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Abstract
This thesis is about Landcare participants and how they learn while carrying out
natural resource management activities. Three research questions guided the study: How
can Education for Sustainability be understood and theorised in practices of Landcare
groups? How can an understanding of Education for Sustainability and sustaining
practice contribute to a theory of social practice? What are the implications of these
understandings of Education for Sustainability for the development and critique of
natural resource management policy? The analysis, interpretation, and discussion
chapters are framed by these three questions. The findings from multiple case studies
were interpreted using a theory of practice architectures to identify practice changes
occurring. The data on the community-based natural resource management groups are
provided by in-depth comparative case studies of four Landcare groups located in the
Murray-Darling Basin in eastern Australia.
Current Education for Sustainability theories do not adequately describe the
characteristics of informal adult education, nor do they explore the educational practices
apart from acknowledging that social learning is important. Informal adult learning in
community-based natural resource management groups is integral to continuing natural
resource management activities at the landscape level. The volunteer Landcare
movement in Australia provides an example of a community-based natural resource
management group. I undertook case study research with four Landcare groups in
regional New South Wales in Australia to better understand how informal adult learning
in community-based natural resource management groups is socially constructed. A
combination of semi-structured interviews, participant observations at meetings and
seminars, and document analysis yielded qualitative data that enabled evaluation of the
informal education processes of Landcare groups and their participants.
Three major findings challenge understandings of Education for Sustainability
theory and practices. By moving from community of practice theory to explore
emergent practice theories I provide a new framework to describe social learning. At the
practical level, the informal processes can be better understood in the culturaldiscursive, material-economic, and social-political dimensions. That is, the sayings,
doings and relatings of practices that form the practice architectures. At the
vii

contemporary practical theory level, the temporal dimension carries the transformations
in practices. To inform the policy that guides administrative and funding structures, the
interpretations are framed by Habermas‘s theorising of communicative action and the
impact of the system (the regional Catchment Management Authority) on the lifeworlds
of the groups and their members. The findings suggest that more effort must be made to
support Landcare and Landcare-type community-based groups locally to enhance and
progress natural resource management efforts.
In conclusion, the thesis argues that the Landcare movement continues to provide
opportunities for facilitating transformations in natural resource management through
the social learning that it cultivates. The Education for Sustainability role can be
enhanced by supporting groups to sustain and maintain the practices in the sayings,
doings, and relatings (in the material-economic, cultural-discursive and socio-political
dimensions).
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Thesis
This thesis considers Australian Landcare participants and how they
learn while carrying out natural resource management activities as an
example of informal learning for sustainability. In this chapter I outline
the what, the why, and the how of my doctoral research study. I provide
a short introduction to the context of facilitating sustainable development
through education and learning opportunities and why it is important to
study the characteristics of adult informal and social learning. This is
followed by an overview of the research topic and the research questions,
an introduction to the methods I used, and the structure of the thesis.

1.1 Sustainable Development, Education, and Learning
Brundtland (1987) in her Tokyo address, Our Common Future,
introduced and defined ‗sustainability‘ as development ―that meets the
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs‖ (p. 8). The concepts of
sustainability and sustainable development incorporate a reliance on
education and learning. The importance of education and learning taking
place in the rural setting is acknowledged by the United Nations because:
Education is the key to rural transformation and is essential to ensuring
the economic, cultural and ecological vitality of rural areas and
communities (UNESCO, 2003, p. 6).

The United Nations declared the period 2005-2014 as the Decade of
Education for Sustainable Development with the statement that
education is ―humanity‘s best hope and most effective means in the quest
to achieve sustainable development‖ (UNESCO, 2003, p. 4). Tilbury and
Cooke (2005) explained that by learning about sustainability and
consequently being able to envision future sustainable development,
people are able to move from a focus on a few specific actions to reflect
critically, and to develop plans and initiatives for sustainable
1

development. The focus of activities during the Decade is global and
involves both developing and developed countries - as yet, there are no
countries that are able to claim that they manage their resources in a
sustainable way (Tilbury & Cooke, 2005). Although the focus of
Education for Sustainable Development may differ between developing
and developed countries, all countries need to increase their commitment
to achieving sustainability. Tilbury and Cooke (2005) explored the issue
of developed versus developing countries, noting that developed
countries such as Australia, Canada, and the USA could refer to
‗sustainability‘ rather than ‗sustainable development‘, enabling a focus
on the sustainability or otherwise of existing practices. Even developed
countries might proclaim that they have ―deeply engrained values for the
environment‖ without evidence of effective engagement in ―contributing
to change for sustainability‖ (Tilbury & Cooke, 2005, p. 18).
Education for Sustainability is situated in both the formal (i.e.
schools, higher education institutions such as universities) and informal
settings (e.g. community conservation and environmental action groups,
Catchment Management Authorities, Landcare groups). The informal
settings are nonetheless frequently located in organisational settings and
operate under administrative systems. Common to most discussions on
formal and informal education and adult learning is the elusive nature of
the definitions as highlighted by Athanasou (2008), Diduck (2010),
Merriam and Brockett (2007), and Smith (2010). Adult education
experiences can range from organised training to tertiary education, from
non-institutional based activities such as attending local gym classes to
new language groups, and self-help education that occurs when reading a
magazine article on how to eat healthily (Merriam & Brockett, 2007).
Defining adult learning can depend on the focus: as Merriam and
Brockett (2007) found ―some definitions emphasize the learner, some the
planning, and others the process‖ (p. 7). Non-formal education and
learning refer to educational activities that are external to institutional
structures (Merriam & Brockett, 2007). Formal adult education and
2

