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ABSTRACT: Agricultural mechanization refers to the use of different power sources as well as enhanced 

farm tools and equipment to decrease human and draught animal labor, improve cropping intensity, 

precision, and timeliness of crop input usage, and reduce losses at various phases of crop production. This 

research tried to assess paddy farmers' knowledge, views, and contentment with the use of agricultural 

machinery in the districts of Jhapa, Kapilbastu, and Kailali using a multistage purposive sample technique. 

The survey research method was used for the investigation. Descriptive statistics and properly constructed 

scales were used to analyze the data. According to the findings, respondents had only a hazy understanding 

(0.50) of the critical roles of agricultural machinery in rice production. The total amount of machinery on 

hand is moderate (0.43). The most frequent piece of machinery possessed by respondents was a tractor 

(0.65), followed by a knapsack sprayer (0.61). Over one fourth of the respondents (0.28) had a good image 

of agricultural machinery and were satisfied with its use (0.4). While respondents indicated a high amount 

of restriction (0.7) when it came to utilizing agricultural machinery. As a result, adopting a varied range of 

farm machinery should be seen positively in order to increase the commercialization of paddy farming. 

Farmers would be more inclined to use farm machinery if farm machinery information and skills were 

spread, as well as supported with grants.  
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INTRODUCTION 

This study is about the knowledge, perception, and satisfaction of farm machinery used in paddy farming by 

farmers in Nepal. Agriculture is the mainstream of the economy of Nepal. Agriculture is the primary source 

of livelihood and provides employment opportunities to 60% of the Nepalese population and contributes 

26.98% to GDP (MoF, 2019).  Among various crops grown, major cereal crops like Rice, Wheat, Maize, 

etc. are dominant. Among various cereal crops, Rice is the most important and dominant in Nepal and has 

significant role in economic and agricultural development to reduce poverty (IBN, 2016). It alone supplies 

40 percent of the food calorie intake and contributes 15.35 percent to the AGDP and 6 percent to the GDP of 

the country (ABPSD, 2016). Ninety percent of global production is produced and consumed in Asia (CBS, 

2015). 
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According to statistical information on Nepalese agriculture 2019/20, the area, production, and productivity 

of rice in Nepal are 1,458,915ha, 5,550,878 mt, and 3.37 mt/ha respectively. The growth rate of rice is low 

(grain yield 2.07 %/yr) as compared to the population growth rate (2.29%/yr). So, it is very important to 

increase production to match with increased population for food security (MoALD, 2021) 

Proper mechanization, interventions, and technical knowledge would enhance the production and 

productivity of rice in Nepal. Mechanization is one important aspect that can be applied in every stage of 

rice production (Ayandiji & Olofinsao, 2015). Poor mechanization, small and fragmented land holdings, 

labor shortage, and youth labor migration are the major drawbacks to better rice production. Paddy farmers 

only use farm machinery during harvesting and threshing at la ow level but still, there are very poor and no 

use of farm machinery during other stages of production. Still, farmers are not very much aware of the use 

of various machinery in various stages of rice production. New machinery like thresher, rotavator, cultivator, 

combined harvester, transplanter, etc. are very useful for rice production and can be adopted but lack of 

mechanization facilities and lack of awareness and training for the farmers limit the use of farm 

mechanization. Most of the farmers lack the required skills for the use of farm machinery and because of the 

high price most of the farmers neither afford nor hire those implements.  

For the commercialization of agriculture, agriculture mechanization plays a significant role. Farm 

mechanization considers the use of improved farm machinery with power to reduce the drudgery of the 

human and draught animals to improve the production and productivity of rice.  In Nepal, officially from the 

1960s the activities and efforts to promote agricultural mechanization were started after the introduction of 

four-wheel tractors (Joshi et al., 2012). Then after the promulgation of the Agriculture, Mechanization 

Promotion Policy (2014) with the involvement of public, private, and co-operatives, the promotion of 

agriculture mechanization had started.  

