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Technology is essential but not sufficient for its adoption
evidence from fodder Innovation Project
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ABSTRACT

The aim of the paper is to better understand how various social and policy issues constrain the adoption of
innovations among dairy farmers and presents the observations of the relationship between the adoption of green
fodder feeding to dairy cattle and marketing of milk in Puducherry. Though there are some isolated successes of
promoting fodder entrepreneurs by the development departments in Puducherry, these approaches could not be
sustained dueto lack of complementary or supportiveinstitutional arrangements. Adoption of aninnovation (fodder
transaction) is more constrained by social, economic and policy issues, which include transportation of fodder,
relations between the fodder growers, buyers, secretary, Milk Cooperative Society, leaders of Women Self Help
Groups, government policy on milk pricing, urbanization and, industrialization, rather than technological issues.
Theinsights offered in this paper could be useful in the design of policiesto address complex economic and social
issues associated with fodder usage by the dairy farmersin general and landless dairy farmersin particular.
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Technology generation and its use by farmers is sine
gua non for global agricultural development. It is well
known that there is a huge gap between the technology
generated and used (Rao et al. 1992). This gap is usualy
attributed to the ignorance of farmers and/or poor
performance of extension agency. Of late, it is very well
realized that technology per seisnot scale-neutral and every
technology has limitations. This realization led to the
inclusion of farmers in all the stages of technology
generation, testing, refinement, and use in agriculturaly
developed countries (van den ban and Hawkins 1996) and
the sameisbeing experimented in India by various agencies.
For instance the Indian Council of Agricultural Research
(ICAR) modified the mandate of Krishi Vigyan Kendras
(KVK) toinclude on-farm testing, refining and documenting
of technologies in collaboration with the researchers and
extension personnel.

In many countrieslow agricultural production has been
attributed to ineffective technology delivery system,
including poor information packaging, inadequate systems
and poor methodologies (Del Castello and Braun 2006).
Rogers (2003) explained that the technology with relative
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advantages, simple to understand and use and compatible
with the local values, beliefs and situation has high rate of
adoption. The spread of one particular innovation was often
embodied in aninput that hasacomplementary relationship
to other inputs. Technical complementary is a stronger
concept than compatibility (Feder et al. 1985).

Now it isincreasingly realized that technology as such
isnot an issue but the way it is positioned, reinvented and
commercialized to suit to the local situation and organize
variousinput support required for its adoption and extension
policy need to go beyond transfer of technology (Sulaiman
and Hall 2003). Several approaches (RRA, problem
identification, analysis and solutions, transect analysis,
factorsinfluencing technologies) weretried in transferring
livestock production technologies in selected locations in
India(Singh and Schiere 1995). These experiments proved
that innovative methods/ processes to introduce a
technology are more important than the technology itself.
In this context an action research project was undertaken
with feeding green fodder as a technology to improve the
livelihoods of the dairy cattle dependent poor people in
Puducherry and thelessonslearnt are presented in this paper.
This may help the researchers and extension practitioners
in learning from our experiences thereby refining their
approaches or modus operandi in planning and
implementing similar projects.

MATERIALSAND METHODS

The project, ‘Enhancing livelihoods of livestock
dependent poor people through increasing use of fodder



November 2014]

commonly termed as Fodder Innovation Project (FIP-I1)’,
in participation with International Livestock Research
Institute (ILRI) and the United Nations University—
Maastricht Economic and Social Research Institute on
Innovation and Technology and (UNU-merit) at RIVER,
Puducherry: The project is aimed to address the question
of fodder shortage not from the perspective of information
and technological scarcity in fodder production, but from
that of capacity scarcity in relation to bringing about
technical and other changes in fodder usage practices —
thisis referred to as fodder innovation (Hall et al. 2007).
The project understandsinnovation capacity to beafunction
of the networks of different players related to livestock
fodder and their collective capacity to bring new ideasinto
use.