informal learning can be differentiated by whether the student is awarded
a certificate or diploma (Smith, 2010), and by whether the learning is
planned or unplanned (Merriam & Brockett, 2007). Informal learning
often occurs when there are no ‗instructors‘, where people take part in
sustained dialogues, and reflect on experiences during (for example) a
collective activity (Jarvis, 2001). Jarvis (2001) described a range of
learning (including informal, self-directed, incidental, and everyday). He
acknowledged that not all learning will be transformative, but
emphasised that ―people rarely learn in isolation‖ (Jarvis, 2001, p. 21).
This thesis draws from three areas where social learning has emerged:
transformative learning (Mezirow, 1991; Mezirow, 1997), social learning
interpretations of community-based natural resource management
(CBNRM) (Blackmore, 2007; Keen et al., 2005; Pahl-Wostl et al., 2007),
and adaptive management combined with collaborative, communitybased management (see Olssen, Folke, & Berkes, 2004). These areas are
representative of work that has led to an understanding of social learning
in its many guises. Attempts to provide definitions of social learning are
vexed with multiple meanings that have their bases in a range of
theoretical, academic cultures and traditions (Diduck, 2010; Woodhill,
1999). Armitage et al. (2009) encapsulated social learning as:
The collaborative or mutual development and sharing of knowledge by
multiple stakeholders (both people and organizations) through learning
by doing (p. 96).

Diduck, Sinclair, Hostetler, and Fitzpatrick (2012) reviewed learning
processes to produce a complex model that included social learning in
natural resource management and sustainability areas. Various meanings
will be explored in the literature review chapter in section 2.4.2.
The progress in promoting Education for Sustainable Development at
the grassroots levels both internationally and in Australia has been
uneven. Studies of formal education for sustainable development and
learning for sustainability practices report on initiatives such as Canada‘s
national frameworks for environmental learning and England‘s strategy
3

and action plan for changing education structures and curriculum reviews
to promote sustainability (Tilbury, Coleman, & Garlick, 2005a). Formal
education in schools and in higher education appears to have been
largely based on adding sustainability to existing curricula; whereas
globally, studies indicated that ―there is a need for a substantial
reorientation of school curriculum structures and increased support for
learning for sustainability‖ (Tilbury et al., 2005a). Fien (2000) reviewed
studies and analyses of (formal) environmental education policy and
curricula, concluding that, to reconstruct ―education for the
environment‖, practitioners must overcome being blocked by
interpreting the literal sense(s) of environmental education and advance
to promote ―evolution of pedagogical practice‖ (p. 190).
Australia follows international practice by focussing attention on
formal Education for Sustainability in schools; a problem with this is the
time delay between the education and potential change in practice. The
delay while waiting for the school children to mature and develop
appropriate methods to address sustainable agricultural practices, will
mean that the natural resources internationally and in Australia will
continue to be degraded by economic interests and inappropriate
agriculture (Fien, 2003; Lockie & Bourke, 2001). Although continuing to
promote changes in practices, some current practitioners in Education for
Sustainability emphasise and focus attention on informal learning
(Tilbury & Cooke, 2005; Wals, 2009). Review of the literature from
several of the United Nations Decade of Education for Sustainable
Development initiatives revealed that formal and informal Education for
Sustainability practices are important for promoting environmentally
sustainable development. However, scant attention has been given to
understanding how informal education and/ or learning take place and
how the practices can be nurtured (Elias, 2006; UNESCO, 2003, 2005,
2010; Wals, 2009). Instances of the continued focus on formal education
are found in the UNESCO (2010) report that covered the Asia-Pacific
region and in Wals‘ (2009) world-wide monitoring and evaluation report.
4

Education for Sustainable Development initiatives reported on included:
systems and structures such as budgets and teacher training; material
items such as toolkits; development of learning goals and curricula for
teaching education for sustainable development in schools; capacity
building for teachers, and a focus on ‗school‘ as the mode to inform the
general public. In many regions across the world, basic education as
‗education for all‘ (Wals, 2009), especially to improve overall literacy
levels as well as adult literacy, is important (Freire, 1976; Freire, 2002;
Sterling, 2010; Tilbury & Cooke, 2005; Wals, 2009). Meanwhile in
developed countries efforts continue to include environmental education
in the overloaded school curricula (Fien, 2003; Wals, 2009). The
imperative for basic education ensures attention on the formal, usually
school-focussed education systems. The need for learning about
environmentally sustainable practices requires action to incorporate
learning for sustainability into education processes. The 2003 UNESCO
report described the challenges of:
better integrating education for sustainable development into
relevant development policies and national action plans,
developing guidelines on education for sustainable development,
emphasising education for sustainable development in nonformal/ informal as well as formal education,
strengthening institutional capacity building and professional
development processes for improved planning and
implementation of education for sustainable development,
increasing monitoring, evaluation, and reporting of sustainable
development education initiatives and their outcomes and
impacts, and
growing attention to the sustainability of initiatives so that
policies, programs and activities are embedded in long-term
5