To address the major problems like the higher cost of cultivation, labor shortage, poor commercialization, 

and traditional practices in rice production, it is very important to imply mechanization in Nepal (Shrestha, 

2012). And this also positively enhances the socio-economic conditions of the farmers in the country. 

Mechanization is very important and significant to increase farm size (Vanden et al., 2007). Although there 

is more prevalence of small farm sizes in Nepal, the trend of adoption of tractors is increasing (Takeshima 

and Liu, 2018).  

Even the New Constitution of Nepal (2015) mentioned the provision of policy to create a better environment 

for farm mechanization. There are various strategies mentioned by Agriculture Development Strategy 

(2015) to promote farm mechanization through awareness, capacity building, taxation, and financing 

arrangement. Though agriculture mechanization does have positive effects, it still does have some 

disadvantages. Zhou and Lu (2012) mentioned agricultural mechanization may have negative effects on the 

environment. There are negative effects on soil compaction and stool damage results in lower yield (Pryor et 

al., 2017). 

There is a need to increase food production to meet the increasing population from shrinking land resources. 

Better management of inputs and crops is significant to improve production and for that mechanization 

would be important so that production would be increased despite low labor availability for rice production. 

And greater mechanization demands high capacity, precision, reliable, and energy-efficient machinery. 

Because of various limitations especially lack farm labor during a critical time of various stages like 

transplanting, intercultural operations, harvesting, and threshing justify the mechanization in paddy 

cultivation. Moreover, paddy cultivation is a laborious task and requires a greater number of laborers during 

various stages of rice production which requires the use of available farm machinery to a great extent.  

https://www.eajournals.org/
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Though the interest and curiosity along with to some extent of use and adoption of farm machinery are 

increasing it is not gaining its pace because of the increasing trend in small landholdings, expensive 

machines, and poor availability of maintenance and service centers, non-availability of appropriate 

implements and machinery for fragmented smallholdings. Even the financial management like getting bank 

credit, installments, and grants are not well managed which could negatively affect mechanization.  

Furthermore, the quality and the reliability of the implements or the farm machinery are not up to mark for 

all brands or the company and failed to gain the confidence of the farmers and forced them to follow 

traditional practices.  

The use and adoption of farm machinery/implements are too dependent on infrastructures and services 

available in the rural areas. Singh (2008) revealed that efficient farm mechanization can save seeds 15-20%, 

fertilizers up to 20-30% time 20-30%, labor 5-20%, and can enhance cropping intensity by 10-15%, 

productivity by 15-20%. Verma (2008) reported that the increase in cropping intensity has been reported to 

be 165, 156, and 149 percent for tractor-owning, tractor hiring, and bullock operated farms, respectively.  

Enormous energies had been put by various scientists, extension workers, and organizations to achieve 

higher production and productivity of rice through mechanization. Numerous awareness programs are 

needed for the farmers at the grass root level. Adequate level of other inputs like knowledge and skill are 

also important to consider. Keeping all those in consideration, the study has been undertaken which will 

provide reliable information on the knowledge, adoption level along with attitude and satisfaction of the 

farmers regarding farm machinery and implements used in paddy production. The findings of this study will 

facilitate for appropriate decisions and actions by policy makers, professionals and other stakeholders to 

promote farm mechanization. Therefore, the major objective of present study is to assess knowledge, 

attitude and satisfaction of the paddy farmers on farm machinery. 

The conceptual framework of the study 

 

Fig 1: Conceptual framework of the study 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  

A survey research design was used for the study. The districts namely Jhapa, Kapilbastu and Bardiya were 

purposively selected as the study site identified by Prime Minister Agricultural Mechanization Project 

(PMAMP) as super zone for paddy as paddy is considered the most important cereal crop in Nepal. A 

multistage sampling procedure was followed for the study. Districts and the respective local levels as study 
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areas were identified purposively whereas simple random sampling was done for household sampling. 

