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ABSTRACT

Integrated pest management is one of the sustanradpiicultural strategies. IPM encompass thealtopackage
methods to control or manage pests and diseasecrops. It provides a system approach pest
management and decrease pesticide using ansei sustainable method. Farmer’s participationhie key of
IPM success and can help obtaining sustainablecadiural. It needs to detect the barriers of adopgtintegrated
pest management. This research was done with astutty the barriers of adopting integrated pest agament in
Iran. A questionnaire was used to collect data. Betermining the validity of questionnaires, thetemt validity
was used. Cronbach's alpha was used to measur@ilgly of the instrument, which was 95.9% and sadwhe
instrument reliability. SPSS/Win software was ufmddata analyzing. This research studies 68 fagntrat
attending IPM classes. The firstpriority of bareto adoptionintegrated pest management in Irarilask of

farmer's assurance to control pests with pest mamamnt methods”. The lastprioritization of barrievé adopting
integrated pest management in IRAN is “lack of gomeent's support for integrated pest managemenhoaist'.
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INTRODUCTION

In the past three decades the concept of susteiragiculture evolved as an answer to the negatiyacts of
conventional farming. There remains disagreemenbna@mfarmers, the general public, and even agrialltu
professionals about what the concept means.Subtaiagriculture is a key element of sustainablestigyment and
essential to the future well being of the planaist8inability aims to achieve adequate safe andthyefood
production, improved livelihoods of food producarsl the preservation of non-renewable resources [1]
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One of the major objectives of sustainable agricaltsystems is to reduce inputs into crop prodactOne way in
which this objective can be achieved is througlegrated pest management (IPM), rather than salkenogl on
pesticides [2].

Increasing agricultural production through heavg o$ pesticides and inorganic fertilizers is nowognized as a
threat to the natural resource base. Environmeotaterns such as depletion of natural resourcdisitipa of soil,

air water and chemical residues in foods have bedomortant topics in agricultural production. Sedpgently, the
demand for Integrated Pest Management (IPM) hased@sed due to negative effects observed from use of
pesticides|[3].

IPM is a strategy which encourages the reductiopesticide use by employing a variety of pest adrdptions in
combination to contain or manage pests below teeimomic injury levels. Implementation and adoptanan
Integrated Pest Management strategy can help taceednvironmental and human health risks and regese
management costs[4]. IPM is a vital component abagological engineering for sustainable develaptaf
agriculture. IPM programs utilize all possible aohtstrategies, including biological control, cutili control,
environmentally sound chemical control and ecosystealth techniques, with the goal of reducing pased
inputs while maintaining the yield, quality and firof crops[5].

Indeed, Integrated Pest Management, or IPM, is thadeused to control pests in an environmentalgpoasible
manner. By reducing our dependence on pesticidid, protects the environment and our health. It aages
money. IPM can be applied wherever pests are foondnd in farms, schools, homes, hospitals, remtési golf
courses and home gardens. IPM combines differastinigues to prevent pest damage without harming the
environment. Pests can include insects and miteents and certain birds, plant diseases, and wH&dspractices
include monitoring, modifying pest habitat, protegtnatural enemies, and, when needed, the usestitiges [1].
In summary, integrated pest management (IPM) hgtpsvers use pesticides wisely in combination witheo
approaches to minimize economic, health and enwisgnial risks. IPM provides a system for growersuse
knowledge instead of just pesticides to controlt pesblems. To make good choices about controlwvgre need
knowledge gained from training and observationghe field. This includes education about pest tieles,
scouting for pests and the impact of pesticidedRM’s systematic approach helps growers use inétion to
make sound decisions about pest control that tat@® account cost, effectiveness, resistance marageand
potential environmental impacts. IPM emphasizearge of options to prevent pest problems — inclyidiolutions
based on mechanical (e.g., mowing or pruning) dtural practices (e.g., planting cultivars that omatsite
conditions or are disease resistant) [6]. With iowed spray timing, IPM enables growers to use gesis more
efficiently, effectively and safely. Growers camduee or eliminate practices such as applicatiobrodd-spectrum
pesticides that disrupt natural processes for obimy pests[1].

Research concluded that attitude towards IPM, Kadgé of IPM and risk bearing ability are the impattfactors
influencing adoption of IPM. Looking to this fa&t,study was thought necessary to undertake withirmpertant
objective. That is detecting the barriers of aduptntegrated pest management in Iran.

MATERIALSAND METHODS

The present study was undertaken on 68 farmersatteriding IPM/FFS in KhorasanRazavi(a Provincérarf).
The method of this study involves descriptive andmitative research. The data were collected Bstpnnaires
from 68 farmers. The questionnaire divided in tveot. Part 1 contains demographic data such asdgeational
level, agricultural experience and so forth. PadoBtains barriers to adoption IPM. Those barriges assessed
with likert-type scale (1=low, 2=very low, 3= inteediate, 4= high and 5= very high).

