATIONS

The agricultural sector is among the industries most affected by rapidly changing technologies. While farmers traditionally relied on newspapers, radio, and television for information, the internet has become the primary source today. The adoption of agricultural innovations enables farmers to achieve higher efficiency and income with less labor. The status of farmers in Adana province adopting innovations, the demographic factors influencing adoption, their information sources, and their opinions are summarized below.

It can be said that farmers engaged in organic farming are generally younger and better educated than those in conventional farming. During the research, many farmers stated that their agricultural income does not cover expenses. By increasing support for agricultural inputs, farmers’ income should be improved to prevent them from abandoning agricultural activities and to ensure sustainability. In addition, farmers considering leaving organic farming should receive targeted support to address their problems and encourage continued production. A large portion of conventional farmers reported not adopting organic farming due to a lack of knowledge. By expanding extension activities and training on organic agriculture, farmers’ awareness can be raised and conversion encouraged. Organic production can also be increased by broadening the seminars provided by Provincial/District Agricultural Directorates, which were identified as key influences in farmers’ transitions.

Organic farmers follow agricultural websites more than conventional farmers. Increasing digital literacy programs in rural areas could further encourage the use of online agricultural resources. Farmers practicing organic agriculture also follow innovations more closely, demonstrating greater innovativeness.

The internet is the main source of information for agricultural innovations. However, in some regions, use is limited to social media, which can result in misinformation. To counter this, institutions should organize events such as conferences and seminars and provide reliable online resources. Correct and efficient internet use can guide farmers in learning about innovations. Agricultural institutions should strengthen their presence on digital platforms to ensure accurate dissemination of information. 

The study revealed that organic farmers are generally more innovative. While organic farmers attach importance to the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry staff and experts in the field (agricultural consultants) in agricultural innovations, conventional farmers tend to rely on peer farmers. Leading farmers therefore play an important role in facilitating adoption, especially for equipment-related innovations. Extension personnel also play an active role in some villages, but less so in others. Expanding agricultural extension services is crucial for broader adoption.

Having sufficient information was found to be the most decisive factor for both organic and conventional farmers. To accelerate adoption, relevant institutions should provide complete and timely information that eliminates uncertainties.

The main barrier for organic farmers was lack of access to innovations, while for conventional farmers it was capital shortage. Providing affordable access and financial support could help overcome these obstacles.

Extension activities such as village meetings can bring farmers together, allowing information about innovations to be shared and discussed collectively. Expanding extension services and tailoring information for farmers who rarely follow innovations could significantly enhance adoption.

This study was limited to Adana province, and its findings cannot be generalized to all producers. Similar research in other regions with larger samples is necessary to validate the results. Findings are expected to be similar in regions with similar agro-ecological characteristics, crop patterns, farm scales, and market conditions. However, the expected impact may be reduced in regions with distinct characteristics. When conducting similar studies in different regions, pretesting and local adaptation are crucial for the validity of the results.
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