Action research characterized by cyclic, participative,
qualitative and reflective processes (Kemmis and
McTaggart 1988) were used to address the issue of fodder
scarcity in Puducherry region. In a significant departure
from thetraditional perspective, the FIP looked at capacity
scarcity in relation to bringing about technical and other
changes in fodder practices, and explored ways of
strengthening this capacity to increase the use of green
fodder and help enhance the livelihoods of livestock
dependant poor people. The entire processes and various
stepsthe stakehol ders have gone through under this project
with lessons|learnt are discussed in the subsequent sections.

Context: Cattle rearing is an important occupation for
resource poor and landless familiesin rural and peri-urban
areas of Puducherry. Studies showed that majority of
landless cattle ownersin peri-urban regions of Puducherry
(81%) are women (Natchimuthu 2002, Ramkumar et al.
2003, Natchimuthu et al. 2005). Cattle are the only asset
for the landless poor and their contribution to the family
incomeis quite substantial. Majority of the new generation
livestock farmers are agricultural labour forced to take up
dairying due to subsidized loans provided by the
government to buy cattle. Urbanization has led to
conversion of farmlands for other purposes and thishasled
to reduced availability and high cost of fodder grass. Food
crops (paddy) are being substituted by non-food crops
(casuarinas) which require less labour and need less
supervision. There was a shortage of green fodder to the
tune of 94 % in Puducherry (Sastry et al. 1993). There is
almost no practice of growing green fodder crops in
Puducherry and the area under fodder cultivation is less
than 90 acres (PONLAIT Report 2011). With increasing
costs of fodder (especialy paddy straw) and the low price
for milk, farmers do not have adequate incentives to feed
their cattle with purchased fodder. Unless green fodder is
produced locally and is made accessible to the landless
livestock keepers, the fodder situation in Puducherry is
unlikely to improve.

Innovation systemdiagnosis: A diagnosisworkshop was
organized with the active participation of several
stakeholderswhich include officialsfrom line departments,
alocal NGO as well as the representatives from Women
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Self Help Groups (WSHGs) and land owners.

Though productivity enhancement of livestock and
fodder development are important priorities for the
Government of Puducherry (asindicated inthe Pondicherry
\ision 2020), the experience on the ground suggested that
the fodder development approaches are not successful.
While several organisations are trying to address the
problem of fodder, these efforts remained isolated and all
of them focus on distributing fodder seeds/slips and
financial incentives (subsidies) for purchasing/cultivating
fodder. Though every development, research and training
organization in the state has at least one programme on
fodder yet fodder promotion has been the last priority.
Owing to anumber of reasons associated with theway these
organizations operate (funded and eval uated), there has not
been any joint discussion on how each of these organizations
could contribute towards addressing fodder shortages.
Moreover, every government programme has a subsidy
element and the farmers have become accustomed to the
subsidy culture and do not venture into doing anything
without government subsidies. Though there are some
isolated successes of promoting fodder entrepreneurs, these
approaches could not be sustained due to lack of
complementary or supportive institutional arrangements.

With more and more crop and common lands expected
to be diverted for real estate and industrial activities,
ensuring supply of more fodder seeds or slipsis not going
to realistically address the fodder shortages. Unless fodder
isgrown asacommercia crop and mechanismsfor its sale
or buy-back is ensured as an entrepreneurial opportunity,
the state may not be able to address the fodder shortages
meaningfully. This would necessitate interaction and
collaboration among the different agencies who are
currently working in isolation.

Lack of a platform: The major challenge in addressing
fodder issue at Puducherry is in bringing better cohesion
among the various agencies. Thereisno platform or forum
where the different agencies can come together to address
anissuelikefodder that cuts across different organizational
domains. This has constrained exchange of information on
the ongoing programmes of different departments and has
also prevented these organizations from exploring
complementarities. Much of theinteraction that happensis
ad hoc, informal, need-based and weak and this is
constrai ning the emergence of capacity or collectivewisdom
to deal with problems such as fodder scarcity. Lack of a
common platform has also prevented the emergence of a
state level policy or programme direction for addressing
the issue of fodder shortage. Though the state government
has highlighted fodder shortage as a critical constraint in
enhancing livestock production, thereisno clear articulation
of what each organization should be doing to improve access
to fodder. This has led to a situation where different
organi zationswork independently, sometimes exacerbating
the fodder crisis.

