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Abstract

To foster direct-to-consumer marketing, some alternative farmers are shifting to online tools like social media. 
What is unknown, however, is how they use them and what impacts use has on their business. The purpose 
of this study was to characterize and determine influences and outcomes of alternative farmers’ use of various 
online communication channels to better understand what they stand to gain (or lose) from participation in 
these activities as it relates to their farm business viability and social capital. Through survey data of 82 al-
ternative farmers, it was learned their personal use of social media was highly correlated with their business 
use. Most of their time on the Internet was spent f inding farming information and finding and interacting 
with customers; these activities (along with several others) were positively correlated with online bridging 
social capital. Personal uses of Facebook were indicative of greater social capital, whereas business uses of any 
social media were not. For business viability, the more Facebook Page likes their farms had, the more revenue 
they had, but no relationships were found between their business use of social media and customer loyalty or 
customer relationship. In sum, alternative farmers’ use of online communication tools was positively related 
to their social capital and their use of Facebook Pages was positively related to farm revenue. This study pro-
vides critical benchmark data to later determine the impact of effective use of these tools.
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Introduction
Much of the literature in public relations tends to focus on medium and large enterprises often 
neglecting the significance and challenge of public relations of small businesses. The definition of a 
small business or small office varies according to the industry and may be based on number of em-
ployees or revenue (U.S. Small Business Administration, n.d.). These businesses often are so small  
that the role of public relations and marketing often falls on the shoulders of the business owners 
or other employees whose responsibilities are diverse (Stokes, 2000). While many industries contain 
small businesses in which public relations efforts could be examined, the agricultural sector offers an 
interesting angle on many fronts that seems comparable to others. The agriculture industry defines 
a small farm as having annual gross sales of less than $250,000 (USDA Economic Research Ser-
vice, 2013), but this includes 91% of U.S. farms (Hoppe, MacDonald, & Korb, 2010). About 60% 
are considered “very small,” having annual gross income of less than $10,000 with nearly half of the 

Based on paper presented at the Association for Education in Journalism and Mass Communication 
Conference.
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Small-sized farm operations often choose direct-to-consumer marketing to reach customers, 
bypassing the loss of revenue from indirect sales and allowing a higher level of control of production 
practices (Payne, 2002). A unifying term used hereafter for these small farms using direct-to-con-
sumer marketing is alternative farmers/farming. In this marketing model, the farms grow products as 
determined by a mix of their preferences and the market for those products and then find channels 
to sell directly to consumers through on-farm sales (including Internet sales), farm stands, farmers’ 
markets, and other avenues that afford them access to customers directly. Farmers’ markets and road-
side farm stands can provide exposure to a potential customer base and then they may seek other 
avenues like Internet and on-farm sales. Government, nonprofit, and university Extension support is 
partly responsible for a steady increase in direct-to-consumer marketing during the last few decades. 
Examples of this growth are the number of farmers’ markets in the U.S. has increased consistently 
from 1,755 in 1994 to more than 7,800 in 2012 (USDA, 2012) and a national study of organic farm-
ers found 80% of those producing vegetables, herbs, flowers, mushrooms, or honey sold at least some 
of them through direct-to-consumer markets (Waltz, 2004). 

Because of the growth of farmers’ markets as a marketing channel, alternative farmers now face 
more competition and may benefit from public relations efforts that would expand their network 
and foster social changes that would help to create a more favorable business environment. In direct 
marketing, public relations becomes an important function for alternative farmers even if they be-
lieve they are too small to use the term to describe their communication efforts. However, in the face 
of few staff, a lack of expertise in public relations, and very little time, the public relations functions 
of these alternative farms must have unique characteristics and require an examination of whether 
and how inexpensive tools of the trade like websites, email, newsletters, blogs, and social media may 
impact these small businesses. 

Direct-to-Consumer Marketing Online
Much of the literature examining communication functions of small-farm businesses does not use 
the term “public relations.” Instead, researchers lump public relations activities into the concept of 
direct marketing despite delineations those within public relations and marketing would like to make 
between the two. Therefore, when referring to direct marketing activities, we are including public re-
lations as a part of that but using the terminology from the base of literature that has examined alter-
native farm business communication efforts. Because relationships between farmers and consumers 
are at the heart of the direct marketing concept, the Internet in general and social media in particular 
have been encouraged in a wide variety of publications as effective tools for alternative enterprises 
because of their ability to facilitate communication between these two groups (Adam, Balasubrah-
manyam, & Born, 2010; Gordon, 2010; Smith, 2011). Though a much-documented digital divide 
exists between urban and rural residents (Whitacre & Mills, 2007), the number of farmers using the 
Internet is steadily increasing, aided by the introduction of mobile technologies. In 2013, a 67% of 
U.S. farms had Internet access compared with 62%  in 2011, and 14% of all farmers conducted agri-
cultural marketing activities over the Internet, up from 12% in 2011 (USDA NASS, 2013).

