


A STUDY ON AREA REDUCTION ANALYSIS OF MAIZE CROP IN ELURU DISTRICT OF ANDHRA PRADESH	Comment by 91733: Area Decline Analysis of Maize Crop in Eluru District of Andhra Pradesh title can be changed to this


ABSTRACT
[bookmark: _GoBack]The research study was analyzed during the year 2023-24 in Eluru district of Andhra Pradesh. A well-structured interview schedule which has undergone pre-testing was designed in the light of objectives and data was collected from the 60 farmers selected following purposive random sampling technique.  For the present study ex-post facto research design was followed as the independent variables selected for the study were already existed. Statistical tools like Frequency, Percentage, Mean, Standard Deviation and Garrett ranking technique were employed for interpreting the results. It was observed that major constraints includes ineffective control of fall armyworm despite the application of concurrent pesticide sprays holds first rank with Garrett Rank Score of 74.10 followed by Increase in cost of cultivation (second rank with GRS 71.73), increased cost of agricultural inputs, including fertilizers, pesticides, and weedicides (third rank with GRS 63.80), Labor expenses ( fourth rank with GRS 58.50) and diversification to Horticulture crops especially Oil Palm (fifth rank with GRS 48.73). Farmers suggestions includes to develop best module for control of fall army worm by the research station placed under first rank with GRS 69.83 followed by to provide subsidy on inputs by Government (second rank with GRS 66.60), to develop and promote farm mechanization in Maize crop (seed to seed) to overcome the labour problem (third rank with GRS 52.97) and to offer remunerative price for the product by the government (fourth rank with GRS 43.03).	Comment by 91733: The research study was conducted during the year 2023–24 in Eluru district of Andhra Pradesh. A well-structured and pre-tested interview schedule was developed in accordance with the objectives of the study. Data were collected from 60 farmers, who were selected using a purposive random sampling technique.	Comment by 91733: For the present study, an ex-post facto research design was adopted, as the independent variables under investigation already existed and could not be manipulated by the researcher.
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INTRODUCTION
Maize (Zea mays), commonly known as corn, originating from Central America, maize has become a crucial food staple globally due to its versatility and high nutritional value. Globally, maize is the most extensively farmed crop, growing in tropical, subtropical, and temperate climates up to 500 degrees Celsius and below sea level up to more than 300 meters above sea level in semi-arid or irrigated settings. Due to its versatility, the crop can be readily adapted to a variety of production settings. (Das et al. 2009). Maize is grown throughout the year in India. It is predominantly a Kharif crop with 85 per cent of the area under cultivation in the season. Maize is the third most important cereal crop in India after rice and wheat. In Andhra Pradesh, maize is sown normally from June 15th to July 15th in Kharif in all the maize growing districts. With 16 million Indian farmers engaged in maize cultivation, major maize-producing states like Karnataka, Rajasthan, Madhya Pradesh, and Telangana contribute significantly to the country's overall maize production, according to the Indian Institute of Millets Research” (IIMR, 2023-24). In Andhra Pradesh, maize was cultivated in an area of 3.42 lakh ha with a production and productivity of 20.49 lakh tonnes and 5991 kg/ha respectively contributing 6.09 per cent to total country’s production (des.ap.gov.in, 2021-22). According to 1st advance estimates during 2022-23, maize was grown in 1.21 lakh hectares with a production of 5.08 lakh tonnes and productivity was 4195 kg/ha. Keeping all this in background, the present investigation was conducted to identify the constraints faced by the maize area reduction in Eluru district of Andhra Pradesh during the year 2023-24 with the following objectives	Comment by 91733: Maize (Zea mays), commonly known as corn, is believed to have originated in Central America and has since become a vital food staple worldwide due to its versatility and high nutritional value. Globally, maize is one of the most extensively cultivated crops, grown across tropical, subtropical, and temperate regions. It thrives in a wide range of environmental conditions—from areas below sea level up to elevations exceeding 300 meters above sea level—and can be successfully cultivated in both semi-arid and irrigated ecosystems.	Comment by 91733: In Andhra Pradesh, maize was cultivated in an area of 3.42 lakh ha, with a production of 20.49 lakh tonnes and a productivity of 5991 kg/ha, contributing 6.09 per cent to the nation’s total maize production (des.ap.gov.in, 2021–22). According to the 1st Advance Estimates (2022–23), maize was grown in 1.21 lakh ha, producing 5.08 lakh tonnes with a productivity of 4195 kg/ha.	Comment by 91733: Considering this background, the present investigation was undertaken to analyze the factors associated with the reduction of maize cultivation area in Eluru district of Andhra Pradesh during the year 2023–24, with the following objectives:
1. To study the profile characteristics of Maize farmers.  	Comment by 91733:   To study the profile characteristics of maize farmers.
  To identify the constraints faced by maize farmers in diversifying from maize to other crops.
  To elicit farmers’ suggestions for enhancing the maize cultivation area in the district.