Altogether 390 households were sampled, 130 from each district. The household survey, Focussed Group 

Discussion (FGD) and Key Informants Interview (KII) were the methods, whereas semi-structured pre-

tested interview schedules and checklists were the instruments used for the primary data collection. 

Published articles, journals, and publications of other various sources were used for secondary data. 

Descriptive statistics and appropriate scaling techniques were used to analyze the collected data after 

adequately cleaned and managed. Knowledge of ICT tools was measured on yes, no upon the various types 

of Farm machinery used in paddy. At the same time, the appropriate five-point rating scale was developed 

for both perception and satisfaction upon various statements asked. Later, index values were calculated to 

rank the perception and satisfaction of the respondents on farm machinery used in paddy farming.  

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  

Demographic characteristics of the respondents showed that the average age of the respondents was 47.62 

years that ranged from 20 years to 82 years, having standard deviation of 11.79 years. The majority (54.6%) 

of the respondents were up to 48 years and 45.4% were more than 48 years. (see table 1). Many researchers 

suggested that age is one of the critical factors that plays an essential role and positively correlated with 

information dissemination, innovation adoption, and transfer of technologies. Old farmers are more resistant 

to change than the young farmers, and they hardly accept and adopt innovations quickly, as a result a slower 

adoption rate (Crusan et al., 1982; Habib et al., 2007). 

There  were 66.7% male respondents as compared to female respondents who were 33.3%. Findings 

revealed that 14.6% of the respondents were illiterate whereas 28.2% of the respondents only can read and 

write, followed by 24.1% of the respondents having education level of SLC and 15.9% of the respondents 

having education less than SLC, and 10% of the respondents had an intermediate level of education. (see 

table 1). The overall literacy rate was encouraging. Educated people gave more favourable attitudes towards 

agricultural skills, knowledge, and information than uneducated ones (Hassan,1991 and Habib et al., 2007). 

Results revealed that the average landholdings of the respondents were 0.93ha having a standard deviation 

of 0.76ha and ranged from 0.1ha to 5ha. The majority (82.1%) of the respondents hold 0.17 ha to 1.69ha of 

the land, followed by the respondents (11%) holding more than 1.69 ha of land, and then 6.9% of the 

respondents hold less than 0.17ha of the land (see table 1). More landholdings mean more potential to 

increase productivity and efficiency to adopt modern technologies. The size of land holdings plays an 

essential role in disseminating and adopting modern agricultural practices among the farming community. 

Results also showed agriculture only and livestock as the primary occupation in the study area, having 41% 

and 44.9% of the respondents. 
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Table 1: Distribution of the respondents by various social characteristics 

Characteristics Frequency  Percentage  

Gender Male 260 66.7 

Female 130 33.3 

Age  Min:20yrs, Max: 82yrs Avg: 47.62 yrs Std: 11.793 yrs 

 Young (below 48yrs) 213 54.6 

Adult  177 45.4 

Educational level  Illiterate  57 14.6 

Only read and write  110 28.2 

Less than SLC 62 15.9 

SLC level 94 24.1 

Intermediate level 39 10.0 

More than intermediate  28 7.2 

Occupation Agriculture  160 41.0 

Agriculture and Livestock 175 44.9 

Skilled Occupation  9 2.3 

GO service  18 4.6 

Business 21 5.4 

Wage labor 6 1.5 

Private service  1 0.3 

Total land area Min: 0.1ha, Max: 5ha Avg: 0.93ha Std: 0.76ha 

 Low (less than 0.17ha) 27 6.9 

Medium (0.17-1.69) 320 82.1 

High (more than 1.69) 43 11 

Source: Field Survey, 2020 

Results revealed that the knowledge level of farm machinery was not enthusiastic among paddy farmers. 