The Project team decided to focus its attention on
measuresfor improving fodder innovation capacity through
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organizing a platform comprising fodder relevant
stakeholders to discuss, plan, implement and evaluate the
outcomes of action research on a pilot initiative that can
potentially addresses fodder shortage.

Multi-stakeholder platform: A platform with the active
involvement of stakeholders of fodder development in
Puducherry comprising officials or representatives of
different development departments, farmers, WSHGs was
established to implement the project activities. The multi-
stakeholder platform identified a cluster of villages to
implement this project. Initialy 7 villages were identified
and later narrowed down to 1, Sorapet based on secondary
information as well as the experience of the officials
working in the area. This fodder forum met on several
occasions depending upon the need and finalised the action
research plan. It also served as a monitoring and learning
platform that facilitated learning from the action research
and al so hel ped promotejoint working rel ationships on other
programmes outside this project.

Identification of potential fodder growers: Prospective
fodder entrepreneurs were identified by the different
agenciesasthe potential way forward for addressing fodder
shortage. The arrangements had been worked out with
potential fodder buyers so that the fodder growers are
assured of a market once they harvest fodder. Though all
the agencies have some interventions on fodder usage,
promotion of fodder growers under this project envisaged
participation of all these agencies.

Fodder production: The participatory approachesledto
the idea of linking potential fodder growers with milk
producers. Hybrid Napier (CO3), being multi-cut highyield
perennial fodder crop, was preferred by the stakeholders.
Few land owners came forward to cultivate Hybrid Napier,
mainly for selling it to the milk producers in the village.
Economics of fodder production in comparison to paddy
cultivation were estimated and shared with the farmers, who
were convinced with the relative returns. Four farmers
agreed toraisefodder for sellingit to landless cattle owners.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The issues which were identified by the stakeholders
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included urbanization, decreasing area under crops, low
milk prices, induction of cattle without concomitant increase
intheinputs (especially feed and fodder) and services, high
demand for milk in the town (Puducherry has 90 % urban
population). Free delivery of services like artificial
insemination (Al), veterinary treatment, and vaccinations
coupled with subsidies on cattle purchase, cattle feed
purchase and green fodder utilization are key characteristics
of the dairy economy of Puducherry.

Three types of households are associated with fodder
production / utilization in Sorapet (Table 1). The
characteristics of potential fodder growers (farmers with
and without cattle) and potential fodder buyers (landless
cattle owners) were analysed. The landless cattle owners
have negligible scope to grow fodder.

The area under fodder cultivation was negligible in
Puducherry (0.3 % of the cropped area of 13,176 ha) in the
year 2008 (Government of Puducherry 2009), and the cattle
owners especially the landless were not habituated to
feeding their cattle with cultivated green fodder regularly.
It was a common practice for the cattle owners to allow
their animals to graze (on private lands or public property
areas) in addition to feeding them with purchased paddy
straw and concentrate feed.

Fodder transaction through MCS: The stakeholder
platform discussed the issue of how to make fodder
accessible to the landless dairy farmers. In the process of
deliberationstheideaof involving Milk Cooperative Society
(MCS) as a nodal point for fodder transaction emerged.
The logic behind this was that fodder as an input and milk
as an out put can be conveniently routed through MCS, a
hub for both fodder buyers as well as the fodder growers.
Almost all the fodder growers were also members of MCS.
Accordingly, based on several rounds of discussions and
interactions with farmers and milk producers, fodder was
grown on 2 acres of land in the selected village and the
same was harvested and supplied through MCS to milk
pourers on credit basis. The payment for fodder was to be
recovered from the payments due to them and paid to the
fodder growers (Fig.1). Initially there was a component of
subsidy from the Department of Animal Husbandry (DAH)