2. To study the constraints faced by the Maize farmers in diversifying the Maize crop to other crops.  
3. To elicit farmer’s suggestions for increasing the Maize crop area in the district.


MATERIALS AND METHODS	Comment by 91733: 
The present study was conducted during 2023-24 in Eluru district of Andhra Pradesh. A total of 3 sub-divisions Eluru, Chintalapudi and Nuzvid were selected for the study. A total of 6 mandals were selected purposively i.e., Pedavegi, Denduluru, from Eluru division, Chatrai and Musunuru from Nuzvid division, Lingapalem and Chintalapudi from Chintalapudi division. A total of 12 villages has been selected from those 6 mandals i.e.  Pinakadimi and Koppaka villages were selected from Pedavegi mandal, Sallachintalapudi and Ramaraogudem villages from Denduluru mandal, Chatrai and Burugudem villages from Chatrai mandal, Chakkapalli and Gullapudi villages from Musunuru mandal, Bhogolu and Singagudem villages from Lingapalem mandal and Recharla and Pragadavaram villages from Chintalapudi mandal. 	Comment by 91733: The present study was conducted during 2023–24 in Eluru district of Andhra Pradesh. Three sub-divisions—Eluru, Chintalapudi, and Nuzvid—were selected for the investigation. From these, a total of six mandals were purposively chosen: Pedavegi and Denduluru from Eluru division; Chatrai and Musunuru from Nuzvid division; and Lingapalem and Chintalapudi from Chintalapudi division.
From the selected mandals, twelve villages were identified for data collection. The villages included Pinakadimi and Koppaka (Pedavegi mandal); Sallachintalapudi and Ramaraogudem (Denduluru mandal); Chatrai and Burugudem (Chatrai mandal); Chakkapalli and Gullapudi (Musunuru mandal); Bhogolu and Singagudem (Lingapalem mandal); and Recharla and Pragadavaram (Chintalapudi mandal).

Figure 1 depicts the sampling procedure of the study. 4 respondents from Pinakadimi village, 6 respondents from Koppaka village, 5 respondents each from Sallachintalapudi village, and Ramaraogudem village , 3 from Chatrai village, 7 respondents from Burugudem village, 6 respondents from Chakkapalli village, 4 respondents from Gullapudi village, 5 respondents each from Bhogolu village and Singagudem village, 6 respondents from Recharla village and 4 respondents from Pragadavaram village has been selected following purposive random sampling technique resulting in a total sample size of 60 maize farmers. For the study ex-post facto research design was used.	Comment by 91733: Figure 1 illustrates the sampling procedure adopted for the study. A total of 60 maize farmers were selected using a purposive random sampling technique. The distribution of respondents across the selected villages was as follows: 4 from Pinakadimi, 6 from Koppaka, 5 each from Sallachintalapudi and Ramaraogudem, 3 from Chatrai, 7 from Burugudem, 6 from Chakkapalli, 4 from Gullapudi, 5 each from Bhogolu and Singagudem, 6 from Recharla, and 4 from Pragadavaram villages.	Comment by 91733: An ex-post facto research design was adopted for the study. Data were collected through personal interviews, systematically organized, and analyzed to derive meaningful results and conclusions. The analysis utilized appropriate statistical tools such as frequency distributions, percentages, and standard deviation. The Garrett ranking technique was employed to prioritize the constraints and suggestions reported by the farmers.
Data was collected through personal interviews, organized, and analyzed to determine the results and draw conclusions. The analysis employed various statistical tools such as frequency distributions, percentage, Standard Deviation and Garrett ranking technique was used to rank the constraints and Suggestions.