Among various machinery on various operations, farmers do have more knowledge on those machinery of 

field operations and harvesting than the farm machinery of transplanting, fertilizer application, irrigation, 

weeding and plant protection measures in all study districts. Results reveal that among various machinery all 

farmers have knowledge on tractor and sickles whereas most of the farmers do have knowledge on power 

tiller, pump set, knapsack sprayer, paddy thresher, tractor mounted thresher and combined harvester as 

compared to other machinery. Respondents (98.04) from Kapilbastu district were more knowledgeable than 

the respondents of Bardiya (72.6) and Jhapa  (60.69).  Nagaraj et. al., 2013 study revealed that the 

relationship between knowledge and adoption of farm mechanization practices was found significant. The 

findings show the majority of the respondents belonged to medium level of knowledge regarding farm 

mechanization practices in paddy cultivation (see table 2).The availability of farm machinery is positively 

influencing the productivity of the food grains in India. (Ramana & Kumari, 2020). The use of modern 

harvesting machines was very few and farmers were not very familiar with the performance of farm 

machinery (Chandra Nath et al., 2017). The majority of the respondents belonged to medium level of 

knowledge farm mechanization practices in paddy cultivation (Swamy et al., 2013).  
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Table 2: Distribution of the respondents by knowledge on farm machinery of paddy farming 

SN Operations  Implements  Knowledge on farm machinery Total (390) 

Jhapa 

(130) 

Kapilbastu 

(130) 

Bardiya 

(130) 

1 Field operations Tractor  130 (100) 130(100) 130(100) 390(100) 

Power tiller  100(76.92) 128(98.46) 95(73.08) 323(82.82) 

Cage wheel  23(17.69) 112(86.15) 47(36.15) 182(46.67) 

Peg puddler 22(16.92) 49(37.69) 16(12.31) 87(22.31) 

MB plough  21(16.15) 125(96.15) 14(10.77) 160(41.03) 

Disc plough  33(25.38) 98(75.38) 39(30) 170(43.59) 

Cultivator  62(47.69) 125(96.15) 82(63.08) 269(68.97) 

Leveler 27(20.77) 123(94.62) 120(92.31) 270(69.23) 

Harrow 42(32.31) 111(85.38) 128(98.46) 281(72.05) 

Spade  72(55.38) 128(98.46) 98(75.38) 298(76.41) 

2 Transplanting  Transplanter 17(13.08) 118(90.77) 21(16.15) 156(40) 

Drum seeder  7(5.38) 25(19.23) 16(12.31) 48(12.31) 

Line marker  14(10.77) 22(16.92) 32(24.62) 68(17.44) 

3 Fertilizer 

application  

Broadcaster  65(50) 54(41.54) 93(71.54) 

212(54.36) 

4 Irrigation  Pump set  90(69.23) 130(100) 123(94.62) 343(87.95) 

5  Weeding  Sickles  130(100) 130(100) 130(100) 390(100) 

Rotary weeder 50(38.46) 23(17.69) 61(46.92) 134(34.36) 

6 Plant protection  Knapsack sprayer  86(66.15) 130(100) 97(7.62 312(80) 

Charger sprayer  22(16.92) 49(37.69) 7(5.38) 78(20) 

Power sprayer 65(50) 28(21.54) 38(29.23) 131(56.41) 

7 Harvesting  Sicker  130(100) 130(100) 130(100) 390(100) 

Paddy reaper  61(46.92) 121(93.08) 38(29.23) 220(56.41) 

Paddy thresher  54(41.54) 123(94.62) 118(90.77) 295(75.64) 

Tractor mounted 

thresher 

83(63.85) 119(91.54) 52(40) 

254(65.13) 

Combined harvester  42(32.31) 122(93.85) 90(69.23) 254(65.13) 

  Mean  60.69 98.04 72.6 226.72 

Source: Field Survey, 2020     Note: Figures in parentheses indicates 

percentage 

Results showed that the adoption level of farm machinery of the paddy farmers was at moderate level (0.43). 

There is no specific difference between the adoption level of the farm machinery of the paddy farmers of the 

different study districts. Among different farm machinery, sickles were adopted by all farmers. Whereas 

tractors, knapsack sprayers were adopted by the most i.e 0.65 and 0.61 respectively. This was followed by 

paddy thresher and tractor mounted thresher i.e 0.37 for each (see table 3). 