Table 1. Characteristics of households associated with fodder production / utilisation

Characteristics Land owners with cattle

Landless cattle owners Land owners without cattle

Characteristics Land owners with cattle

Number of households Low

Dependency on cattle rearing To some extent

Utility of fodder Milk production sale, if excess

Potentiality Potential as surplus fodder

producer need to be explored

To meet the domestic milk
requirement

Purpose of cattle rearing

Landless cattle owners Land owners without cattle

Substantial Very few
To agreat extent Nil
Milk production For sale

Potential seller of fodder if a
reliable market for fodder exists

Potential buyer of fodder

To earn income through Not relevant

saleof milk; Asset building
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in credit

Fodder
Grower

Fig. 1. MCSin fodder transaction network.

which was later withdrawn due to paucity of funds.

Fodder sale was good initially and later declined
gradually. The average fodder sales started with about 200
kg / day and reached a maximum of 600 kg owing to the
subsidy pull. The reasons for decrease in fodder sales
include irregular payments to the fodder growers, |abour
and transport problems faced by fodder growers and
availability of alternative feed/ fodder resourcesto landless
cattle ownersin addition to their experience that feeding of
green fodder to cows did not result in increased income.
Allowing animalsfor grazing or feeding green grassesfrom
bunds or weeds free of cost was practiced traditionally in
the study area. Hence, buying green fodder @ % 10/bundle
of 10 kg was not compatible with their existing traditional
practice. There were instances of wastage of fodder due to
late arrival of fodder at MCS, thick stems of the Napier
grass and also due to poor sales of fodder. The MCS
secretary found it difficult to sell fodder to members with
dry cows (non pourersof milk to the society) for cashinstead
of credit. Despite the efforts to absorb the cost of
transportation by the project, this system of routing fodder
through MCS did not work.

Fodder transaction through WSHG: This issue was
discussed in a stakeholder meeting, and the WSHG leaders
came forward to accept the responsibility of fodder
distribution and collection of money from the fodder buyers
with a resolution passed in their group meeting. The
resolution was based on the credibility they had on the

Fodder supplied
in credit

Cash

Fodder — - = =
Grower

Fig. 2. WSHG in fodder transaction network.
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Fodder sol
credit

Fodder
Buyer

Recovery from

fortnightly
payment

officials and their recommendations. The fodder was
accordingly delivered by thefodder grower at the doorsteps
of the WSHG leader (Fig. 2). This system had solved two
problems — one, even if the fodder was supplied latein the
evening, the leader was able to distribute to the buyers
(group members); second, fodder was supplied to any buyer
(irrespective whether he / she is a member of the MCS or
not) for cash. This system did work for afew monthsto the
satisfaction of all the stakeholders. The fodder buyers
especially the landless cattle owners had a grouse that
feeding green fodder to cows was expensive and it should
be subsidized. In all the meetings the issue of “low milk
procurement prices’ did come up as it appeared to be a
stumbling block for milk production enhancement
programmes.

This system worked well as long as the WSHG leaders
took active part in receiving and distributing fodder and
also collected the money from the buyers. Later, it suffered
aserious setback when these |eaders were engaged in some
other activities (elected tolocal bodies) and could not devote
time for fodder transactions. Their involvement in fodder
transactionsin away catapulted them to the political arena.
Since WSHG members (lower stratum) and M CS secretary
(upper stratum) were belonging to different communities
the cooperation between them on fodder transaction was
not up to the expected level. The fodder growers in both
the experiments did suffer due to delayed payments and
sometimes wastage of fodder due to poor sales.