Validity of the instrument was obtained by facultyembers at science and research university of Tehra
department of agricultural extension and educatiReliability of the instrument was measured by ghlting
Cronbach's alpha coefficient, a measure of intecnakistency. The reliability was acceptable (ahq®ta9). Data
was collected with interview. Data were analyzedngisStatistical Package for the Social Science @PS
Descriptive statistics was used to analyze theect#d data. Descriptive statistics methods like mé&iandard
Deviation, Ordinal Cofficient of Variation were wkto analyze the data.
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RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

Demogr aphic I nfor mation of Respondents

Distributional pattern of demographic informatiofirespondents is shown in Table 1. As it can benseost
frequency of respondents (51%) was between the cdgd5-60 years. 45.6% of respondent's experience in
agriculture is between 10-20 years. Also the mijaducation of farmers was primary school (%35hdkgs
showed that more than half of the respondents ¢opttad apple orchard less than 1.5 hectares.

Tablel. Demographic I nformation of Respondents

Demographic characteristics Frequency %
Age

<3C 3 4.4
30-45 17 25
45-60 35 51
>6C 13 19.1
Educational leve

llliterate 9 13.2
Litarate (not primary school) 11 16.2
Primary school 24 35.3
High school 9 13.2
Post high school 6 8.8
MC 9 13.2
Agricultural experience

<10 17 25
10-20 31 45.6
20-30 10 147
>30 10 14.7
Cultivation area of apple orchard (

<1.5 38 55.8
15-3 23 33.8
>3 7 10.2

Barriersto adoptionintegrated pest management technologies

According to farmers idea the barriers of adoptimiggrated pest management areprioritized in tablEhat shows
lack of farmer's assurance to control pests withitehnologies has first priority of IPM adoptionedause of
having the lowest extent of ordinal coefficientvafriance (ordinal CV= 0.17). Lack of farmer's infmtion about
IPM technologies (ordinal CV= 0.22), complexity adfficulty of IPMtechnologies(ordinal CV= 0.25)PM

technologies are expensive (ordinal CV= 0.253)peetvely, have allocated priorities from secondfdah. In

addition, IPM technologies need to have exact pis@ and scheduling (ordinal CV= 0.26),the produtitat
produced with IPM technologies are not very différan terms of price with other products (ordinaV<€0.26),

People don't have tendency to use production thadyred with IPM technologies (ordinal CV= 0.29pdack of
government's support for IPMtechnologies (ordin&=00.323) with the highest extent of ordinal co&tint of
variance have allocated last priorities to themeslv

Table 2:Priority setting of farmersview about barriersto adoption of[PM technologies

Statement SD  Median Ordinal  Priority
CV
lack offarmer's assurance to control pests wiPMtechnologie 0.6¢ 4 0.17 1
lack of farmer'sinformation about IPM technologies 0.91 4 0.22 2
Complexity and difficulty of IPMtechnologies 0.75 3 0.25 3
IPM technologie are expensiv 0.7¢ 3 0.25:% 4
IPMtechnologies reduce production 0.77 3 0.256 5
IPM technologies need to have exact disciplinesigéduling 0.78 3 0.26 6
The products that produced with IPM technologiesrat very different in terms of price with other0.80 3 0.266 7
products
People don’t have tendency to use production tratuyced with IPM technologies 0.87 3 0.29 8
lack of government's support for IPMtechnologies 0.97 3 0.323 9
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CONCLUSION

A key concept in IPM programs is the applicationdetision making processes to determine when a ichém
pesticide or other actions are needed or not. Slecisions depend on evaluation of the pest proldfien in a
guantitative manner. In the evaluation of agriawtrop pests, the point at which the economicekieof pesticide
use exceeds the cost of treatment is commonlyregfeéo as the economic threshold level [7].

In summary, according to the results the majorityhe@ respondents(51%) are in the age of 45-66hdiws that
most of the farmers are old and for motivating theenneed a good planning according to their peiaeptnd age.
45.6% of respondent's experience in agriculturbesveen 10-20 years. It shows that respondentsehadgh
experience. Also the majority education of farmees primary school (%35). It shows that resporsleldn’t
have enough and suitableeducation and they neexbc grogram according to their education to intcElwith
IPM technologies. Findings showed that more thalf dfathe respondents (55.8%) had orchard less thén
hectares.

The result of Ordinal Cofficient of Variation showthe prioritization of barriers to adoptionintegret pest
management in Iran.

The firstpriority of barriers to adoption IPM isatk of farmer's assurance to control pests with pesmagement
methods”. Nalyanya et al. [8] in their studies eegaed the effect of IPM school to improve farmas'surance.

The second barriers of adoption is lack of farmafermation about IPM technologies and the thscomplexity
and difficulty of IPMtechnologies. Montgomery [3]iher study expressd this result. Her study showed t
complexity of IPM technplogies and lack of knowledgss adoption. The lastpriority of barriers to
adoptionintegrated pest management in Iran is “latlgovernment's support for integrated pest mamage
methods

According to these results, extension agent cotldrform appropriate information about IPM benefasd
advantages. It isrecommended that agriculturalnsio® agent educate farmers about benefits of iEdtirtologies.

It revealed the importance of using suitable infafion canals according to culture, gender, ageralty and
feasibility. Extension agent should use suitableemsion educational methods to notify farmers aboiggrated
pest management techniques and skills. That cgm faemers to use IPM methods more and improvedr thei
assurance about IPM methods to control pest, emviemtal and economical effects. It shows the ingym of
using appropriate approaches to inform IPM benggifarmers.
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