However, very little empirical research has been conducted on small farmers and the effectiveness 
of online direct marketing, and existing studies tend to focus on direct marketing via a farm website 
rather than social media. For example, one 2006 study of small farmers across the U.S. found though 
a majority of the farms had no website, farms with websites generally had higher levels of gross farm 
sales than did farms without websites, and a higher percentage of farms with websites earned more 
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2006). 
The broad business and communications literature offers explanations of the outcomes of social 

media. Most often, social media is cited as affecting many non-financial outcomes that later foster 
financial ones for businesses. These non-financial outcomes often are described under the concept 
of customer engagement. Fostering customer loyalty is one commonly named impact of using so-
cial media (Blanchard, 2011; Sashi, 2012). Another is customer communication/interaction, which 
should, theoretically, foster customer loyalty and increase frequency and yield of purchases (Chu & 
Kim, 2011; Mangold & Faulds, 2009; Murdough, 2009; Sashi, 2012). Few studies, however, have 
shown correlations between social media and financial outcomes for businesses in general, let alone 
small-farm businesses. 

Direct Marketing, Online Tools, and Social Capital
Previous empirical studies of farmers and their reasons for using direct marketing cite incentives 
were (1) control over their production and (2) higher profits for the same amount of production 
(Kirwan, 2004). Other potential benefits exist, both to direct marketing and social media use, beyond 
these two incentives. These benefits are the result of the cultivation of informal exchange relation-
ships (both online and face-to-face) through what may be better described as public relations (as 
opposed to marketing) activities. Informal exchange relationships may not provide as immediate 
or measurable results but still offer avenues of support particularly for small farmers (Sutherland & 
Burton, 2011). Outcomes from these relationships can be direct, such as the ability to receive credit 
from local vendors or a loan from a family member to stay in business (Anderson & Jack, 2002; 
Gustafson & Nganje, 2006), or indirect, such as increased voter support for policy that effects small 
farms in a beneficial way (Sharp & Smith, 2003) or collective investment in the farming community 
(Flora, 1995).

These relationships and their outcomes may be understood and measured by applying the con-
cept of social capital. Bourdieu (1986) situates social capital alongside economic and cultural capital 
as three exchangeable forms of capital that facilitate the movement of actual or potential resources; 
social capital is a collective asset made up of these resources created from the relationships between 
members in a group. Within the concept of social capital, Granovetter (1973) describes strong and 
weak ties, each associated with different kinds of benefits at the level of the individual. In his study 
of people looking for employment, he found those with more weak ties, associated with bridging so-
cial capital, tended to be more successful. Many other studies have supported his findings, and weak 
ties are generally understood to provide access to resources beyond a person’s immediate network. 
Bonding social capital provides other benefits, including emotional or substantive support and the 
maintaining of resources (Williams & Durrance, 2008).

Some argue social capital is increasing, most often citing the Internet’s role in facilitating com-
munication and relationships (Lin, 1999). This is a broad literature and authors treat social capital 
in the context of the Internet differently. Hampton and Wellman (2003) found an online discussion 
group in a localized community enhanced weak ties and increased interaction among neighbors. 
Similarly, Kavanaugh, Reese, Carroll, and Rossen (2005) found for individuals with high levels of 
bridging social capital, using the Internet as a communication tool may enhance face-to-face interac-
tions. Ellison, Steinfield, and Lampe (2007) found a strong positive relationship between Facebook 
use and both types of social capital, with bridging being impacted the most. Ko and Kuo (2009) 
found self-disclosure through blogging directly impacted bloggers’ perception of their own bonding 
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No known study exists to date on the interaction between American small farmers’ Internet 
use and social capital. However, a wide band literature exists on farmers’ face-to-face relationships 
that create social capital, though most studies treat social capital as a variable determining farmers’ 
willingness to adopt technological changes within a broader theoretical orientation of the diffusion 
of innovations theory. These studies are most often about the global South, influenced largely by 
the adoption of the concept as a development tool by the World Bank (Grootaert 2004; Sanjeev 
& Gangadharappa, 2010; Tu, Li, & Tsai, 2010; Woolcock & Narayan, 2000). Case studies in this 
area generally measure social capital as a trait of a community or village, mapping it to development 
measures, though some such as Wolz and colleagues (2010) measure it at the individual household 
level and relate it to business outcomes such as farm income. Wolz et al. also measured bridging and 
bonding separately, ultimately determining that bridging social capital was a significant determinant 
of farm income for small farmers in Ukraine. Studies conducted in the West are more likely to prob-
lematize the concept of social capital in rural development, though often they also cite its benefits to 
individual farmers. For example, Sutherland and Burton (2011) found social capital was important 
for small farmers in Scotland, particularly in access to labor, but also call into question its usefulness 
as a development strategy particularly due to questions of scale. 