Fodder sold on

credit WSHG
— — - _ _ Members (milk
Cash pourers and non-

pourers)
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Perceptions of WSHG members on feeding green fodder
to their cattle: The WSHG members perceived the
importance of feeding green fodder to their cattle for
increasing milk production (500 ml / day), improving the
conception as well asthe health of the animals as reflected
by shining skin coat. Initially, when the fodder was sold at
subsidized prices, the milk producers were feeding their
cows with purchased green fodder and later the sales
declined with the withdrawal of subsidy. The milk
producers, especially the WSHG members, expected that
the milk production increases (both in quantity and quality)
with increase in feeding of Hybrid Napier or reduce the
cost on concentrate feeding. However, the milk producers
after feeding green fodder continuously for 2 months to
their cows perceived that the income through sale of milk
tothe MCSdid not increase and they attributeit to the faulty
testing of themilk inthe MCS. A survey among 18 selected
fodder buyers revealed that the average income through
the sale of milk (for afortnightly period) did not vary much
before (Rs 1,252) and after (Rs 1,272) feeding Hybrid
Napier to their cows. On the other hand reduction in
expenditure on feeding was also not observed by the
members. Most of the landless cattle owners perceived that
ultimately there was no relative advantage over the existing
practice of allowing animals for grazing and feeding bund
grasses and weeds. They were unhappy with the milk testing
asit is neither transparent nor done on aregular basis.

In addition, the WSHG members were not interested in
feeding their pregnant and dry cows with purchased green
fodder as the adoption of this innovation had poor
observability and also not getting any income from the dry
cows. However, this project had its positive impact on
fodder growers. One fodder grower who raised fodder on
one acre of land had realised the potentiality of feeding
green fodder to cattle and discontinued selling green
fodder to the MCS/WSHGs as it is economical for him to
feed his cattle with ad lib. green fodder rather than feeding
with paddy straw which is costlier than green fodder.
Similarly, one farmer having 3 repeat breeding cows felt
happy with feeding green fodder (grown on 30 cents of
leased land) to cows as all these repeat breeding cowswere
conceived.

Constraints and challenges: In the process of
implementing this proj ect the stakehol ders encountered the
following constraints which challenged the achievement
of the objectives.

(i) Everyone associated with the project realized that it
isachallenge to enable resource poor landless cattle
owners in Puducherry feed their cattle with green
fodder on a regular basis. The representatives of
various departmentswere sensitized to the compl exity
of making available the green fodder to the landless
cattle owners, which itself is one of the significant
achievements of the project.

(ii) Milk procurement price has been a contentious issue
on which none of the stakeholders had any say. In
almost all the stakeholder meetings the issue of low
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milk procurement price was discussed but without
any feasible solution. Although, the Milk Union is
empowered to fix the milk prices, in practice the
Government will fix the prices, which will be in
favour of the urban milk consumers (morein number)
rather than few scattered rural milk producers or
members of the MCSs. Not a single MCS out of the
93 functional MCSs in Puducherry has an automatic
milk collection unit whichis considered astransparent
and foolproof method of weighing and testing the
milk regularly. Testing of milk inthese MCSsisnever
doneon aregular basis. In most of the MCSsthe milk
tester was out of order, a conducive situation for
mal practices.

The trends are indicative of decreasing interest of the
farmers for cattle rearing. It was reported that the average
herd size and milk production are showing declining trends
in Puducherry (Athilakshmy et al. 2011). This might be
due to the decrease in the availability of feed and fodder
which ultimately led to high cost of feed, coupled with low
milk procurement price in Puducherry (Natchimuthu et al.
2005).

The Government of Puducherry is, implementing several
schemes which include milch animal purchase, subsidies
for green fodder production, calf feed, cattle feed, green
fodder purchase etc. However, these schemes did not help
inincreasing themilk production in Puducherry. The gradual
decreasein milk procurement by the M CSs (decreased from
an average of about 50,000 litres per day in 2001-02 to
29,000 litres per day in 2010 -11 and outsourcing has gone
up from zero to 73,000 litres during the same period) isan
indication of decrease in milk production which reflects
upon the negative impact of subsidies on milk production
in Puducherry, (PONLAIT Report 2011). However, the
argument that decrease in milk procurement need not
necessarily because of decrease in milk production could
be countered by the fact that PONLAIT is still the major
milk procurement agency in rural areas of Puducherry and
private milk procurement agenciesare not operating inthese
areas.

