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Abstract
The Super Seeder is an important crop residue management technology promoted to address the problem of paddy residue burning in Haryana. The present study examined the knowledge level and reasons for adoption and non-adoption of the Super Seeder among farmers in Sirsa district of Haryana. A sample of 120 farmers, comprising 60 adopters and 60 non-adopters, was selected for the study. Data were collected through a structured interview schedule and analysed using appropriate statistical tools. The findings revealed that adopters possessed significantly higher knowledge than non-adopters, and education, landholding size, income, social participation, mass media exposure, and socio-economic status were significantly associated with knowledge level. Major reasons for adoption included single-pass operation, timely sowing, and cost and labour savings, while high power requirement, machine choking, high cost, and lack of technical knowledge were the key reasons for non-adoption. The study emphasises the need for strengthening extension services and capacity-building initiatives to promote wider adoption of the Super Seeder in Haryana.
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Introduction
Agriculture in north-western India, particularly in the Indo-Gangetic Plains, is characterised by the intensive rice–wheat cropping system, which generates a substantial quantity of crop residues after harvest. Haryana, being one of the major contributors to national food grain production, produces large volumes of paddy straw every year. Traditionally, farmers have relied on open-field burning of crop residues as a quick and cost-effective method of land preparation for the succeeding wheat crop. However, residue burning has emerged as a serious environmental, agronomic, and public health concern due to its contribution to air pollution, greenhouse gas emissions, soil nutrient depletion, and declining soil organic carbon (Gupta et al., 2004; Gadde et al., 2009; Pathak et al., 2011).
Recognising the adverse impacts of stubble burning, the Government of India and state governments have promoted a range of crop residue management (CRM) technologies to encourage in-situ management of residues. Among these, the Super Seeder has emerged as a promising conservation agriculture implement that enables sowing of wheat directly into standing paddy stubbles by simultaneously managing residues and preparing the seedbed in a single operation. The technology integrates residue incorporation with zero-till sowing, thereby reducing the need for multiple field operations and minimising residue burning (Sidhu et al., 2015; Jat et al., 2020).
Despite its technical advantages and policy support through subsidies and custom hiring centres, the adoption of the Super Seeder remains uneven across regions and categories of farmers. Previous studies on agricultural technology diffusion suggest that adoption is not solely determined by technological efficiency but is deeply influenced by farmers’ knowledge levels, perceptions, socio-economic characteristics, access to information, and institutional support (Rogers, 2003; Feder et al., 1985). In the Indian context, factors such as landholding size, education, income, availability of machinery, exposure to mass media, and participation in social organisations have been found to significantly influence farmers’ awareness and adoption behaviour related to conservation technologies (Singh et al., 2018; Kumar et al., 2021).
Knowledge plays a central role in shaping farmers’ decision-making regarding the adoption of farm technologies. Adequate understanding of operational requirements, agronomic benefits, environmental implications, and economic feasibility is crucial for sustained adoption. Lack of technical knowledge regarding machinery operation, power requirements, soil moisture conditions, and residue management often acts as a major barrier, particularly for small and marginal farmers (Sharma et al., 2020). Moreover, apprehensions related to machine choking, high horsepower requirements, cost of machinery, and perceived yield risks further discourage adoption (Sidhu et al., 2018).A few studies have looked at the socioeconomic effects of Super Seeder usage in addition to its agronomic and economic benefits. It has been discovered that mechanized residue management is socioeconomically feasible, especially when farmer knowledge, extension services, and supportive policy frameworks are provided (Kathpalia et al., 2023). 