education plans and financial arrangements (adapted from
UNESCO, 2003, p. 6).
There is a need for people of all ages to learn about sustainability and
for all agencies to increase the rate of remediation and restoration efforts.
To do so needs a widening of the focus, to include informal as well as
formal education and learning about sustainability. The UNESCO midDecade of Education for Sustainable Development1 report highlighted
that innovation in policy, funding distribution, and strategies is needed
for promoting informal learning (Wals, 2009). Wals (2009) noted that
social learning was part of the requirement for innovation, capacity, and
partnership building at local and national levels. Blackmore (2007)
explored the breadth of social learning theories to describe
commonalities in the theories. Blackmore (2007) highlighted Wenger‘s
(1998) ‗learning as practice‘ to conclude that to understand social
learning involves both practices and theories. Social learning therefore
involves a range of practices and interactions that are situated at
collective and individual levels (Blackmore, 2007; Ison, Blackmore,
Collins, & Furniss, 2007). Tilbury, Coleman, Jones, and MacMaster
(2005b) reported on the progress of the Australian Local Agenda 21 and
its goals of supporting learning for sustainability in the community.
Tilbury et al. (2005b) described how capacity building is an:
Essential component of sustainability … that is premised on
minimising inequity … by empowering the individual, institution or
society through a process of questioning the assumptions and beliefs
that underpin their current unsustainable practices (p. 3).

As with other researchers reported here, Tilbury et al. (2005b) described
the slow rate of engagement in the community with environmental
education due to barriers arising from policy makers, funding bodies,
educators, and misunderstandings of sustainability concepts. Although
education and learning were part of the mix of the programs, they did not
focus on education per se, unexpected (opportunistic) learning has
1

Education for Sustainable Development will be referred to as ‗Education for
Sustainability‘.
6

resulted from community volunteers‘ involvement in the sustainability
programs (Tilbury et al., 2005b).

1.2 Informal Education in Sustainable Development
Half-way through the Decade of Education for Sustainable
Development, Wals (2009) reported on the progress of the education for
sustainable development implementations. In his report Wals affirmed
the ―relevance and importance of education for sustainable development
for all planned learning activities‖ whether they are characterised as
formal or informal learning (p. 9). Marsick and Watkins (2001)
compared the characteristics of formal and informal learning, placing
formal learning in the institutional classroom; whereas informal learning
is located away from institutional settings, and can occur as part of ―selfdirected learning, networking, coaching, mentoring‖ (p. 25). Wals (2009)
found that, included among the barriers to widespread embedding of
education for sustainable development in curricula, there were
difficulties in translating public awareness into behavioural change.
Approaches to address the challenges described by UNESCO will be
discussed from the viewpoint of informal learning and natural resource
management theories at the agricultural level in the following chapter.
Unfortunately, in many areas of the world, the linkage between
education and sustainability has not yet been clearly constituted even
though policy-makers accept the value of education in dealing with
environmental sustainability and social issues (Sterling, 2010). Sterling
(2010) advocated a change in ―educational culture towards …
‗sustainable education‘‖ and argued that social learning can ―help
generate a transformative educational paradigm‖ that is empowering for
the learners and conducive to furthering Education for Sustainability (pp.
522-526).

7

The closely related issues of salinity, land and soil degradation, and
loss of biodiversity form part of an overarching national and global
imperative: that of ameliorating global warming and climate change.
Australian and international educators are emphasising the need for new
and urgent developments in educational practice so as to be able to meet
the challenges of sustainability and sustainable development in a timely
manner (Fien, 2003; Huckle, 2008, 2009; Sterling, 2010; Stone &
Barlow, 2005). Fien (2003) noted that the Rio di Janeiro Earth Summit,
held in 1992, alerted educators to the need for a return to a
environmentally sustainable view of the world‘s natural resources, away
from the previous economic and production-oriented view that largely
resulted from industrialisation and globalisation. Transforming the
orientation of education practices to encompass concepts of sustainable
development requires changing our perceptions of education and
learning processes (Fien, 2003). Education for Sustainable Development
includes formal school education, formal tertiary education, and formal
teacher education. It also includes non-formal and informal learning and
social learning across gender differences, cultural diversity, and for all
communities.
In describing the ways that learning for sustainability challenge
previous constructions of environmental education, Tilbury and Cooke
(2005) argued that the focus should be on developing thinking for
sustainability (instead of against harmful issues such as pollution),
empowering learners rather than focussing on their attitudes and values,
―building people‘s capacity as agents of change in working towards
sustainability‖, focussing on critical learning processes, moving from
problem-solving to innovation and seeking alternatives (pp. 18-20).
Furthermore the changed emphasis supports a ―participatory turn‖,
supports a range of partnerships, and promotes a sense of community and
―working together‖ for enhanced accountability and shared decisionmaking that contribute to advancing sustainable development (Tilbury &
Cooke, 2005, p. 48). Australia‘s decades long experiment with
8