Cultivating green fodder (main input to reduce cost of
milk production) by theland ownersand making it available
to the landless cattle ownersis a complex issue. Evidence
showed that none of the farmers completely adopted the
practice of feeding nutritious green fodder to their dairy
animals (Rezvanfar 2007) despite the fact that the
researchers consider it as vital to feed the dairy animals
with green fodder to reduce cost of production. Although
the focus of the project was on fodder production and its
use by the landless cattle owners (technology adoption),
the lessons learnt could be extrapolated to any livestock
production technologies.

It is easy to produce green fodder and fodder growers
could redlize the benefit of feeding the cultivated green
fodder to their cattle (due to the minimum cost of labor and
transportation) whereas, landless fodder buyers could not
realize the same because of theindifferent attitude towards
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the purchase of green fodder. The mind set of resource poor
plays an important role in technology adoption and they
prefer low quality or subsidized inputs over the good quality
purchased inputs. They preferred allowing their animalsto
graze on public or private lands (non cash cost) rather than
spending ¥ 20 (cash cost) every day to feed one cow on
purchased green fodder, however superior the latter may
beinterms of quality. Their mindsets might have changed
if their incomes have increased significantly by feeding
green fodder.

Thedry fodder (paddy straw) ispreferred over cultivated
green fodder, although the latter issuperior intermsof TDN,
DCP and palatability. Green fodder, a scarce commodity,
is cheaper than dry fodder due to its poor demand in
Puducherry. Thereasonsfor their preferenceto paddy straw
are that they can stock and use it for about 4 to 6 months
depending upon the season. Purchasing (during harvest
season), transportation and stocking it could be completed
in one day whereas the cultivated green fodder (heavier)
needs to be obtained from the fodder producer or MCS on
adaily basis which is laborious.

The scientific recommendation is that ad lib. green
fodder feeding without concentrates is enough for a
crossbred cow to sustain the milk production up to 8 litre/
day. The average milk production per crossbred cow in
Puducherry is about 5 to 6 litre per day, and green fodder
feeding alone will meet both maintenance and production
requirements of the cow. However, the landless cattle
owners perceived that it is easy to purchase concentrate
feed (@ ¥ 12/ kg) on credit (from MCS), transport and
stock it (once in aweek or fortnight) rather than spending
time on green fodder (Re 1/ kg) feeding every day as the
latter cannot be stocked.

L abour and transportation costs are vital for adoption of
dairy production technologies, which hitherto were not
considered important by the technology promoters. Labour
costsareincreasing with increasein opportunity cost owing
to the implementation of MGNREGA (Mahatma Gandhi
National Rural Employment Guarantee Act) coupled with
distribution of free or subsidized rice to the BPL families.
Labour wages for agricultural operations including fodder
harvesting have gone up and the farmers in the entire
country are experiencing this serious constraint and
Puducherry is no exception to this (The Economic Times
2007). Increasing labour costs is one of the important
reasonsfor theland owners shifting from food crops (Paddy)
to less labour intensive non food crops (casuarinas)
cultivation thus reducing drastically the area under food
crops in Puducherry. The area under land put to non
agricultural uses in UT of Puducherry over the years has
gone up from 15,251 hain 1998-99 to 18,466 hain 2009—
10 (Goverment of Puducherry Report 2011) adding to the
shortage of agricultural byproducts.

The adoption of any technology must result inincreased
incomes for the farmers and this depends upon the market
structure, pricing policies, transparency in measuring,
pricing and payment schedules etc. Feeding of cultivated
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green fodder (purchased inputs) by the landless cattle
owners did not result in increased incomes primarily
because of the unscrupulous practices followed in testing
of milk by the MCS. Unfortunately the milk producers/
MCS members have no say in “testing of milk” and in
“price fixation” although theoretically they own the MCS
and the PONLAIT (Rao et al. 2009).