Fig 1- Distribution of Respondents across Regions
Constraint Analysis
The most influential factors/constraints were determined by analyzing the responses of all respondents using Garrett's Ranking Technique. Respondents were requested to prioritize a variety of constraints that were pre-listed in the schedule, based on their experience with the adoption of technologies. 
1. To distribute all respondents into the respective rank positions they have assigned for each constraint, a frequency table was created. The ranks were then converted into score values using the Percent Position Formula. Subsequently, the Percent Position was calculated.
       (Rij-0.5)
Formula = -------------------------
      Nj


Where, 
Rij = Rank given for the i th variable by j th respondents. 
Nj = Number of variables ranked by j th respondents
2. Garrett and Woodworth (1969) provided a table that was used to convert the percent position scores into Garrett scores.
3. The Garrett scores of each rank were multiplied by the frequencies in the table, and the combined score for each constraint and the mean scores were subsequently calculated. 
4. The total value for each constraint was divided by the number of respondents (60 no.s) to arrive at the mean values. 
5. It was shown that the element with the greatest mean value was the most significant factor that influences crop/technology adoption. The table that follows shows the barriers that the beneficiaries encounter when implementing new technologies.


RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

1. Profile characteristics of Maize farmers
It is apparent from Table 1 most of the respondents were male (93.00%) followed by female respondents (7.00%). Majority of the farmers belonged to middle age (53.00%) category followed by young age (32.00%) and old age (15.00%). Middle age farmers are good decision makers and often have wider range of networks than young age people. Majority of the farmers had high school (28.00%), followed by both primary level of education and illiterate (27.00%), UG (12.00%), Inter/Poly (6.00%). The probable reason for 27.00 per cent farmers to be in illiterate category might be due to illiteracy of their parents, non-realization of importance of formal education. 
Almost 82.00 per cent of the farmers are had farming as the occupation only 18.00 per cent of them are had both farming and business. It is also elicit from the Table 1 nearly half (47.00%) of the farmers belongs to OC followed by BC (35.00%), SC (13.00%) and ST (5.00%). More than two fifth (43.00%) of the farmers had 21-30 years of farming experience followed by 11-20 years (27.00%), >30 years (20.00%) and <10 years (10.00%).
Nearly  halfNearly half (48.00%) of the farmers had <5 ha of land followed by 5-10 ha (40.00%) and >10 ha (12.00%). Majority 47.00 per cent of the farmers had <50,000 annual income followed by 50,000-1, 00,000 (30.00%) and 1, 00,000 (23.00%). Most of the farmers 87.00 per cent belongs to small family (up to 5 members) followed by large family (> 5 members) 13.00 per cent. Majority 93.00 per cent of the farmers belongs to nucleus type of family followed 07.00 per cent by joint type of family.
It is also depicted from Table 1 farmers obtained information from majorly from input dealers 45.00 per cent followed by other farmers (22.00%), ADA (10.00%), AO(8.00%), Scientists (7.00%), MPEOs/VAA(5.00%) and AEO (3.00%). Nearly three fourth 72.00 per cent of the farmers had no membership in the social institutions followed by 28.00 per cent of the farmers had membership in the social institutions. Majority 47.00 per cent of the farmers had low extension contact followed by medium (33.00%) and high (20.00%) level of extension contact.	Comment by 91733: It is evident from Table 1 that the majority of farmers obtained information from input dealers (45.00%), followed by other farmers (22.00%), ADA (10.00%), AO (8.00%), scientists (7.00%), MPEOs/VAA (5.00%), and AEO (3.00%).
Regarding social participation, 72.00 per cent of the farmers reported having no membership in any social institutions, while 28.00 per cent had membership in at least one social institution.

It is also depicted from Table 1 farmers obtained information from majorly from input dealers 28.00 per cent followed by other farmers (23.00%), Scientists (20.00%), RBK Officials (17.00%), and Dept. officials (12.00%). Most (87.00) of the farmers had no membership in the social institutions followed by 13.00 per cent of the farmers had membership in the social institutions. Majority (85.00%) of the farmers had utilized extension services whereas 15.00 per cent of the farmers had not utilized the extension services. Majority 55.00 per cent of the farmers had extension contact frequently,  followedfrequently, followed by rarely (27.00%) and regular (18.00%).These findings are inline with Prasad et. al (2018) and Khuvung (2022).	Comment by 91733: It is evident from Table 1 that farmers primarily obtained information from input dealers (28.00%), followed by other farmers (23.00%), scientists (20.00%), RBK officials (17.00%), and department officials (12.00%).
With respect to social participation, a majority (87.00%) of the farmers reported having no membership in any social institutions, while only 13.00% had membership in social institutions.