community-based approaches to natural resource management provides
an excellent case to study these ideas in depth.
Central to an exploration of education and learning in Australia in
community-based natural resource management is how the development
of environmental policy influenced natural resource management
structures. Lane, Robinson, and Taylor (2009) highlighted the return of
an Australian environmental policy emphasis to decentralised, regional,
and community participation. As Lane et al. (2009) noted:
From the late 1980s through the 1990s, the Australian Government
promoted a local response to a national crisis through voluntary, selforganising Landcare groups of farmers and community members.
These groups were encouraged to apply for short-term funding to
ameliorate the effects of land and water degradation in ‗their own
backyards‘. Under Landcare, rural communities increased their
awareness about environmental degradation and achieved some
property-level improvements in sustainable agriculture (p. 5, emphasis
in original).

Community participation in natural resource management has developed
a strong focus in Australian sustainability and environmental initiatives
(Lane et al., 2009). The participatory turn, incorporating Habermasian
communicative action to understand ―open, discursive style of
governance‖ and allowing ―communicative rationality‖ between
stakeholders, can be part of building stakeholders‘ capacities (Saravanan,
McDonald, & Mollinga, 2009, p. 77). In addressing the complexity of
the problems associated with natural resource management, Saravanan et
al. (2009) drew on participation to provide stakeholders with the
―transformative capacity of power‖ to improve decision-making (p. 83).
The increased emphasis on participatory community-based engagement
in Australian regions sits alongside agricultural extension and capacity
building. In the past 30-50 years extension activities have been
fundamental aspects of Australian rural/ agricultural natural resource
management with the highlight of ―building social and natural capital‖
(Lockie, 2001, p. 292).
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Landcare is a particular manifestation of a broader class of
community-based natural resource management groups. The Landcare
movement has been an important part of community-based natural
resource management groups‘ efforts to combat and reverse land
degradation Australia-wide (for example, Curtis & Lockwood, 2000;
Woodhill, 1999), and its importance could grow as the impacts of
climate change increase. Various implementation models for
administration and funding community-based natural resource
management groups have been used over the almost 25 years of
Landcare (Pannell et al., 2006). However the processes of education and
learning within these community groups, composed largely of adults, are
under-researched and under-theorised. Despite the implications of
undervaluing the importance of informal learning for sustainability, there
are few studies on the processes and practices of informal learning.
Moreover, the approach taken has been driven by agricultural extension
(adoption) theory, rather than through theories of education and learning.

1.3 The Research Questions
My focus for this study was the facilitation of learning in
community-based natural resource management groups. There is a
growing body of work related to the outcomes of informal learning in
Education for Sustainability but there has been less academic attention
paid to the processes and practices of informal learning in specific
situations. Reviews by Diduck (2010); Diduck et al. (2012); Kellert,
Mehta, Ebben, & Lichtenfeld, (2000); Olsson et al. (2004); Tilbury and
Cooke (2005), and Tilbury et al. (2005b) are among those that have
highlighted the lack of in depth research into practices of informal
learning. It is important to maintain initiatives for environmental
management that privilege participatory learning. Tilbury et al. (2005b)
for example, discussed the role of community action in learning for
sustainability and outcomes, but they did not explore learning processes.
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Through my interest and expertise as a social science researcher in
natural resource management and the Landcare movement in Australia, I
had identified the potential for research to provide further understanding
of informal adult learning and social learning occurring in communitybased natural resource management groups. The study of the informal
learning in Landcare groups can provide insights into the effectiveness of
social learning for achieving sustainability.
The research questions framing this study centre on how informal,
community-based Education for Sustainability strengthens sustainable
agriculture and natural resource management. The three research
questions were:
1: How can Education for Sustainability be understood and theorised
in practices of Landcare groups?
2: How can an understanding of Education for Sustainability and
sustaining practice contribute to a theory of social practice?
3: What are the implications of these understandings of Education
for Sustainability for the development and critique of natural resource
management policy?

1.4 Research Approach
Whereas much is discussed and written about the need for
improving education practices in the natural resource management realm,
research to establish if learning is occurring in such groups is lacking,
especially research with a strong practice theory basis. The research
presented in this thesis is thus significant in that it provides a framework
to understand informal adult learning in community-based natural
resource management groups, it contributes to social learning and
education for sustainable development theories, and that it allows new
ways to approach or inform natural resource management policy
11

development. In researching informal adult learning in community-based
natural resource management groups, I explored how four Landcare
groups came to exist as dynamic cultural, social and material-economic
networks, and how these groups related to particular local naturalecological systems. This exploration employed qualitative research
methods including interviews and informal conversations with members
of the participating groups, as well as participant observations.
Specific natural resource management practices were studied,
drawing on techniques such as document analysis, participant
observation, and semi-structured interviews in four community Landcare
groups working in the Murray Darling Basin2, near the city of Wagga
Wagga in New South Wales (NSW). The participants were members of
three rural Landcare groups - land users - engaging in dryland and
broadacre farming practices, and one urban Landcare group operating in
a rural town. Exploration or social research of natural systems within a
qualitative research paradigm approach requires the interpretation of data
created from a variety of sources, and the facility to discuss possible
explanations. I used case study methods and extensive field work to
investigate the informal adult learning and to obtain in depth qualitative
data (Rossman & Rallis, 2003). The data involved transcribed
interviews, participant observation data, and historical documents; the
qualitative analyses used were suited to exploring the three research
questions.