This study focused on the individual farmer level and sought to understand the potential benefits 
of social capital and how it relates farmers’ use of different online tools and outcomes from that use. 

Purpose and Objectives
Farmers are a unique and critical group to examine in terms of their use of online marketing and 
communication channels because they are likely to be living and/or working in rural areas. They 
likely are not accessing and using the Internet-based mediums in the same way as others in urban 
and suburban settings. Alternative farmers often have to handle their own marketing, whether that 
be direct-to-consumer and/or through facilitating relationships with wholesalers, retailers, schools, 
and restaurants and online communication tools are a way to achieve that. Also, from a variety of 
societal levels (i.e., consumers, state government, federal government, nonprofits), the push to foster 
local food markets further highlights the necessity to begin exploration of whether these tools pro-
vide tangible benefits for farmers in being able to market their business. 

The purpose of this study was to characterize and determine influences and outcomes of alterna-
tive farmers’ use of various online marketing and communication channels. The following objectives 
guided the research: 

To determine what influences alternative farmers’ adoption of online mediated communication 
channels, answering the following: What social media are they using for personal vs. business 
uses? What types of activities do they engage in online and for how much time? 

To analyze how their use of and interactions in online communication channels (particularly 
social media) relates to social capital and business viability.

Methodology
Online survey methodology (using Qualtrics) was deemed appropriate since the questions this study 
addresses require farmers to have and use the Internet on at least a weekly to every other week ba-
sis. Previous recent surveys of farmers show most U.S. farmers have access to the Internet, use it on 
a weekly basis, and access it via mobile devices and laptops/computers (AgriCouncil, 2012; Hyde, 
Spaulding, Tudor, & Mahatanankoon, 2012). The online survey was optimized for taking on mobile 
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The instrument included questions about farm characteristics, use and motivations for use of on-
line media for personal and business, use of marketing channels, social capital, farm business viabil-
ity (revenue, perceived customer loyalty/communication), and demographics. Most of the measures 
were researcher-developed or adapted from literature in collaboration with a panel of experts that 
included an agricultural economist extension agent with expertise in direct marketing, an alternative 
farms extension agent, an entrepreneur for a start-up organization designing an online tool for farm-
ers, and an educational director for an alternative farmers group (who also is an alternative farmer). 
The instrument was piloted with two alternative farmers who provided additional input. 

Scales for social capital were used from Williams (2006) and had a reliability with the data in this 
present study of α = .88 for online bridging social capital, α =.77 for online bonding social capital, 
α = .71 for face-to-face bridging social capital, and α = .80 for face-to-face (FTF) bonding social 
capital. Measures for business viability included farm business revenue (entered as a whole number 
by respondent) from the previous year (because they should have it documented from filing their 
taxes in April), a customer loyalty scale adapted from Jones, Taylor, and Bansal (2008) (α = .82 in 
this study) and a customer relationship scale adapted from Thomson (2006) (α = .92 in this study). 
Their personal use of Facebook, Twitter, and blogs were measured with yes/no questions, and then 
they provided the number of friends, followers, and blogs followed. Their farm business use of these 
same tools plus email newsletters was measured with yes/no questions and then they provided the 
number of likes, followers, blog viewers, and email newsletter subscribers for their farm. With each 
question relating to Facebook or Twitter, they were encouraged to click a link to open those websites 
(opened in a new tab/window) to check the exact number. Their time spent engaged in various Inter-
net activities was measured on an ordinal scale for each activity (1 = Never, 2 = 59 minutes a month 
or less, 3 = 1-3 hours a month, 4 = 1-3 hours a week, 5 = 4-7 hours a week, 6 = 8-14 hours a week, 7 
= 15-21 hours a week, 8 = 22 or more hours a week). The same scale was used to measure time spent 
doing those activities on various online tools/services (email newsletter, forums, Facebook, Twitter, 
blogs, Pinterest, YouTube, and other). The survey was designed so only questions that applied to the 
respondents were shown to them. For example, if a respondent indicated he spent 0 hours on the 
Internet in an average week, then he did not answer the next series of questions measuring how they 
spend their time on the Internet in that average week. 