Sahana et al., (2018) results revealed that the characteristics of farmers' age, education, farming experience, 

family size, land holding, annual income, mass media exposure, extension contact, extension participation 

and economic motivation had a significant association with the attitude of farmers towards farm 

mechanization. Ayandiji & Olofinsao (2015) revealed that access to extension agents and access to 
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machines are the only two factor variables that have significant effect on the adoption of farm mechanization 

and access to credit by farmers increases the adoption attitude to mechanization. 

Table 3: Respondents' distribution on the basis of adoption of farm machinery 

SN Operations  Implements  Adoption of Farm machinery Mean  

Index value  Jhapa Kapilbastu Bardiya 

 

1 Field operations Tractor  0.48 0.80 0.67 0.65 

Power tiller  0.15 0.27 0.35 0.26 

Cage wheel  0.07 0.47 0.08 0.21 

Peg puddler 0.01 0.05 0.02 0.03 

MB plough  0.01 0.13 0.02 0.05 

Disc plough  0.13 0.03 0.10 0.09 

Cultivator  0.21 0.63 0.32 0.39 

Leveler 0.03 0.61 0.55 0.40 

Harrow 0.17 0.43 0.77 0.46 

Spade  0.24 0.72 0.62 0.53 

2 Transplanting  Transplanter 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 

Drum seeder  0.01 0.00 0.02 0.01 

Line marker  0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 

3 Fertilizer 

application  

Broadcaster  

0.37 0.12 0.13 0.21 

4 Irrigation  Pump set  0.47 0.64 0.40 0.50 

5  Weeding  Sickles  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Rotary weeder 0.33 0.00 0.28 0.20 

6 Plant protection  Knapsack sprayer  0.49 0.78 0.57 0.61 

Charger sprayer  0.11 0.12 0.01 0.08 

Power sprayer 0.44 0.02 0.26 0.24 

7 Harvesting  Sicker  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Paddy reaper  0.24 0.13 0.25 0.21 

Paddy thresher  0.37 0.16 0.58 0.37 

Tractor mounted 

thresher 0.36 0.72 0.04 0.37 

Combined 

harvester  0.26 0.11 0.23 0.20 

  Mean  0.45 0.42 0.42 0.43 

 

The study revealed that the awareness level of the farmers regarding the role of farm machinery is moderate 

(0.43). The awareness of the farmers of Bardiya regarding the role of farming machinery were higher (0.51) 

as compared to Jhapa (0.43) and Kapilbastu (0.35). Among various roles of farm machinery, farmers were 

aware that mechanization is the one that deals machinery in agricultural activities along with mechanization 

demands more skills and it demands more capital and minimizes labor requirement. But they are less aware 

on the provision of grants in agricultural machinery and it is available for every agricultural activity. 

Farmers were not still aware on the mechanization aspect that it is possible to any type of land (See table 4).  

https://www.eajournals.org/
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Table 4: Awareness of the respondents on role of farm machinery 

SN Roles Awareness on roles of Farm 

machinery 

Mean  

Jhapa Kapilbastu Bardiya 

1 Mechanization deals machines in agricultural activities  0.53 0.54 0.54 0.54 

2 Mechanization demands more skills  0.46 0.49 0.52 0.49 

3 Mechanization demands more capital  0.50 0.46 0.54 0.50 

4 Minimizes labor requirement  0.44 0.53 0.57 0.51 

5 Problems of low draft animals will be solved  0.42 0.38 0.44 0.41 

6 Timely completion of the operations   0.47 0.32 0.56 0.45 

7 Mechanization reduces drudgery  0.44 0.29 0.56 0.43 

8 Precision in usage of inputs  0.40 0.29 0.57 0.42 

9 Available for every agricultural activity  0.26 0.20 0.51 0.32 

10 Mechanization is possible to any type of land 0.54 0.19 0.33 0.35 

11 Provision of grants in agricultural machinery 0.26 0.20 0.51 0.32 

 Mean  0.43 0.35 0.51 0.43 

Source: Field Survey, 2020 

The perception of the paddy farmers on farm machinery was positive but only at moderate level (0.28). 