1.5 Thesis Structure
The thesis is presented in three parts comprising eight chapters as
outlined in Table 1.1. In Part 1 (Chapters 1, 2, and 3) I present the
problem that was identified as the driver for the research, together with
extant theories of natural resource management. Part 1 also addresses the
2

A map of the Murray Darling Basin is presented in Chapter 4 (Figure 4.1).
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relevance of individual and extra-individual aspects of the interwoven
practices and the accompanying practice theory.
In the literature review (Chapter 2) I examine extant theories on the
themes of Landcare as part of community-based natural resource
management, Landcare programs as part of policy and governance,
informal adult education as situated learning, and communities of
practice. To set the context of this research and the relevance of the case
studies, I commence by exploring extant theories of natural resource
management and relevant policy. This is followed by an investigation of
some practices associated with sustainable agriculture. I then review
practice theory literature and the saliency of informal adult education.
The development of the practical philosophy that underpins the thesis is
strongly influenced by Theodore Schatzki‘s works on social orders and
arrangements, social learning as a situated practice, and site ‗ontologies‘
(Schatzki (2002, 2003, 2010, 2011)). In Chapter 3 I present the multiple
case-study methodological considerations, together with a discussion of
the ethical considerations for my study.
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Table 1. 1 Structure of Thesis
Chapter

Theme

1. Introduction to To set the scene for the research study with UNESCO
thesis.
Decade of Education for Sustainable Development
(2005-2014).
Part 1 Theoretical understandings and methodological considerations
for the research
2. Natural
Describes the characteristics and theories in the
resource
context of the study of community-based
management,
environmental groups. A review of the theoretical
policy, and
perspectives of education practices; social learning in
theoretical
contemporary practice theory. The policy review is in
frameworks.
the context of the research and based on Habermas‘s
theorising of system and lifeworld.
3. Methods and Multiple case studies are utilised for the qualitative
methodological research and interpretations.
considerations.
Part 2 Data analysis, interpretations and discussion
4. Case studies The four case studies are presented with some attention
of four
to the theoretical considerations and contemporary
community- practice theory.
based natural
resource
management
groups.
5. Cross-case The cross-case analyses are presented. Exploration of
understandings, research question 1 providing historical perspectives, and
contemporary attention to contemporary practice theory considerations.
practice theory
considerations.
6. Perceptions Implications of the results in relation to research question
of informal
2, describing these practices, and attention to
adult learning communities of practice and practice architectures.
in Landcare.
7. Effects of Using Habermas‘s theory of system and lifeworld I
changed
explore how policy development and implementation
Landcare
influences Education for Sustainability in relation to
funding and
research question 3.
administration.
Part 3 Conclusion
8. Synthesis
and
conclusions.

What this research means and future directions. The
responses to the research questions are discussed, and the
overall implications of the research are presented.
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In Part 2 I describe the case studies of four Landcare groups that
provide data for the analysis and discussion (Chapter 4). The data are
presented in a case-by-case analysis. Each case is portrayed, with the
themes identified, and supported by quotes from the research
participants. My discussion in Chapter 5 presents the results of the crosscase analyses accompanied by quotes representing different perspectives
of research participants. In the interpretation chapter (Chapter 6) I
discuss Education for Sustainability in Landcare using the emergent
theories of my research. In Chapter 6 I also discuss ways of using several
of the intersection points of the framework to better understand the
practices located in the communities and how these can be promoted as
models for transforming Education for Sustainability in communitybased natural resource management groups. Policy considerations are
explored separately in Chapter 7. In Part 3, Chapter 8, I discuss the three
research questions using the lens of Parts 1 and 2. I also present
conclusions and consider the implications for further research.
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Chapter 2: Natural Resource Management, Policy, and
Theoretical Frameworks
Human activity is theory and practice; it is reflection and action (Freire,
2002, p. 125).