From a sociological perspective, adoption of technologies like the Super Seeder is embedded within broader agrarian structures, where social participation, extension contacts, and media exposure significantly influence knowledge dissemination and innovation acceptance. Empirical evidence suggests that farmers who are socially active, economically better off, and regularly exposed to extension agencies and mass media tend to possess higher knowledge levels and show greater willingness to adopt climate-friendly technologies (Meena et al., 2019; Chauhan et al., 2022).
Given Haryana’s critical role in national food security and the urgent need to address residue burning, understanding farmers’ knowledge levels and reasons for adoption and non-adoption of the Super Seeder becomes essential for designing effective extension strategies and policy interventions. However, empirical studies focusing simultaneously on knowledge, socio-economic correlates, and perceived reasons for adoption and non-adoption of the Super Seeder at the micro level remain limited. In this context, the present study attempts to examine the knowledge status of Super Seeder adopters, compare knowledge levels between adopters and non-adopters, and analyse the reasons influencing adoption and non-adoption of the technology among farmers in Haryana.
Objectives:-
1. To know the kKnowledge level of super seeder adopter farmers
2. To draw mMean comparison  of  level of  knowledge among adopters and non-adopters
3. To find out the rReasons for aAdoption of  Super Seeder
4. To know the rReasons for non-adoption of Super Seeder
Methodology
· The study was carried out among 120 farmers who had adopted (60) and had not adopted (60) Super Seeder agriculture technology in the Sirsa district of the state of Haryana. • The Sirsa block of the Sirsadistrict was the site of the study.
· The study was conducted in the villages of Bajekan, Kanganpur, Sahpurbegu, Mirpur, and Baguwali, where the majority of farmers used super seeder farming technology.
· A total of sixty Super Seeder adopter farmers and sixty non-adopter farmers were chosen. In accordance with the study's goals, an interview schedule was created to gather the necessary data. • A well-organized interview schedule was used to collect data using the survey approach. 
· In accordance with the study's goals, statistical methods such as frequency, chi square, weighted mean scores, and rank order were used.
Results and Discussion 
Contextual matrix of the farmers
[bookmark: _Hlk166668755][bookmark: _Hlk166669049]The data in Table 1 revealed that two third of the farmers (65.00%) belonged to age group of above 50 years, followed by 39.17 percent of the farmers belonged to the age group of >35 to 50 years and rest 28.33 per cent of the respondents belonged to age group of up to 35 years. – Re-organize to give it a good flow. In terms of respondent’s caste, 61.67 per cent belonged to general caste and 26.67 per cent belonged to backward class. In the context of education, half of the farmer had education to the level of Secondary and Senior Secondary and 29.67 per cent of the respondents had education above senior secondary level. The data further shows that 55.83 per cent of the respondents had no subsidiary occupation. It was found that 22.50 per cent of the respondents were marginal farmers with up to 2.5 acre of land, 29.17 per cent of the respondents were small farmers with 2.51 to 5 acres of land, followed by semi-medium farmers with 5.1 to 10 acres of land and medium farmers with >10 acre of land (i.e. 28.33% and 20.00% respectively). With regard to type of family of the farmers (46.67) per cent belonged to nuclear families, while 53.33 per cent of the respondents belonged to joint families. In terms of family size, 42.50 per cent of the respondents had up to 4 members and 40.83 per cent of the respondents had between 5 to 8 members. The data regarding annual income indicate that 25.83 per cent of the respondents earned between 2-3 lakhs, followed by 40.00 per cent of the respondents who earned between Rs. 3 to 4 lakhs. – Be consistent in reporting currency.
Around thirty-four per cent of the respondents were not member of any organization, while 26.66 per cent of the respondents were member of more than one organization. With regards to mass media exposure, one fourth of the respondents (25.00 per cent) had a low level of mass media exposure and 33.33 per cent of the respondents had high level of mass media exposure. While 41.67 % had medium level of mass media exposure near about two fifth (40.83%) of the respondents had medium socio-economic status and 31.67 per cent of the respondents had high socio-economic status. – Re-check this section. It needs clarity.
Table 1: Contextual matrixes of the farmers (n=120)
	Variables
	Adopters (n=60)
	Non adopters (n=60)
	Total