Table 1: Profile characteristics of Maize farmers

	S.No
	Variable
	Category
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1.
	Gender
	Male
	56
	93.00

	
	
	Female
	04
	7.00

	2.
	Age
	<35 yrs (Young age)
	19
	32.00

	
	
	36-54 yrs (Middle Age)
	32
	53.00

	
	
	> 55yrs (Old age)
	09
	15.00

	3.
	Education
	Illiterate
	16
	27.00

	
	
	Primary
	16
	27.00

	
	
	High school
	17
	28.00

	
	
	Inter/poly
	04
	06.00

	
	
	UG
	07
	12.00

	
	
	PG
	00
	0.00

	4.
	Occupation
	Farming
	49
	82.00

	
	
	Farming + Business
	11
	18.00

	5.
	Caste
	ST
	03
	05.00

	
	
	SC
	08
	13.00

	
	
	BC
	21
	35.00

	
	
	OC
	28
	47.00

	6.
	Farming Experience
	< 10 years
	06
	10.00

	
	
	11 – 20 years
	16
	27.00

	
	
	21 – 30 years
	26
	43.00

	
	
	> 30 years
	12
	20.00

	7.
	Land holding
	<5 ha
	29
	48.00

	
	
	5 to 10 ha
	24
	40.00

	
	
	> 10 ha
	07
	12.00

	8.
	Annual Income
	<50,000
	28
	47.00

	
	
	50,000 to  1,00,000
	18
	30.00

	
	
	> 1,00,000
	14
	23.00

	9.
	Family size
	up to 5 members
	53
	87.00

	
	
	>5 members
	07
	13.00

	10.
	Family type
	Joint
	04
	07.00

	
	
	Nucleus
	56
	93.00

	11.
	Source of information
	Scientists
	12
	20.00

	
	
	Dept. officials
	7
	12.00

	
	
	RBK officials
	10
	17.00

	
	
	Farmers/others
	14
	23.00

	
	
	Input/company dealers
	17
	28.00

	12.
	Social Participation
	No Membership
	08
	13.00

	
	
	Membership
	52
	87.00

	13
	Extension services
	Utilizing
	51
	85

	
	
	Not utilizing
	9
	15

	14.
	Extension contact
	Rarely
	16
	27.00

	
	
	Frequently
	33
	55.00

	
	
	Regularly
	11
	18.00



2. Constraints faced by Maize crop cultivated farmers.  
Garrett Ranking was used for constraint analysis, initially respondents were allowed to assign the ranks to each reason that was depicted in the Table 2. Using the percent position formula percent position was calculated for each reason that was observed in Table 3. In table 4 the percent position scores were transformed into Garrett scores by referring to the table provided by Garret and Woodworth (1969). In table 5 the Garrett scores of each rank were multiplied with frequencies in the table 4 and then the summated score for each constraint and mean scores were calculated in table 6. Mean values were determined by dividing total value for each constraint by number of respondents (60 respondents).
Table 2 Number of individuals assigned ranks to each reason
	Rank/ Reasons
	r1
	r2
	r3
	r4
	r5
	r6
	r7
	r8
	r9
	r10

	R1
	36
	10
	8
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	R2
	6
	0
	10
	34
	8
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	R3
	18
	35
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	R4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10
	13
	6
	30

	R5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6
	16
	32
	6

	R6
	0
	0
	0
	8
	36
	10
	0
	0
	0
	6

	R7
	0
	14
	36
	10
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	R8
	0
	0
	0
	0
	16
	36
	8
	0
	0
	0

	R9
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	21
	22
	17

	R10
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	14
	36
	10
	0
	0



Table 3 Percent Position calculation
	Reasons
	Formula
	% position

	R1
	100*(1-0.5)/10
	5

	R2
	100*(2-0.5)/10
	15

	R3
	100*(3-0.5)/10
	25

	R4
	100*(4-0.5)/10
	35

	R5
	100*(5-0.5)/10
	45

	R6
	100*(6-0.5)/10
	55

	R7
	100*(7-0.5)/10
	65

	R8
	100*(8-0.5)/10
	75

	R9
	100*(9-0.5)/10
	85

	R10
	100*(10-0.5)/10
	95



Table 4 Garrett value for each percent position is obtained from Garrett Ranking conversion table
	Reasons
	Percent 
Position value
	Garrett value