Among three different study districts, the respondents from Jhapa (0.41) perceived more positively than any 

other respondents from Kapilbastu (0.27) and Bardiya (0.17). Respondents perceived that mechanization 

solves the problems of low draft animals followed by that mechanization also minimizes labor requirement. 

They also perceived that labor gets more skills in agriculture because of farm mechanization of the paddy 

farmers. But they were not convinced that machines had affordable price and the technical knowledge in 

farmers are not enough and they are also not convinced that farm roads are good enough for mechanization 

(See table 5). Ayandiji & Olofinsao (2015) revealed that access to credit by farmers increases the adoption 

attitude to mechanization since they can afford to pay for their services and thereby increase their output on 

continuous bases.  

Kumar et al., (2017) revealed that majority of small farmers were found to possess unfavourable attitude 

towards agricultural implements and machinery. Bite et al., (2015) conducted a study in Akola district of 

Maharashtra on attitude of farmers towards farm mechanization and observed that a majority of farmers had 

favourable attitude towards  farm mechanization. It was observed that credit sources, sources of information, 

risk preferences, scientific orientation and extension contact were positively and significantly correlated 

with the attitude towards farm mechanization.  

Thakur and Sharma (2016) studied the attitude of farmers towards modern farm machinery/tools and 

implements in Himanchal Pradesh. A majority of them had neutral attitude i.e. neither favourable nor 

unfavourable towards modern farm mechanization though they had good scientific orientation and economic 

motivation. Bautista et al., (2017) study concluded that farmers perceived farm mechanization in a positive 

way as mechanization will develop more effective farming. Majority of the farmer recognized that farm 

mechanization will make farming easier. Ani et al., (2018) study different factors affecting farmers' 

perception of utilizing agricultural machines and they concluded that the larger the farm size, the more 

training provided by the government extension office, and the longer farming experience, the lesser the 

negative perception on the use of transplanters and combine harvesters. Majority of the respondents had 

neutral attitude towards modern farm mechanization despite having good economic and scientific orientation 

https://www.eajournals.org/
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and there is the role of extension functionaries to transform the neutral attitude into favorable one by 

adopting farm mechanization (Thakur & Sharma, 2016). Majority of the farmers are having positive attitude 

towards mechanization, and further assistance is necessary for the farmers to adopt mechanization (Sahana 

et al., 2017). Farmers have good perception about farm machinery as well as they have a positive attitude 

towards farm machinery (Wahyuningsih et al., 2021).  