	Age 

	Up to 35 years
	20(33.33)
	14(23.33)
	34(28.33)

	35+ to 50 years 
	25(41.67)
	22(36.67)
	47(39.17)

	Above 50 years 
	15(25.00)
	24(40.00)
	39(65.00)

	Caste

	General caste
	41(68.34)
	33(55.00)
	74(61.67)

	Backward class
	11(18.33)
	21(35.00)
	32(26.67)

	Scheduled caste
	8(13.33)
	6(10.00)
	14(11.66)

	Level of Education

	Up to primary
	8(13.33)
	16(26.67)
	24(20.00)

	Secondary and Senior secondary 
	34(56.67)
	27(45.00)
	61(50.83)

	Above Senior secondary level
	18(30.00)
	17(28.33)
	35(29.67)

	Subsidiary occupation of the Family

	Nil
	30(50.00)
	37(61.67)
	67(55.83)

	Business and service
	16(26.67)
	17(28.33)
	33(27.50)

	Custom hiring/ other sources 
	14(23.33)
	6(10.00)
	20(16.67)

	Size of land holding

	Marginal (up to 2.5 acre)
	5(8.33)
	22(36.67)
	27(22.50)

	Small (2.51 to 5 acre)
	16(26.67)
	19(31.67)
	35(29.17)

	Semi-medium (5.1 to 10acre)
	23(38.33)
	11(18.33)
	34(28.33)

	Medium (10.1 to 25acre)
	16(26.67)
	8(13.33)
	24(20.00)

	Type of Family 

	Nuclear
	24(40.00)
	32(53.33)
	56(46.67)

	Joint
	36(60.00)
	28(46.67)
	64(53.33)

	Size of Family

	Up to 4 members
	26(43.33)
	25(41.67)
	51(42.50)

	5-8 members
	26(43.33)
	23(19.17)
	49(40.83)

	Above 8 members
	8(13.34)
	12(20.00)
	20(16.67)

	Annual Income (Rs.)

	Rs.200000 -300000
	14(23.33)
	17(28.33)
	31(25.83)

	Rs 300001-400000
	20(33.33)
	28(46.67)
	48(40.00)

	Above Rs. 4,00,000
	26(43.34)
	15(25.00)
	41(34.17)

	Social organization participation 

	No participation
	10(16.66)
	31(51.66)
	41(34.17)

	One organization participation
	28(46.67)
	19(31.67)
	47(39.17)

	More than one organization participation
	22(36.67)
	10(16.66)
	32(26.66)

	Mass media exposure

	Low (4-6)
	11(18.33)
	19(31.67)
	30(25.00)

	Medium (7-9)
	25(41.67)
	25(41.67)
	50(41.67)

	High (10-12)
	24(20.00)
	16(26.66)
	40(33.33)

	Socio-economic status 

	 Low (5-8)
	15(25.00)
	18(30.00)
	33(27.50)

	Medium (9-12)
	21(35.00)
	28(46.67)
	49(40.83)

	High (13-16)
	24(40.00)
	14(23.33)
	38(31.67)


Figures in Parentheses indicate percentage
Knowledge level of super seeder adopters						
TheTable 2 illustrates the level of knowledge among the Super Seeder adopters. Forty per cent of the farmer had low level of knowledge, while 33.33per cent of the respondents had medium level of knowledge and rest (26.67%) of the respondents demonstrated high level of knowledge. – Use either farmers or respondents.
Table 2: Knowledge level of farmers regarding Super Seeder	                                              (n=60)
	Knowledge level
	Frequency
	Per centage