Convenience sampling was employed by emailing the invitation to participate and survey link 
through eight alternative farmer organization listservs throughout Illinois and print newsletters. A 
modified version of the Dillman Tailored Design Method (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2008) was 
used where an initial invitation with the link was sent, followed up by one reminder a week later. 
The survey was open for four weeks during July to accommodate varying initial invitation dates sent 
through the organizations, but for each group, the collection occurred over two weeks’ time only. 

Through email, the survey went to 2,006 recipients. Given the similarity of the organizations’ 
audiences/members, it is also very likely for any given person to also belong to one or more of the 
other organizations included. Unfortunately, the listserv owners had no way to only include farmer 
subscribers when sending the survey and would not allow the researchers access to the data to elimi-
nate duplicates across the groups. So although the number of recipients seems high, overlap between 
them probably existed and some may not have been farmers (therefore discouraged from taking the 
survey); therefore, response rate could not be accurately determined. Respondents were incentivized 
to participate by offering to enter their name into a drawing for one of two $50 pre-paid credit cards.

Protection was put on the survey to block people from taking it more than once based on their IP 
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with extensive knowledge about the business via family or other relationship. Questions on charac-
teristics of their farm sorted non-alternative farmers. 

In total, 120 farmers responded. After eliminating respondents who completed less than 40% of 
the survey (32 respondents) and respondents whose characteristics identified them as a conventional 
farmer by indicating they primarily produced commodity crops and nothing else (4 respondents) or 
more than 90% of their sales were to a grain elevator (2 respondents), 82 respondents were included 
in the analysis. The high dropout may be linked to the length of the survey; it took an average of 31 
minutes (SD = 2.4) for respondents to complete. Low response also can be contributed to the tim-
ing ( July) of the survey aligning with farming season for summer crops and farmers market season. 

Results
Demographics consisting of respondents’ age, gender, race, education, and farm characteristics aid in 
determination of generalizability of the results of this study. Respondents ranged in age from 19 to 
82 years old, with an average age of 51 years (SD = 12.8). Sample gender breakdown was 43.9% (n = 
36) female, 40.2% (n = 33) male, and 15.9% (n = 13) not responding. It was primarily white (80.5%, 
n = 66). Only one respondent each indicating African American, Native American, and other (3.6% 
total), and 15.9% (n = 13) not responding. Most of the sample had a college education: 32.9% (n = 
27) 4-year college degree, 17.1% (n = 14) master’s degree, 15.9% (n = 13) some college, and 7.3% (n = 
6) 2-year college degree. Six (7.3%) held a high school/GED degree, and two (2.4%) held a doctoral 
or professional degree ( JD, MD). Respondents’ (n  = 62) acreage ranged from 0 to 510 with an aver-
age of 75.6 (SD = 127.1). 

With respect to time spent farming, the average (4.14, SD = 1.72) indicated most had farmed 
for 11 to 15 years or less (scale: 1 = less than 1 year, 2 = 1 to 5 years, 3 = 6 to 10 years, 4 = 11 to 15 
years, 5 = 16 to 20 years, 6 = 21 or more years). The top agricultural commodities/products grown or 
produced were vegetables (61%, n = 43), fruits (53%, n = 37), poultry/egg (37%, n = 26), ornamental 
horticulture (nursery, greenhouse, Christmas trees, flowers) (27%, n = 19), grain/oilseed (23%, n = 
16), beef cattle (21%, n = 15), hog (11%, n = 11.2), and goat (14%, n = 10). The farm revenue for 
the sample ranged from a net loss of $20,000 to a net gain of $30,000 with an average net gain of 
$568.59; notably, only 38% (n = 31) indicated they could provide an estimate of their net revenue for 
the previous year. The respondents represented 48 different counties in Illinois, which is about half of 
the total number of counties in the state. Most of the farms employed one or two to three full-time 
employees. About 35% (n = 27) owned a smart phone.