Table 5: Perceptions of respondents about farm machinery 

SN Statement  Level of agreement 

Jhapa Kapilbastu Bardiya Mean  Rank  

Index value Index value  Index 

value  

1 Minimizes labor requirement  0.68 0.54 0.72 0.65 II 

2 Problems of low draft animals will be solved  0.74 0.52 0.73 0.66 I 

3 Timely completion of the operations   0.56 0.63 0.40 0.53 IV 

4 Affordable price for machines   -0.04 -0.11 -0.52 -0.22 XVII 

5 Technical knowledge in farmers are enough  -0.54 -0.05 -0.57 -0.39 XVIII 

6  Farm roads are good enough for mechanization 0.13 0.10 -0.23 0.00 XVI 

7 Increase yield by mechanical power 0.56 0.19 0.35 0.37 VI 

8 mechanization lowers cost of production   0.44 0.20 0.11 0.25 XIII 

9 Every bit of farm operation can be mechanized  0.48 0.09 0.51 0.36 VII 

10 Labor get skills in agriculture  0.70 0.46 0.50 0.55 III 

11 Commercialization will be enhanced  0.49 0.48 0.44 0.47 V 

12 Respect for the farmers will be enhanced 0.40 0.36 0.24 0.33 IX 

13 Mechanization reduces drudgery  0.40 0.57 0.06 0.34 VIII 

14 Easy adaptability of the machines  0.40 0.02 -0.18 0.08 XV 

15 Availability of the subsidies  0.57 0.41 -0.11 0.29 XI 

16 Profit maximization  0.56 0.16 0.27 0.33 IX 

17 Precision in usage of inputs 0.36 0.23 0.23 0.27 XII 

18 Peer group influence  0.47 0.08 0.19 0.25 XIII 

 Mean  0.41 0.27 0.17 0.28  

Source: Field Survey, 2020 

The study results showed that farmers were moderately satisfied (0.39) with the use of ICT tools because of 

low labor requirement followed by labor reduced and time saving. But farmers were not satisfied with the 

notion that mechanization is suitable for all types of farm. And they were also not satisfied with the 

suitability of the farm machinery for all types of farm machinery. While they were also not satisfied with the 

view that machinery did have proper maintenance and they were also not satisfied with the simplicity of the 

farm machinery and implements. Among various important barriers to adoption of new technologies, 

perception and satisfaction plays the crucial role (Thi& Chi, 2008). The larger the farm size, the more 

training provided by the government extension office, and the longer farming experience and satisfaction 

lessens the negative perception on the use of transplanters and combine harvesters (Ani et al., 2018).Farm 

mechanization displaced manual and draught power remarkably resulted lesser time for farm work. (Verma, 

2005). Farm mechanization increased agricultural production and profitability. Farm mechanization led to 

increase in inputs, higher average cropping intensity and larger area and increased productivity of farm labor 

(Amare &Endalew, 2016) 
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Table 6: Satisfaction of the respondents regarding farm machinery 

SN Statements Level of satisfaction 

Jhapa Kapilbastu Bardiya Mean Rank  

1 The technology is simple  0.34 0.02 -0.11 0.08 XII 

2 Production enhanced 0.66 0.11 0.65 0.47 VI 

3 Labor reduced  0.67 0.58 0.64 0.63 II 

4 Enhance technical knowledge  0.47 0.41 0.51 0.46 VII 

5 Cultural management will be easier 0.67 0.41 0.61 0.56 IV 

6 Varieties of machines  0.66 0.44 0.36 0.49 V 

7 Suitable for large farms  0.45 0.50 0.41 0.45 VIII 

8 Low labor requirement  0.72 0.60 0.78 0.70 I 

9 Time saving  0.73 0.62 0.53 0.63 II 

10 Suits to all types of farms 0.10 -0.09 0.00 0.00 XIV 

11 Increase infrastructure  0.62 0.39 0.35 0.45 VIII 

12 Increase commercialization  0.55 0.35 0.45 0.45 VIII 

13 Proper maintenance  -0.02 0.20 0.10 0.09 XI 

14 Suitable for all farm operations  0.09 -0.05 0.08 0.04 XIII 

 Mean  0.48 0.32 0.38 0.39  

Source: Field Survey, 2020 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

The overall conclusion of the findings is that the paddy farmers were aware of the farm machinery and 

implements but they needed more information and knowledge to use farm machinery in all study districts. 

Comparatively, farmers from Kapilbastu were more knowledgeable than Bardiya and Jhapa. The adoption or 

use of farm machinery by the respondents was at a moderate level and that was the same in the case of all 

study districts. The awareness of the respondents on the roles of the farm machinery was at a moderate level. 

Among all the study districts, the respondents from Bardiya were more aware of the roles of farm machinery 

as compared to other study districts. Results showed a moderate level of positive perception towards farm 

machinery. Among the study districts, respondents from Jhapa perceived farm machinery more positively 

than the respondents from Kapilbastu and Bardiya. Even respondents were satisfied but the intensity was not 

high. The satisfaction level of the respondents from Jhapa was higher as compared to other study districts. 

So, quality of improving awareness and adoption of farm machinery leads to a positive influence on paddy 

farming and leads to higher production and productivity. Thus, this study supports the positive aspect of 

farm mechanization in paddy farming.  
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