2.1 Introduction
In Chapter 1 I introduced the concepts of Education for
Sustainability and informal adult education in the context of this
research. I also established that although there are calls for Education for
Sustainability in formal and informal settings for people of all ages, there
is a need to understand the informal adult education practices that occur
in the context of volunteer community-based environmental groups. In
Chapter 2 I discuss theoretical frameworks that will make it possible to
understand the processes of informal adult education that occur in
community-based environmental groups.
In section 2.2 I examine the history of natural resource management
in Australian agriculture and how it has been framed by legislation. This
policy context influences the way that the Landcare groups in the study
operate, and the circumstances surrounding their operations. In section
2.3 I use the lens of Education for Sustainability to connect informal
adult education with natural resource management. Agricultural
extension and types of learning associated with adaptive management
theories are presented. In section 2.4 I explore the theories of practice
architectures together with communities of practice and propose how
they will inform my search to characterise informal adult education. In
the final section 2.5 I introduce Jürgen Habermas‘s concepts of system
and lifeworld with his understandings of communicative action as the
theoretical lens that will be used in Chapter 7 to discuss implications for
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policy development and implementation in relation to Landcare
programs.

2.2 Natural Resources in Australia
The principal focus in this study is on privately-owned rural land
and the landholders who conduct their agricultural businesses.
Consequently agriculture and broader concepts of natural resource
management are inextricably linked in my discussion. Natural resource
management in Australia is framed by the recognised institutional
arrangement of agencies at Australian federal, state, territory, and local
government levels that oversee the sustainable management of land,
water, and biodiversity resources, together with the people who work in
those agencies and others who manage these resources of land, water,
and biodiversity.
2.2.1 Agriculture in Australia
Agricultural development has been important in Australia‘s recent
history, but that development has been far from sustainable. Barr and
Cary (1992)3 described the two hundred years of settlement as an
ongoing experiment to discover a way to farm sustainably. Prior to
settlement by Europeans, the Indigenous Australians had not conducted
European-style farming activities; rather they used their knowledge of
the Australian land to live with minimal impact to preserve the
environment (Horton, 2000). The Indigenous Australians were mainly
nomadic, managing the seasonal food supply as hunters and gatherers,
and despite living in Australia for more than 50,000 years there appeared
to be no residual effects on the land (Horton, 2000). The lack of residual
effects is disputed by other researchers such as Flannery (1994) who
examined historical impacts where there were huge differences, but those
3

The title Greening a Brown Land was intended to identify the irony of the
agricultural revolution in Australia (Barr & Cary, 1992).
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impacts were over a time span of thousands of years, not 200 years.
Australia had a low population with impacts on smaller scales (Flannery,
1994). Boon (2009) highlighted that more than 60% of land is used for
agriculture, even though much is poor or marginal quality land. The
result is that 70% of land degradation reported in 2001 was the product
of agricultural activities (Boon, 2009). Early Australian explorers (18241838) described timbered hills and treeless plains as they travelled inland
(Barr & Cary, 1992) as good for grazing introduced animals if the harsh
conditions could be tamed. As Allan (2004) commented, the fighting
spirit of the outback Australian farmer was recruited to battle the
landscape into compliance. The consequences of that continuing battle
are the main reason for the need for natural resource management in rural
Australia.
By the 1850s there were reports of destruction of the natural
groundcover due to sheep grazing. This was followed by the spread of
weeds and a loss of the prized pastures because of gully and sheet
erosion, and early issues with soil salinisation. Rabbits became
established after being imported from the United Kingdom and this also
resulted in the destruction of native pasture and grasses leading to
massive soil erosion. Early signs in the 1900s of the effects of the battle
to farm marginal land were evidenced in problems such as soil erosion
and dryland salinity. By the 1930s evidence of severe soil degradation
and erosion was widespread in inland Australia. These were the
environmental consequences of more people undertaking farming and
clearing land, often land that was deemed marginally productive. An
early impact of these changes in land management was dryland salinity
(Lockie & Bourke, 2001). The degradation of farming land prompted a
variety of responses from government. Different Departments or
Commissions, reflecting different resource bases, emerged in each State.
For example, the state of NSW created the Department of Lands in 1859,
a Department of Agriculture in 1890 and the Soil Conservation Service
in 1938 (Allan, 2004). Nationally, the Commonwealth Government
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became involved in agricultural research with the formation of the
Council for Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR) in 1926
(Breckwoldt, 1988).
In 1914 fertilizers such as superphosphates were trialled on pastures,
and subterranean clover was discovered as a way to keep soil productive
(Barr & Cary, 1992). Counter-measures against pest animals won
success in the 1950s when effective rabbit controls were implemented. In
that period an ‗agricultural revolution‘ was initiated that combined pest
management with pasture management innovations and the use of trace
elements (Barr & Cary, 1992). Between 1960s and 1980s a boom in
production realised a doubling of the total volume of agricultural
produce in Australia. Restructuring of farms began in the 1970s after
awareness that economic factors influenced farm productivity and the
farm sizes needed to be larger to be profitable. At the same time (and
into the 1980s) soil salinity and acidity were recognised as major,
intractable problems under the existing management regimes (Lockie &
Vanclay, 1997; Woodhill, 1999). Soil acidity resulted in part from a
reliance on legume pastures such as the clover that was introduced into
rotations to increase productivity 60 or so years before (Beeton et al.,
2006). This is an example of the tensions that have existed since the
1930s between economic and environmental sustainability imperatives,
forming part of the discussions around natural resource management and
sustainability in agriculture. Some of these were summarised by Cary,
Webb, and Barr (2002) in a matrix representing the balances (and
imbalances) of environmental and economical sustainability (for
example, planting small areas of trees and shrubs for shelter), or
environmentally unsustainable but economically sustainable (for
example, intensive use of agricultural chemicals that run off into nearby
streams or rivers). The challenge Cary et al. (2002) noted was to find a
single, simple solution that satisfied both the environmental and
economic imperatives of sustainability, even though that would create
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tensions among the environmental imperatives, social concerns, and
economic needs.
2.2.2 Extension, Adoption, Diffusion
When obvious agricultural problems developed and could not be
ignored, the response by government via their agencies was to ‗educate‘
the farmers by a technology transfer model, a global activity known as
‗extension‘. In this model the adoption of new techniques was considered
an indicator of progress:
One of the favoured vehicles for educating farmers and their families
was the round of agricultural shows, field days, field trials and
competitions, where the latest scientific wonders were promoted by
government extension officers from the various research stations dotted
across the country side (Kemp, 2010, p. 4).