	R1
	5
	82

	R2
	15
	70

	R3
	25
	63

	R4
	35
	58

	R5
	45
	52

	R6
	55
	48

	R7
	65
	42

	R8
	75
	36

	R9
	85
	29

	R10
	95
	18



Table 5 showing the total scores obtained by Multiplying each rank with Garrett values obtained in table 4
	Reasons/
Rank
	1*82
	2*70
	3*63
	4*58
	5*52
	6*48
	7*42
	8*36
	9*29
	10*18
	Total

	R1
	2952
	700
	504
	290
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4446

	R2
	492
	0
	630
	1972
	416
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3510

	R3
	1476
	2450
	378
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4304

	R4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	420
	468
	174
	540
	1602

	R5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	252
	576
	928
	108
	1864

	R6
	0
	0
	0
	464
	1872
	480
	0
	0
	0
	108
	2924

	R7
	0
	980
	2268
	580
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3828

	R8
	0
	0
	0
	0
	832
	1728
	336
	0
	0
	0
	2896

	R9
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	756
	638
	306
	1700

	R10
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	672
	1512
	360
	0
	0
	2544







Table 6 average score values obtained by dividing total scores with total number of respondents
	Reasons
	Total scores obtained by multiplying Ranks with Garrett values
	Average scores (Total scores/
Tot no. of Resp.)

	R1
	4446
	74.10

	R2
	3510
	58.50

	R3
	4304
	71.73

	R4
	1602
	26.70

	R5
	1864
	31.07

	R6
	2924
	48.73

	R7
	3828
	63.80

	R8
	2896
	48.27

	R9
	1700
	28.33

	R10
	2544
	42.40



From the Table 7 and Fig. 2  it2 it is evident that the biggest issue facing farmers is the ineffective control of fall armyworm despite the application of concurrent pesticide sprays (Rank I, 74.10) indicating that current pest management practices are insufficient to mitigate the damage caused by this pest. The rising cost of agricultural inputs like fertilizers, pesticides, and weedicides (Rank II,71.73) underscoring the growing financial burden on farmers. The increased cost of agricultural inputs, including fertilizers, pesticides, and weedicides (Rank III, 63.80) further intensifying the economic challenges in maize production. Labor expenses also experienced a notable increase (Rank IV, 58.50), indicating rising costs associated with farm labor. These results are in accordance with Saidhar (2016) and Rajini (2019) who concluded in his study that peast attack, high input costs, labour availability and expenses are the constraints faced by small farmers in Guntur district of Andhra Pradesh.	Comment by 91733: These findings are consistent with the results of Saidhar (2016) and Rajini (2019), who similarly reported that pest incidence, high input costs, and labour availability and expenses were major constraints faced by small farmers in Guntur district of Andhra Pradesh.
The data indicated a growing trend among farmers towards diversification into horticultural crops, particularly oil palm (Rank V, 48.73), likely due to the challenges and uncertainties of maize cultivation. Market-related concerns, such as low and volatile maize prices (Rank VI, 48.27), reflecting unstable income prospects for farmers. Environmental and biological factors also contribute to diminished maize productivity.	Comment by 91733: The data further indicate a notable shift among farmers toward diversification into horticultural crops, particularly oil palm (Rank V; 48.73), possibly due to the challenges and uncertainties associated with maize cultivation. Market-related issues, such as low and fluctuating maize prices (Rank VI; 48.27), also contribute to unstable income prospects for farmers, influencing their decision to shift crops.
Environmental and biological factors were also found to adversely affect maize productivity. A key issue highlighting the need for improved crop protection strategies is the difficulty in monitoring crops to prevent damage caused by birds and other vertebrate pests, particularly from cob formation to harvest (Rank VII; 42.40).
Reduced yields and crop stress are further attributed to poor cob formation due to inadequate pollination (Rank VIII; 31.07), disease incidence influenced by climate variability, especially Turcicum leaf blight (Rank IX; 28.33), and delayed sowing due to water scarcity resulting from late monsoon onset (Rank X; 26.70).
These findings align with the observations of Chauhan (2013) and Mukherjee (2015), who similarly reported that market fluctuations, pest and disease incidence, and climatic uncertainties pose significant challenges to maize cultivation.