	Low (13 - 17)
	24
	40.00

	Medium (18 - 22)
	20
	33.33

	High (23 - 26)
	16
	26.67




Fig 1: Knowledge level of farmers regarding Super Seeder
Knowledge statements regarding Super Seeder	
The Table 3 presents the farmers' level of knowledge regarding the super seeder. Findings indicate thatAccording to the findings, overwhelming majority of (88.33%) of the farmers were agreed that the super seeder is used to sow the wheat with standing stubble after harvesting of paddy. Furthermore, around three- fourth (78.33%) of the respondents recognized that for super seeder no separate implement is required for sowing. 
[bookmark: _Hlk167262896]It was reported that 73.33 per cent of farmers were aware that stubble burning contribute to pollution. Around two- third of farmers recognized that super seeder is one of the best options for crop residue management. With regard to managing the paddy straw 60 per cent of the farmers stated that super seeder consists of rotavator and zero till drill. Moreover, around half of the farmers (53.33%) recognized that super seeder is an eco-friendly technology which helps to conserve the soil moisture content. Furthermore, 43.33per cent of farmers were aware of the optimal soil moisture content should be ensured at the time of sowing. Furthermore, 65.00 per cent of the farmers were unaware that residue incorporated effectively into the soil across the field so that the residues load becomes uniform across the field. Around 71.67 per cent of the farmers were unaware that when the paddy crop residue is burn, during the time of wheat sowing, reduces the soil nutrients fertility and releases harmful gaseous into the environment. With regard to technology aspect around three fourth (73.33%) of the farmers did not know that tractor with double clutch of 60-75 hp should be used to operate the machine, and 76.67 per cent were unaware that super seeder is attached by tractor with the help of three-linkage. Around 80.00 percent of the famers were unaware of optimal depth of planting. Regarding the rotor speed at 200-220 rpm and operate tractor in 1st gear at a speed of 1-1.5 km/h only 16.67 percent of the farmers had knowledge about it.
Table 3: Knowledge statements regarding Super Seeder (n=60)
	Knowledge statements
	YES (2)
	No (1)

	
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Super seeder is used to sow the wheat in the field with standing stubble after harvesting the paddy crop
	53
	88.33
	7
	11.67

	[bookmark: _Hlk166703070]With adoption of super seeder for preparation of seed bed and sowing, no separate implement is required as all these operations along with straw management is done in a single operation
	47
	78.33
	13
	21.67

	Stubble burning creates pollution which effects human, animal health and greenhouse gas emission
	44
	73.33
	16
	26.67

	Super seeder is one of the best options for crop residue management (CRM)
	39
	65.00
	21
	35.00

	 Super seeder consists of rotavator and zero till drill for managing the paddy straw and sowing of wheat respectively
	36
	60.00
	24
	40.00

	Super seeder is an eco-friendly technology which helps to conserve the soil moisture content
	32
	53.33
	29
	48.33

	Optimal soil moisture content should be ensured at the time of sowing so as to have uniform crop establishment.
	26
	43.33
	34
	56.67

	Residues incorporated effectively into the soil across the field so that the residues load becomes uniform across the field
	21
	35.00
	39
	65.00

	When the paddy crop residue is burn, during the time of wheat sowing, reduces the soil nutrients fertility and releases harmful gaseous into the environment
	17
	28.33
	43
	71.67

	Tractor with double clutch of 60-75 hp should be used to operate the machine
	16
	26.67
	44
	73.33

	Super seeder is attached by tractor with the help of three-linkage
	14
	23.33
	46
	76.67

	 Ensure optimal depth of planting through adjustment of depth control wheels.
	12
	20.00
	48
	80.00

	Set rotor speed at 200-220 rpm and operate tractor in 1st gear at a speed of 1-1.5 km/h
	10
	16.67
	50
	83.33


[bookmark: _Hlk166230485]
Association between socio economic variables and knowledge level of farmers regarding Super Seeder
[bookmark: _Hlk167261361]Analysis revealed in Table 4 shows the relationship between socio-economic variables and the level of knowledge regarding the super seeder adopters. Results revealed that education, size of landholdings annual income, social participation, mass media exposure and socio-economic status were significantly associated with level of knowledge among respondents. Level of education was found to be significant at chi-value of 15.37*, representing that higher level of education was positively associated with increased knowledge.  In the context of land holding level of knowledge increased with increase in the size of land holding.  Caste and age were found to be non- significant, indicating that they did not play a role in determining the level of knowledge. Furthermore (43.33%) of the farmers who earned above 4 lakhs had a high level of knowledge. Exact half of the respondents who were member of more than one organization had high level of knowledge. Socio-economic status was also significant, and 45.83per cent of the respondents with high socio-economic status and mass media exposure had high level of knowledge.
Table 4: Association between socio-economic variables and knowledge of Super Seeder	(n=60)	
	Socio-economic variables
	Knowledge level 