The matter of the education of farmers, or agricultural extension, evolved
as a contested theme between increasing productivity demands and
conserving soil quality. Cary et al. (2002) summarised three of the
theoretical approaches to the ―adoption of sustainability practices‖ as
―diffusion and adoption theory, adult education, and environment-based
extension‖. They pointed to concerns about the continued use of
diffusion in policy as a means for education, particularly because it does
not take into account the suitability of widespread diffusion of any
practice given the complexity of farming (Cary et al., 2002, pp. 8-12).
Diffusion of ideas is an elemental process in which others see an
individual doing something and they decide to try it too (see Rogers,
1995). While diffusion of innovations was a widely used model, how
learning occurs within it has not been problematised.
Cary et al. (2002) described the second theory, that of adult
education and extension, as arising from depicting farmers as
―autonomous, self-directed learners‖ (p. 9). This evolved from the need
to promulgate scientific research and involve farmers in applying new
knowledge in their farming production. It can be compared to Bawden‘s
and Packham‘s (1998) depiction of the paradigm shift of using an action
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research system approach to enhance student-motivated learning to
encourage critical inquiry by environmental students.
The third theory of environmental extension traditionally derives
from the top-down or technology-transfer model of knowledge transfer.
In agriculture this was important as an individual (one-on-one) extension
officer to farmer method. This theory of environment-based extension
evolved during the period when the emphasis turned from individual
farmers to group extension. Freire (1976) found extension to be
problematic because it used a banking approach of merely depositing
knowledge in farmer‘s heads. Freire (1976) highlighted that ―the role of
the educator is not to ‗fill‘ the educatee with ‗knowledge‘‖ but instead
the two interlocutors should establish a dialogue (p. 123). The dialogue
was essential for the extension officer to be able to learn about local
conditions. As well, with a single source of information there is potential
for conflicts of interest. Conflicts can range from those associated with
commercial interests of providers, to inherent conflicts of the farmers‘
production goals, as Cary et al. (2002) pointed out, where ―research
indicates that family, personal and financial security are generally
highest priority goals in Australian farm families‖ (p. 10).
Pannell et al. (2006) cautioned privileging the group over individual
one-on-one extension could affect the credibility of those providing the
advice at the farm gate (p. 1420). They concluded that, rather than more
research into adoption, more effort should be concentrated on applying
what is already known about increased adoption of conservation
practices. Pannell et al. (2006) provided an instance of this in which
landholders were reluctant to adopt a practice where the perceived
benefits to the farmers did not outweigh the costs of implementation.
More education on the topic served to confirm to the farmers the
unsuitability of the new practice given there were no financial benefits.
As I described in Chapter 1 this is another instance of the conflicting
goals that landholders take into consideration between environmental
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and production needs, and the resultant impediments to increasing the
rate of change.
Marsh, Pannell, and Llewellyn (2007), in assessing the economic
benefits of extension programs, concluded that it was advisable to be
cautious when using conventional extension to introduce a new project if
the project had not been shown to have significant economic and
environmental benefits. Their discussions and conclusions point to the
problems of an over-reliance on extension activities in natural resource
management programs. The over-reliance on top-down extension by
agricultural scientists has created problems in increasing the adoption of
practices where there appeared to be a lack of evidence regarding
benefits to the farmer (Pannell et al., 2006).
2.2.3 Natural Resource Management Policies
The natural resources of privately-owned land in Australia are
managed through policies, procedures, and practices. To address the
emergent policies as they relate to the case studies and discussion, some
background to the current understandings of the status of Australia‘s
commitment to natural resource management is required.
Beeton et al. (2006) have identified a change in the approach of
Australian governments and the community toward natural resource
management. Their report revealed that voluntary sustainability practice
had not reversed the declining sustainability indicators. In response, there
were calls for urgent action on capacity building for some of the
environmental sectors, rural communities, and local governments
(Beeton et al., 2006; Fien, 2003; Marshall, 2008a). Some of the strategies
Beeton et al. (2006) suggested included reducing the serious effects of
unsustainable consumption, further water-use reforms, and fostering
more cooperation between states and territories and federal governments
to provide consistent efforts to retain biodiversity. Specifically, the report
referred to ―adaptive management‖ that will ―make a significant
contribution to Australia‘s environment and long-term sustainability‖
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(Beeton et al., 2006, p. 5). Adaptive management involves managers and
policy makers learning from their practical experiences, that is, it puts
learning at the heart of good and improving management (Allan, 2004).
Furthermore Beeton et al. (2006) suggested that there should be no
delays in making changes, and noted that:
Effective adaptive management of Australia‘s environment requires an
improved capacity to collect, synthesise and interpret key information
and the consideration of any single change in the context of broader
environmental change. There is a need for rigorous assessments of the
performance of market-based and stewardship approaches to managing
biodiversity objectives along with evaluation of other objectives (p.
102).