Better price for milk encourages the producers to
enhance milk production provided the input costs are not
rising with output prices. The average price of compound
cattle feed supplied by the milk unionwas ¥ 12/ kg and the
average milk procurement price for milk was ¥ 17.00 in
theyear 2011. The milk and feed priceratiosare decreasing
over theyears, indicating thereby that the prices of feed are
increasing at an increasing rate than the prices of milk
(Tamizhkumaran et al. 2012).

Adoption of technologies dependsdirectly on the market
outlet of the produce and the policies of the marketing
institution. PONLAIT has become innovative in reducing
losses by procuring milk from outside, process and sell as
value added products (may be easier to purchase milk even
at higher price rather than to increase procurement through
itsown societies). Thisactivity revealed that the PONLAIT
wasinterested to safeguard its position through purchasing
milk from outside rather than protecting theinterest of milk
producers in this region. This indicates the thrust of
PONLAIT isonmilk processing and marketing (especially
milk products) with little or negligible concern for
production and it may prove fatal to PONLAIT in the long
run as it increases the risk of its dependency on outside
agencies on which it has limited or no control. In addition,
this policy is detrimental to implementation of all the milk
production enhancement programmes with the
technological interventions which include fodder
development programmes.

Technologies are not scale-neutral. Therewasvery wide
variation in the expectations of fodder producers, buyers
and facilitating agencies and many of these expectations
conflict with others. The fodder growerswereinterested in
harvesting a fixed quantity of green fodder everyday that
too not less than 500 kg (labour and transport charges do
not vary with the quantity up to 1,000 kg) which is
conflicting with the expectation of the fodder buyers who
wish to have flexibility in purchasing green fodder from
the MCS as the latter have not realized the potentiality of
feeding green fodder to cows on aregular basis.

Technology adoption hinges on the interest and
enthusiasm of the technology promoting institutions and
the key players involved in the process. The secretary of
the society, who is a key player in the fodder transaction,
was not sufficiently interested in this. However, he projected
himself as a leader of the village and wanted to distribute
freebies to build his political future.

Subsidies have a negative impact on production. It
confirmed the conclusion of Rogers (2003) that adopter
incentives lead to adoption of an innovation by the
individuals different from those who woul d otherwise adopt.
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It clearly indicated that the practice of feeding the cultivated
green fodder by the landless dairy farmers was intended to
receive subsidies and not for the sustainable milk
production. It is well known that subsidies if not properly
directed may result in negativeimpact. Theimplementation
of several schemes with subsidy component did not result
in enhanced milk production, rather they had the opposite
effect. The Government controls the prices of milk
procurement as well as consumer prices and most of the
unions are incurring losses as the processing costs are
increasing and the consumer prices are not raised to cover
the costs. Hence the challenge of increasing the fodder
availability and its utilization is becoming insurmountable
asthe policy is not favourable in the region.

Theweak interpersonal relationships between the fodder
growers, fodder buyers and fodder transaction agency might
be one of thereasonsfor thefailure of theinnovative fodder
transaction process introduced through this project. There
was no culture of taking responsibility to resolvetheissue(s)
amicably at their level. All issuesraised during the processes
indicated that everyone was interested to get an individual
benefit (field level) by participating in this project
implementation.

Rasheed (2012) opined that the ‘debate should move
beyond technology dissemination and research-extension
linkages to ways of promoting innovation and enhancing
capacity for innovation’ is quite relevant in this context.

This research clearly indicated the problem of green
fodder cultivation liesnot in fodder technology availability
or access per sebut has several ramificationswhich are not
in the purview of theindividual stakeholders.

Adoption of an innovation (fodder transaction) is
constrained by social, economic and policy issues rather
than technological issues and include transportation of
fodder, relations between thefodder growers, buyers, market
facilitators or intermediaries, government policy on milk
pricing, urbanization, industrialization etc. This project has
provided evidence that milk priceshold the key toincreasing
the production, which becomes a prerequisite for demand
of technologies. This calls for appropriate policies and
institutional arrangements at both state and national levels
for making inputs, especially fodder, accessible to the poor
livestock owners so asto enablethem to thrive on livestock
rearing.
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