	Age
	Low
	Medium
	High
	Total

	up to 35 yrs.
	8(40.00)
	9(45.00)
	3(15.00)
	20(33.3)

	35+ to 50 yrs.
	11(44.00)
	7(28.00)
	7(28.00)
	25(41.67)

	above 50 yrs.
	5(33.33)

	4(26.67)

	6(40.00)

	15(25.00)

	Total
	24(40.00)

	20(33.33)
	16(26.67)

	60(100.00)


	2 Cal=3.53

	Caste

	General caste
	20 (48.78)
	14 (34.15)
	7 (17.07)
	41 (72.50)

	Backward class
	3 (27.27)
	2 (18.18)
	6 (54.55)
	11 (27.50)

	Scheduled caste
	1 (12.50)
	4 (50.00)
	3 (37.50)
	8 (13.33)

	2 Cal=9.15

	Level of Education

	Up to primary
	5(62.50)
	1(12.50)

	2(25.00)

	8(13.33)

	Secondary and Senior secondary 
	17 (70.83)
	13 (65.00)
	4 (25.00)
	34 (56.67)

	Above Senior secondary level
	2(11.33)
	6(33.33)
	10(55.56)
	13(32.50)

	2 Cal=15.37* 

	Subsidiary occupation of the family

	Nil
	16(53.33)
	9(30.00)
	5(16.67)
	30(50.00)

	Business and services
	5(33.33)
	7(46.67)
	3(20.00)
	15(15.00)

	Custom hiring
	20(22.22)
	4(26.67)
	8(53.33)
	15(15.50)

	2 Cal=9.47

	Size of land holdings 

	Marginal (up to 2.5acre)
	4(80.00)
	0(0.00)
	1(20.00)
	5(8.33)

	Small (2.51 to 5 acre)
	5(31.25)
	9(56.25)
	2(18.18)
	16(26.67)


	Semi-medium (5.1 to 10 acre)
	11(47.83)

	8(34.78)
	4(17.39)

	23(38.33)


	Medium (Above 10.1 to 25 acre)
	4(25.00)
	3(18.75)
	9(56.25)
	16(26.67)


	2 Cal=16.06* 

	Type of family

	Nuclear
	10(41.67)
	9(37.50)
	5(20.83)
	24(40.00)

	Joint
	14(38.89)
	11(30.56)
	11(30.56)
	36(60.00)

	2 Cal=0.74

	Size of family

	Up to 4 members
	12(46.15)
	9(34.62)
	5(19.23)
	26(43.33)

	5-8 members
	9(34.62)
	9(34.62)
	8(30.77)
	26(43.33)

	Above 8members
	3(37.50)
	2(25.00)
	3(37.50)
	8(13.33)

	2 Cal=1.69

	Annual Income

	Rs.2,00000 - 3,00,000
	6 (42.86)
	5 (35.71)
	3 (21.43)
	14 (23.33)

	 Rs.300001 - 4,00,000
	12 (60.00)
	7 (35.00)
	1 (5.00)
	20 (33.33)

	Above Rs. 4,00000
	6 (23.08)
	8 (30.77)
	12 (46.15)
	26 (43.33)

	2 Cal=10.13* 

	Social participation

	No organization participation
	5 (50.00)
	2 (20.00)
	3 (30.00)
	10 (16.67)

	One organization participation
	14 (50.00)
	12 (42.86)
	2 (7.14)
	28 (46.67)

	More than one organization participation
	5 (22.73)
	6 27.27)
	11 (50.00)
	22 (36.67)

	2 Cal=12.66*

	Mass media exposure

	Low (4-6)
	6 (54.55)
	2 (18.18)
	3 (27.27)
	11 (18.33)

	Medium (07-09)
	13 (52.00)
	10 (40.00)
	2 (8.00)
	25 (41.67)

	High (10-12)
	5 (20.83)
	8 (33.33)
	11 (45.83)
	24 (40.00)