Objective 1a 
Internet use was defined in the survey for respondents as “using an Internet browser, such as Internet 
Explorer or Firefox, or Internet-enabled phone or tablet computer to search, to look at websites, use 
social media, email, check markets or weather, and so on.” Respondents’ time spent per week on the 
Internet average was 16.86 hours (SD = 12.00). 

Personal use and farm business marketing use of social media were fairly similar. Chi-square tests 
revealed significant associations between personal and business use with moderate to large effect 
sizes (see Table 1).
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Note. Personal use of blogs was framed as reading or posting to farm-related blogs, whereas business 
use was framed as using a blog to promote/market their farm/products.

Objective 1b 
Respondents’ indicated spending most of their time on the Internet seeking information about 

farming, interacting with customers, and finding customers (see Table 2). 

Table 1 
Personal vs. Farm Business Marketing Use of Social Media

N % f X2 Phi
Personal Facebook 78 60% 47 23.40** .61
Business Facebook 71 61% 43
Personal Blog 78 32% 25 11.98** .45
Business Blog 71 31% 22
Personal Twitter 78 10% 8 15.18** .54
Business Twitter 70 19% 13

Table 2
Internet Time Spent on Various Activities

N M SD
To seek information about farming 81 3.53 1.24
To interact with customers or potential customers 81 3.19 1.63
To find customers or potential customers 81 2.94 1.60
To interact with people (non-farmers) who share my 

values about farming and food systems 81 2.56 1.47

To provide information about farming 81 2.51 1.25
To find information about political issues as it relates to 

farming 81 2.51 1.24

To find people (non-farmers) who share my values about 
farming and food systems 81 2.26 1.34

To interact with other farmers 81 2.16 1.04
To find other farmers 81 1.99 1.04
To engage in political issues as it relates to farming 81 1.84 1.01

Note. Scale 1 = Never, 2 = 59 minutes a month or less, 3 = 1-3 hours a month, 4 = 1-3 hours a week, 
5 = 4-7 hours a week, 6 = 8-14 hours a week, 7 = 15-21 hours a week, 8 = 22 or more hours a week

Person Product-Moment Correlation revealed the only significant correlation between demo-
graphics and these online activities was age and interacting with other farmers (n = 62, r = -.29,  
p = .025), meaning the younger the respondent, the more time they spent on the Internet interacting 
with other farmers. Correlations between the different types of social capital and time spent on vari-
ous Internet activities revealed online bridging social capital was most strongly, positively correlated 
with most of the activities (see Table 3).
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Objective 2
Social capital
Using independent samples t-tests, effects of online tools use on social capital were determined. 
Respondents who used Facebook on a personal level had a higher level of online bridging social 
capital, M = 3.70 (SD = .70), than those who did not, M = 3.25 (SD = .82), t(74)= -2.54, p =.01 
(2-tailed). Effect size was moderate (eta squared = .08). Whether respondents used Facebook 
personally did not affect FTF bridging social capital, FTF bonding social capital, or online 
bonding social capital. Respondents who used blogs personally (reading or posting) had a higher 
level of online bridging social capital M = 3.90 (SD = .77), than those who did not, M = 3.35 (SD = 
.81), t(74) = -2.99, p = .004 (2-tailed). Effect size was moderate to large (eta squared = .11). Effects 
of personal blog use on other types of social capital were non-significant. Personal Twitter use did 
not impact any of the types of social capital either.

The number of respondents’ personal Facebook friends and Twitter followers did not correlate 
with any types of social capital. The number of blogs they followed, however, did significantly cor-
relate with face-to-face bonding social capital (n =23, r = .545, p = .007), face-to-face bridging social 
capital (n = 22, r = .45, p = .04), and online bonding social capital (n = 23, r = .49, p = .02).

With respect to farm business use of online tools, respondents who used email newsletters for 
marketing had higher FTF bridging social capital, M = 4.15 (SD = .53), than those who did not,  
M = 3.82 (SD = .63), t(66)= -2.40, p =.02 (2-tailed). Effect size was moderate (eta squared = .09). 
They also had higher levels of FTF bonding social capital M = 4.01 (SD = .60), than those who did 
not, M = 3.68 (SD = .71), t(68)= -2.51, p =.02 (2-tailed). Effect size was moderate (eta squared = .06). 
Whether they used Facebook, Twitter, or blogs for business purposes did not impact any of the types 
of social capital.