It also depicts the need for better crop protection strategies is the difficulty of monitoring crops to prevent damage from birds and other vertebrate pests, especially during the cob formation to harvesting stages (Rank VII, 42.40). Lower yields and crop stress are caused by issues like poor cob formation due to reduced pollination (Rank VIII, 31.07), disease incidence caused by climate change, particularly Turcicum leaf blight (Rank IX, 28.33), and delayed sowing caused by water scarcity due to late monsoon onset (Rank X, 26.70). Similar things are stated by Chauhan (2013) and Mukharjee (2015).
Table 7   Constraints faced by Maize crop cultivated farmers
	S. No.
	Constraints
	GRS
	Rank

	1
	Non control of fall army worm though giving concurrent sprays 
	74.10
	I

	2
	Increase in labour cost
	58.50
	IV

	3
	Increase in cost of cultivation
	71.73
	II

	4
	Delay in sowings and facing water problem due to late onset of monsoon 
	26.70
	X

	5
	Reduction in pollination thereby forming poor cobs due to which facing lower yields
	31.07
	VIII

	6
	Diversification to Horticulture crops especially Oil Palm
	48.73
	V

	7
	Increase in cost of inputs (fertilizers, pesticides, weedicides) in consecutive years
	63.80
	III

	8
	Low marketing price for the product (price fluctuations)
	48.27
	VI

	9
	Climate change provoking incidence of diseases especially Turscicum leaf blight
	28.33
	IX

	10
	Monitoring of crop is challenging task to avoid damage from birds and other vertebrate pest especially from cob formation to harvesting stage
	42.40
	VII



 Fig 2   Constraints faced by Maize crop cultivated farmers



 3. Suggestions for increasing the area of Maize crop 
The data in the Table  8  reveals the farmers  suggesting to develop best module for control of Fall army worm by the research station  (69.83, I),  provision  of  subsidy on inputs  (fertilizers, pesticides, weedicides etc.,) by Government (66.60, II) , development  and  promotion of  farm mechanization in Maize crop (seed to seed) to overcome the labour problem (52.97, III), remunerative price for the product by the government (43.03, IV),  awareness on innovative technologies such as visual & auditory deterrents to conquer birds and other vertebrate pest(35.33, V)  and  promotion of  drip irrigation in Maize crop to overthrow the water problem (30.23, VI). The findings are inlinein line with Soumya (2021).

Table 8. Suggestions for increasing the area of Maize crop
	S. No. 
	Suggestions
	GRS
	Rank

	1
	To develop best module for control of Fall army worm by the research station
	69.83
	I

	2
	To provide subsidy on inputs  (fertilizers, pesticides, weedicides etc.,) by Government
	66.60
	II

	3
	To develop and promote farm mechanization in Maize crop (seed to seed) to overcome the labour problem.
	52.97
	III

	4
	To offer remunerative price for the product by the government
	43.03
	IV

	5
	To create awareness on innovative technologies such as visual & 
auditory deterrents to conquer birds and other vertebrate pest
	35.33
	V

	6
	To promote drip irrigation in Maize crop to overthrow the water problem
	30.23
	VI



CONCLUSION
The analysis reveals that maize farmers encounter a multifaceted set of challenges, with ineffective pest management particularly in controlling fall armyworm identified as the most pressing concern. Escalating costs of agricultural inputs and labor, coupled with market instability and environmental stresses, further intensify the difficulties associated with maize cultivation. These adverse conditions are increasingly motivating farmers to diversify into alternative crops, such as oil palm. The results underscore the critical need for the development and dissemination of more effective pest management strategies, the adoption of cost-efficient input use, and the access to reliable market information improve maize productivity and ensure the economic viability of farming households. To raise knowledge of weed, pest, and disease control among farmers, extension activities such as training programs, method, and results demonstrations must be carried out.	Comment by 91733: The results underscore the critical need for developing and disseminating more effective pest management strategies, promoting cost-efficient input use, and ensuring farmers’ access to reliable market information to enhance maize productivity and sustain the economic viability of farming households. To strengthen farmers’ knowledge and skills in weed, pest, and disease management, targeted extension activities—such as training programmes, method demonstrations, and result demonstrations—should be regularly organized and effectively implemented.
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