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Prerequisites for the development of mobile  
marketing in agricultural enterprises 

 
*  Scientific problem. There appeared a new 
term in agriculture and agribusiness in recent 
years called E-agriculture or "Electronic agri-
culture". This term was first introduced at the 
World Summit of the Information Society 
WSIS (2003-2005) and used in the research by 
FAO in 2006. In this research respondents iden-
tified E-agriculture as "an improvement of 
communication and engagement processes, dis-
tribution, access and information exchange in 
rural development" [14]. Thus E-agriculture is 
associated with the new subject area that fo-
cuses on strengthening of rural development 
through improved information and communica-
tion processes and implies the conceptualiza-
tion, design, development, evaluation and ap-
plication of innovative methods of information 
and communication technologies (ICT) usage 
in agriculture [14]. 

One of the elements of E-agriculture is a so-
called “mobile agriculture” or mAgri [16], 
which uses commercial mobile services and 
mobile applications. In developing markets 
with a big layer of the agriculture labor force, 
mAgri is used to deliver information and ser-
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vices to small farmers and traders, and that  in-
creases their productivity and income. In devel-
oped markets with automated processes and 
smaller layer of workforce mAgri is imple-
mented at higher levels of the value chain, i.e. 
at the stage of communication with consumers 
or distributors [2, 3]. 

Mobile technologies are considered to be an 
engine that can radically change the situation 
for small farmers, especially in consulting (ex-
tension) and agricultural development. Internet 
and mobile networks have the potential to pro-
vide farmers with agricultural-informational 
services, which are available, appropriate 
(timely and customized) and up-to-date. Mobile 
technologies offer the benefits of electronic ac-
cess to the client; ensure privacy and the oppor-
tunity to provide contactless services at any 
time / any place [20]. 

Agricultural producers and farmers in 
Ukraine should learn from foreign colleagues 
how to use mobile technologies for agriculture, 
including mobile marketing, since the introduc-
tion of advanced technology facilitates the con-
tinued development and improvement of pro-
duction, which leads to increased efficiency and 
productivity. 

Analysis of recent researches and publica-
tions. Unlike foreign scientific literature, which 