Table 3
Correlations between Social Capital and Time Spent on Internet Activities

FTF 
Bridging

FTF 
Bonding

Online 
Bridging

Online 
Bonding

To seek information about farming -.013 -.068 .176 -.013
To interact with customers or potential customers .282* .266* .405** .145
To find customers or potential customers .197 .150 .402** .139
To interact with people (non-farmers) who share my 

values about farming and food systems
.098 .037 .540** .159

To provide information about farming .104 .155 .345** .193
To find information about political issues as it relates 

to farming
.170 .025 .344** .152

To find people (non-farmers) who share my values 
about farming and food systems

.069 .039 .472** .080

To interact with other farmers .189 .251* .361** .310**

To find other farmers .059 -.055 .196 .110
To engage in political issues as it relates to farming .223 .137 .394** .121
Note. * p < .05, **; p < .01
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Independent samples t-tests were used to determine whether those who had a farm business website 
were different from those who did not in terms of three dimensions of business viability. About 63% 
(n = 52) had a website for their farm. The t-tests did not reveal any significant (p < .05) differences in 
business viability (revenue, customer loyalty, and customer relationship) whether they had a website 
or not.

Relationships between their personal and business online following and business viability were 
examined with Pearson Correlation analyses. Twitter and blogs were excluded because the numbers 
of respondents pairwise with revenue in particular were so low (less than 7). Personal and farm Face-
book page friends/likes were both highly positively correlated with revenue, but email newsletter 
subscribers was not (Table 4). 

Table 4
Correlations between Online Following and Farm Business Viability

N M SD Revenue Customer 
Loyalty

Customer  
Relationship

# of personal Facebook 
friendsa

49 4.51 3.52  .54* .03 -.03

# of farm Facebook 
Page likes

31 4.11 788   .83** .12 .12

Farm email newsletter 
subscribers

29 3.08 607 .38 .27 .11

Note. * p < .05, **; p < .01. a1= 50 or fewer at 50 friends increments through 11= more than 500 friends. b1=25 or fewer 
at 25 followers increments through 9= more than 350. c1= none at 3 blogs increments through 9= more than 20. 

Conclusions and Implications 
This research provided empirical evidence describing the relationships between alternative farmers’ 
use of the Internet, social media, and email newsletters and their social capital and farm business 
viability. The relationships revealed offer implications for farmers, educators, and small enterprises 
considering the usefulness and effectiveness of these media for direct-to-consumer marketing. 

The associations found between personal social media use and farm business social media suggest 
that personal and business use are intertwined. Given the low number of employees on these farms, 
those farming in the field are likely the same ones maintaining their farm’s social media presence. 
Perhaps their drive to use it personally made adopting it for their business less of a barrier. They may 
combine their personal and business use during the same time sessions under the assumption that if 
they are already on the sites for personal reasons, it would not take much more time or effort to use 
or experiment with it for their business. It may be useful for extension agents and other educators to 
encourage these farmers to first adopt personal pages on social media to help them gain comfort and 
experiment with the tools. This can also be helpful in networking with their current, loyal customers 
who may identify the farmer more so than the brand/business. Then, when they launch their busi-
ness social media sites, they can easily invite those friends and followers to their brand pages.

Considering the total average time respondents indicated spending on the Internet (nearly 17 
hours/week), roughly half of that time was spent engaging in the 10 Internet activities measured in 
this study that related specifically to their farm business, but primarily that time was spent finding 
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driven to use the Internet to foster financial gratifications. It is unlikely these items captured every 
Internet-based activity they engage in for their farm, so how the other half of that time is spent is 
unknown. The only demographic relationship in these activities was age; younger farmers were more 
likely to spend more time interacting with other farmers online. This is likely because younger people 
are more accustomed to interacting in online space, both with friends and with unknown individuals 
(Thayer & Sukanya, 2006). Notably, interacting with other farmers online was also related to FTF 
bonding, online bridging, and online bonding social capital.

The more time respondents indicated spending on online activities related to their farm (except 
for seeking information about farming), the more online bridging social capital they had. This find-
ing makes a case for the positive potential of online interactions because it demonstrates they are 
more likely to have relationships with different social groups, thus a greater number of weak ties. 
Previous work has shown bridging social capital to be linked to greater success (Granovetter, 1973; 
Wolz et al., 2010). As other studies have revealed, online interactions tend to have the biggest impact 
on bridging social capital (Ellison et al., 2007; Ko & Kuo, 2009). 

