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ABSTRACT]

Wheat is the major staple food crop; which constitutes one of the key sources of protein in

least developed countries and middle-income nations and in terms of calories and dietary intakes. |

Present study was carried out to identify the constraints in adoption of wheat production
technology in Masaudha and Sohawal jolocks of Faizabad district. The data were collected with

the help of personal interview methods and pre-tested interview schedule. One hundred twenty
respondentsthe respondents were selected from twelve villages which were selected randomly.
The findings inferred that, 52.5 per-cent% of the wheat growers had middle age (36-50 years) and
53.33 pereent% were literate while 22.5 per-eent% of respondents having-had education up to
primary level. Most of the farmers' agriculture was the main occupation, respondents alse-facing
had a low level of income, whereas respondents occasionally meet the respondents to extension
contact. So the results indicated that the varieties of constraints were responsible for low adoption
of wheat production technology however, a few of them were most important such as , lack of
seed technology, lack of knowledge about seed treatment, lack of knowledge about soil analysis
technology, lack of knowledge about plant protection and irrigation technology lack of knowledge
about improved implements etc. This trends to imply that more educational efforts are required to
be undertaken by extension agency for improvement of knowledge and accelerating the pace of
production by way of more adoption of new technologies of wheat cultivation.
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INTRODUCTION:-

Wheat is grown globally in about 217 m ha area with a total production of 632 million
tones. The area under wheat cultivation remained constant at about 220 m ha in the past 3
decades; however, the production has increased many folds from 355 million tons (1975) to the
present level owing to enhanced wheat productivity. In India, wheat was cultivated in about 29.6
m ha of the total cultivated area with an annual production of 93.5 m tones. The average wheat
productivity of India is 31.5 g/ha (FAO, 2013). This increase in wheat productivity may be
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attributed to the increase increased irrigation facilities, application of inorganic fertilizers,
improved varieties and socio-economic support provided to the farmers. The major wheat
growing states of India are Uttar Pradesh, Punjab, Haryana, Rajasthan, Madhya Pradesh and
Bihar. Uttar Pradesh is largest wheat growing state of the country with an annual production of
30.30 m tones from an area of 9.73 m ha. The average productivity of the Uttar Pradesh is 31.14
g/ ha (Anonymous, 2013).

It’s one of the world’s most important crops and holds the title of the second most
produced grain in the world; it’s also consumed more than any other grain in the world except for

rice and provides 20% of the global population’s daily protein intake.

The farmers facing several impediments in wheat production focusing in three important
issues viz. yield gap between research farm and farmer’s field, bio-physical constraints and
socioeconomic constraints. The findings of the study will help to understand the real situation in
production, which in turn help in enhancing the wheat production in the selected district.
Therefore, the present study was conducted to constraints encountered by wheat producer in
wheat production in Faizabad districts of Uttar Pradesh.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY: :-

Uttar Pradesh state has 75 districts and out of these Faizabad district selected, which is one of the
agriculturally important districts of the state. In the district major crops are Paddy, wheat and

Llwaﬁ. Out of these eleven development blocks, Masaudha and Sohawal blocks was selected
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purposively for the study because maximum area of the block covered by wheat growers. There
are 94 villages in Masaudha block and 86 villages in Sohawal block out of these 5 villages were
selected from each block randomly. Thus a total of 120 respondents were selected for the study.
Pre-structured, Pre-tested and Pre-interview schedule was used for the data collection. Collected
data were analyze and interpreted in the light of the objectives by using appropriate statistical
tools to draw logical conclusion.

Statistical techniques
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION:-

Table- 1. Distribution of respendentsthe respondents according to their socio -economic
profile.  (N=120)
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Table 2 clearly shows that the important constraints which were responsible for low adoption

in case of plant protection technology were lack of technical help (77.05%),high cost of pesticides
and fungicides (71.66%), lack of knowledge (70.00%) about their effectiveness (11.67%)

respectively.
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Jrrigation technology:-,

The above table no 2 further reveals that lack of finance (79.16%) and low flow of water ih

deep tube well (71.66) was reported by less than 80.00% of the respondents. The other constraints
which were experienced by the respondents were lack of irrigation facility (69.16%).,

JImproved implements:-,

It is clear from the above Table no. 2 that major constraint was responsible for low adoption

of improved implements technology was Lack of finance reported by farmers (79.16%), however
others constraints which were small size of land holding (77.05%),High cost of improved farm
implements (70.83%), lack of experience about improved implements (29.16%), and which were

ranked I, I1, I, 1V and V, respectively. Similar findings also reported by Singh et.al 2020,
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CONCLUSION:-,
It is concluded from the above results, it may be concluded that major constraints which were

responsible for low adoption of wheat production technology as experienced by the wheat producer
were lack of soil testing facility, lack of knowledge about chemical weed control, use of chemicals
weed control is not as effective as hand weeding, lack of knowledge about soil treatment, lack of non
availability of underground water for irrigation, lack of knowledge about plant protection
technology, lack of knowledge about seed treatment, non availability of HYV seeds in time, costly
chemicals for soil treatment, lack of technical help regarding plant protection technology, high cost
of pesticides/fungicides, lack of extension personnel contact, high cost involved in chemical control
of weeds, and hence they were not effective in controlling the pests, 'lack of convince about
pesticides effectiveness. It may also be concluded from the present investigation that action should
be taken to ensure the availability of insecticide/pesticides etc. Farmers must be provided with credit
facility for purchase of different inputs at reasonable rate of interest. Fertilizers, insecticide,
pesticides are a very serious problems. Government should take efforts for checking the adulteration
in farm inputs for efficient use of the farm inputs, production cost of different farm inputs should be

reduced and prices of different farm produce should be remunerative.,
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