	2 Cal=11.35* 

	Socio-economic Status

	Low(5-8)
	6 (40.00)
	 7 (46.67)
	2 (13.33)
	15 (25.00)

	Medium (09-12)
	13 (61.90)
	5 (23.81)
	3 (14.29)
	21 (35.00)

	High (13-16)
	5 (20.83)
	8 (33.33)
	11 (45.83)
	24 (40.00)

	2 Cal=11.60* 


*Significant at 5% level of significance 
Figures in parentheses indicate percentage
*Significant at 1% level of significance – Its not clear level of significance at 5% and 1%.
Mean comparison of level of knowledge among adopters and non-adopters
[bookmark: _Hlk167173144]The Table 5 presents the mean comparison of level of knowledge among adopters and non-adopters. The mean score of knowledge among adopters was 1.86, with a standard error of 0.10, whereas the mean score of knowledge among non-adopters was 1.49, with a standard error of 0.08. 
Furthermore, the z-value for level of knowledge was 22.46**, indicating that level of knowledge was statistically significant at a 1% level.
Table 5: Mean comparison of knowledge among adopters and non-adopter  (n=120)
	
	ADOPTERS (60)
	NON-ADOPTERS(60)
	Z-VALUE

	
	(MEAN±STANDARD ERROR)
	(MEAN±STANDARD ERROR)
	

	KNOWLEDGE
	1.86±0.10
	1.49±0.08
	22.46**


Reasons for Adoption of Super Seeder
The Table 6 reveals the reasons for adoption of super seeder. A majority of the respondents (56.67%) ranked at 1, the ability to perform residue management, land preparation, and sowing operations in a single pass. Further, half of (51.67%) of the respondents showed the possibility of sowing of wheat just after rice harvesting.  Additionally, 48.33 per cent of adopters agreed that it significantly saves cost. In terms of benefits, 41.67per cent of the respondents ranked the adoption of the super seeder result in saving time, while 24% mentioned that it helps in maintaining soil moisture. Further 38.33 per cent of farmers agreed that it helps in reducing fuel cost.  Moreover, 38.33per cent of the respondents stated that it also reduces labour costs. Lastly, 33.33per cent of the respondents agreed that the adoption of the super seeder leads to reduced use of weedicides.
Table 6: Reasons for adoption of Super Seeder (n=60)
	Aspects
	Reasons for adoption
	WMS
	MS
	Rank

	
	Agreed
	Somewhat agree
	Disagree
	
	
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk166187839]Crop residue management, land preparation and sowing operation all can be done in a single pass which will save the time period
	34(56.67)
	18(30.00)
	8(13.33)
	146
	2.43
	I

	Possibility of sowing wheat crop just after rice harvesting i.e. option for long duration wheat and rice varieties.
	31(51.67)
	17(28.33)
	12(20.00)
	139
	2.31
	II

	Super seeder results in saving of cost
	29(48.33)
	19(31.67)
	12(20.00)
	137
	2.28
	III

	Super seeder results in saving of time
	25(41.67)
	14(23.33)
	21(35.00)
	124
	2.06
	V

	[bookmark: _Hlk166742067]It helps in maintaining soil moisture thus reducing the need for at least one irrigation so it is a water saving technology.
	24(24.00)
	15(25.00)
	21(35.00)
	123
	2.05
	VI

	Reduce fuel cost with adoption of Super seeder
	23(38.33)
	16(26.67)
	21(35.00)
	122
	2.03
	VII

	Super seeder reduces labour cost
	21(35.00)
	15(25.00)
	24(40.00)
	117
	1.95
	VIII

	Less weedicides are reported with the adoption of super seeder
	20(33.33)
	15(25.00)
	25(41.67)
	115
	1.91
	IX