Both FTF forms of social capital were correlated (albeit less strongly) with the time farmers 
spent interacting with customers online. These results support the findings in previous studies that 
the Internet, as a communication tool, may enhance FTF interactions (Hampton & Wellman, 2003; 
Kavanaugh et al., 2005). More positive outcomes on social capital were demonstrated from the per-
sonal use of online media tools than their business uses. Personal Facebook use was correlated with 
more bridging social capital. Neither the number of Facebook friends nor Twitter followers were re-
lated to social capital, leading to the conclusion that the quality of the relationships in these channels 
is more important than the quantity. The exception here is that the number of blogs they followed 
positively correlated with FTF bonding, online bridging, and online bonding social capital. Their 
business use of email newsletters was also positively correlated with FTF bonding and bridging 
social capital. These findings suggest that email and blog use are activities that these farmers carried 
out as an extension of their in-person relationships, rather than meeting new people through them, 
showing a fundamental difference between email and social media. The number of blogs followed 
was also correlated with bonding social capital, suggesting it is more of a space to interact with their 
communities than to bridge out to other communities, whereas Facebook and writing a blog tended 
to be more of a bridging activity. This suggests the farmers tend to follow the blogs of people they 
know (in fact, people they’re close to), but meet new people through writing a blog, which again 
shows Internet interactions can promote and enhance FTF relationships (Hampton & Wellman; 
Kavanaugh et al.). 

Business uses of Facebook or Twitter were not indicative of social capital. Social capital was 
measured as a personal trait, which may explain this finding; however, with such small farms, these 
farmers’ social capital can directly affect the success of their business. This finding suggests that their 
business uses of social media are not as critical to their social capital as their personal uses.

 With respect to farm business viability, few positive correlations were found between the size 
of their Facebook and e-newsletter networks and revenue, customer loyalty, or customer relation-
ship. Notably, though, the number of Facebook Page likes they had was indicative of higher farm 
revenue, which may suggest those who effectively use Facebook and gain large followings of their 
Page are able to market better. Recall these characteristics of their business use were not correlated 
with any types of social capital. Social capital was primarily connected with their use of online media 
on a personal, individual level, meaning if these farmers are to create the best possible opportunities 
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foster social capital and revenue. 
This study did not show relationships between the non-financial outcomes of customer rela-

tionship and customer loyalty that are typically touted as the intermediary and more easily affected 
variables for a business using social media (Chu & Kim, 2011; Mangold & Faulds, 2009; Murdough, 
2009; Sashi, 2012). Perhaps this shows these farmers are not using the tools more effectively but in-
stead grew their Facebook Page following through an existing customer base that has a high number 
of Facebook users and simply promoting their Pages well. Without examining more specifically how 
the businesses are using their Facebook Pages, we cannot know exactly why there is a direct relation-
ship between number of Facebook Page likes and revenue and not the non-financial outcomes. The 
other issue to consider here is that we measured the farmers’ perceptions of customer relationship and 
loyalty rather than as a characteristic of the customer. A more robust design would include measur-
ing that from the customers directly. Still, the significant relationship between revenue and Facebook 
Page likes for farm businesses is evident of the potential of an effective Facebook presence for these 
alternative farm businesses. 

Limitations and Recommendations
Generalizations from this study should be made with caution given the use of convenience sampling. 
To improve on the limitations of this research, the data should be collected again during a less busy 
time of year for this population (e.g., January-March) to improve response rate. Clearly, the survey 
should also be shortened to reduce the high dropout rate and/or greater incentives should be offered. 
Another consideration is the online survey mode means it more likely captured respondents who 
spend more time online than others. The findings suggest the next practical step would be providing 
training to these farmers so that they are using social media for their business more effectively. Then, 
characteristics of effective use for small, alternative farms selling direct to consumers could also be 
suggested if data show positive impact on their social capital and business viability. 

With regard to recommendations for practice, this study suggests alternative farm businesses and 
perhaps other small enterprises should:

Spend more time online to achieve bridging social capital, which is associated with business 
success (Wolz et al., 2010).

Use social media personally (rather than just for business) to achieve greater social capital.
Use Facebook Pages and Facebook Profiles for potential higher revenue.
Use blogs and email newsletters to enhance face-to-face relationships that exist with customers.
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