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Abstract The changing emphasis on native
pastures in south-eastern Australia is discussed.
The market for conventional perennial pasture
improvement is explored as an indicator to the
potential future interest in low-input pastures. The
market for conventional perennial pastures is
segmented into seven groups. Farmers in only one
of these groups are adopting the full conventional
perennial pasture improvement package. Members
of the other groups are partially adopting or not
adopting the package because of time and resource
constraints, risk aversion, lack of need, or outright
scepticism of this product. Analysis of the
“products” being promoted as low-input pasture
alternatives suggests the same graziers who adopt
the conventional pasture improvement package will
also adopt low-input pastures for farm niches where
the conventional alternative is inappropriate.
Expectations of the adoption of low-input systems
by those farmers who currently do not adopt
conventional pasture improvement are not likely
to be met. This is because low-input systems are
likely to be high input in terms of management.
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INTRODUCTION

Low rates of resowing, low rates of top-dressing,
and low-input management in the form of set-
stocking have been a challenge to the south-eastern
Australian pasture extension profession for decades.
Increased rates of adoption of these higher input
systems have been the unobtainable “holy grail”.
There now seems to be a growing hope that low-
input pastures may well provide a more attractive
alternative for those producers who have shown
little interest in conventional pasture improvement.
This hope has encouraged Australia’s Murray
Darling Basin Commission and National Landcare
Program to fund the development and promotion
of low-input native pastures.

AGRONOMISTS AND THE ADOPTION OF
LOW-INPUT PASTURE

Native pastures seem to be the agronomic
equivalent of the mini-skirt. They go in and out of
fashion, although the cycles of fashion in grass
seem to be longer than for cork-soled shoes. In
1890, the New South Wales Dept of Agriculture
actively promoted the “systematic cultivation” of
wallaby, kangaroo, and Mitchell grass, even to the
extent of describing methods of propagation by
root division (Anon. 1890). Obviously agricultural
advisers of the day had a way to go towards
appreciating the practicalities of farming! Within
25 years there was scientific scepticism of the
value of native grasses for commercial agriculture.
In his agricultural textbook of 1913, Thomas Cherry
was less than effusive.

‘Every now and then we hear proposals to search
for a native grass to replace those which have
been introduced, but there is no probability of
this being successful. The native grasses did
not develop under conditions of hard grazing,
and it is certain that they do not equal European
fodder plants in the percentage of digestible
nutrients they contain’ (Cherry 1913).