Figures in parentheses denote percentage

Fig 2: Reasons for adoption of Super Seeder
Reasons for non-adoption of Super Seeder
[bookmark: _Hlk167261767]The Table 7 highlights the reasons for the non-adoption of the super seeder. The Ttwo- third of famers, (66.67%), stated that it requires a high-powered tractor (rank I). Sixty per cent of the respondents reported the issue of machine choking in high moisture conditions ranking it at number II. Moreover half(55.00%) of the respondents mentioned the difficulty in maintaining proper depth of sowing(rank-III).While at rank IV and V, 50.00 percent 48.33 per cent respectively of the farmers recognised that high cost of machine and technical knowledge about the machine is poor. Lastly, at rank VI and VII it was reported that there is not proper mixing of stubble in soil and rice residue management (RRM) through super seeder includes yellowing of leaves etc. 
Table 7: Reasons for non-adoption of Super Seeder (n=60)
	Aspects
	Reasons for non-adoption
	WMS

	MS
	Rank

	
	Agree (3)
	Somewhat
Agree (2)
	Disagree (1)
	
	
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk166189132]Required high hp tractor
	40(66.67)
	9(15.00)
	11(18.33)
	149
	2.48
	I

	Choking of machine in high soil moisture condition 
	36(60.00)
	7(11.67)
	17(28.33)
	139
	2.31
	II

	Difficulty in maintaining proper depth of sowing
	33(55.00)
	12(20.00)
	15(25.00)
	138
	2.30
	III

	 High cost of machine
	30(50.00)
	13(21.67)
	17(28.33)
	133
	2.21
	IV

	[bookmark: _Hlk166743258]Technical knowledge about the machine farmers is poor
	29(48.33)
	12(20.00)
	19(31.67)
	130
	2.16
	V

	Not proper mixing of stubble in soil
	27(45.00)
	11(18.33)
	22(36.67)
	125
	2.08
	VI

	Rice residue management (RRM) through super seeder includes yellowing of leaves, attack of pink stem borer
	23(38.33)
	12(20.00)
	25(41.67)
	118
	1.96
	VII


Figures in parentheses denote percentage

Fig 3: Reasons for non-adoption of Super Seeder
Conclusion  
The Super Seeder has been promoted as a sustainable solution to manage paddy residues and reduce stubble burning in Haryana. This study, conducted in Sirsa district, examined farmers’ knowledge levels and the reasons influencing adoption and non-adoption of the Super Seeder. A total of 120 farmers, including adopters and non-adopters, were surveyed using a structured interview schedule. The findings indicated that adopters had higher knowledge levels than non-adopters, and knowledge was significantly influenced by education, landholding size, income, social participation, mass media exposure, and socio-economic status. Key reasons for adoption were timely wheat sowing, reduction in cost and labour, and combined field operations, while non-adoption was mainly due to high power requirement, machine choking, high cost, and limited technical knowledge. The study suggests that enhanced extension services, training programmes, and access to machinery through custom hiring centres can improve adoption of the Super Seeder in Haryana.
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Knowledge level  

Low 	Medium	High	40	33.33	26.67	

Agreed	crop residue	possibility	saving cost	saving time	water saving	reduce fuel	reduce labour	less weedicides	56.67	51.67	48.33	41.67	24	38.33	35	33.33	somewhat agree	crop residue	possibility	saving cost	saving time	water saving	reduce fuel	reduce labour	less weedicides	30	28.330000000000005	31.67	23.330000000000005	25	26.67	25	25	Disagree	crop residue	possibility	saving cost	saving time	water saving	reduce fuel	reduce labour	less weedicides	13.33	20	20	35	35	35	40	41.67	


Agree	High hp tractor	choking of machine	depth of sowing	high cost machine	technical knowledge	not proper  stubble mixing	rice residue management	66.669999999999987	60	55	50	48.33	45	38.33	somewhatagree	High hp tractor	choking of machine	depth of sowing	high cost machine	technical knowledge	not proper  stubble mixing	rice residue management	15	11.67	20	21.67	20	18.329999999999988	20	disagree	High hp tractor	choking of machine	depth of sowing	high cost machine	technical knowledge	not proper  stubble mixing	rice residue management	18.329999999999988	28.330000000000005	25	28.330000000000005	31.67	36.67	41.67	