Natural resource management goals and practices have been framed,
funded, and guided by government policy as they evolved (Lane,
McDonald, & Morrison, 2004). A brief overview of some applicable
legislation provides a background and context for further discussion on
the progress of natural resource management issues in Australian states
and territories. Ross and Dovers (2008) described the various Australian
states and territories moves to include environmental statements and
policies thus:
Australian jurisdictions have included environment sections in their
state [territorial] plans, and/or adopted sustainable development
strategies. While there are no national sustainable development targets,
or systematic monitoring of progress to provide feedback for policy
development, Victoria, New South Wales (NSW) and South Australia
(SA) have included measurable environmental targets in state plans.
Western Australia (WA), Victoria and the Australian Capital Territory
(ACT) have comprehensive sustainable development strategies. In
Victoria this strategy is supported by a specific budget ($200 million).
The administratively smaller Northern Territory jurisdiction has
pursued integration through individual programs rather than broader
plans or strategies, an approach likely to be more difficult in larger
jurisdictions (p. 248).

Ross and Dovers were particularly concerned that there were a large
number of areas of interest that were underfunded, and that insufficient
attention was given to implementing the policies. Moreover, they noted
that ―when legislation is linked to specific actions, the effectiveness of
legislation depends on political commitment to uphold the law‖ (Ross &
Dovers, 2008, p. 248). When it came to an actual commitment to
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promoting sustainability at the regional and grassroots level, there were
inconsistencies in approaches and success sometimes depended on
finding ways to work with the conditions:
There are a very wide range of standard bureaucratic coordination
mechanisms at all levels of government that affect environmental
policy integration, including coordinators, working groups, taskforces
and teams. These mechanisms include those primarily concerned with
environmental policy integration; and those primarily concerned with
taxes and subsidies, or agriculture, energy and transport that may have
important environmental policy implications. Most coordination
mechanisms are temporary, ad hoc, and are neither transparent nor
accountable other than to bureaucratic executives. These mechanisms
are continually evolving and the choice of what and how to coordinate
and aggregate reflects the preferences of the government of the day as
well as administrative priorities (Ross & Dovers, 2008, p. 249).

The division of powers within the Australian Constitution led to
state and territory governments having the major influence over
environmental management, but the Australian Federal Government
retained the ability to establish programs such as the National
Conservation Strategy for Australia (1983), the National Landcare
Program (1989), and the Natural Heritage Trust (1997) by use of Section
51 and Section 52 of the Australian Constitution (Allan, 2004). As noted
by Wagg (2009) the move to ‗dedicated‘ environmental management
legislation occurred relatively recently in the 1970s. The new form of
legislation foreshadowed the emergence of groups such as those studied
in this research, namely community-based natural resource management
groups. Marshall (2008a) noted that particular community aspect was
vital to policy-makers because:
Community-based approaches to NRM4 has been motivated
particularly by the challenge of achieving on-ground action in this area
given that much of the action needs to occur on agricultural and grazing
land that is owned privately (p. 2).

Furthermore, Marshall emphasised that farmers were more motivated by
their economic and production interests to the detriment of
environmental management concerns. Stewart (2009) described the
4
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important phases of the evolution of agriculture into a business model,
agribusiness, and the associated unremitting land degradation. Farmers
were encouraged by commercial and government agencies to develop
production-oriented systems that continue to ravage the landscape
(Lockie & Bourke, 2001).
2.2.4 Identifying a Community Focus
The period 1945-1985 saw initiatives to provide advice and to help
fund farmers to adopt soil conservation programs that focussed on
individual properties (Youl, Marriot, & Nabben, 2006). Farmers had
been members of consultative groups such as soil conservation boards in
Australia since the 1930s (Cary & Webb, 2000). The early soil
conservation community focus in Victoria was on a pilot of four
properties in 1984 that were funded by the National Soil Conservation
Program (Cary & Webb, 2000). Community involvement was identified
as an important factor nationally (and internationally) and became
incorporated into natural resource management strategies from the 1980s
(Youl et al., 2006). These became recognised as community-based
environmental groups and in Victoria were called ―LandCare‖ programs
in 19865. Australia-wide, Landcare groups in the late 1980s and the
1990s were comprised of volunteers who conducted minimally-funded,
locally-based natural resource management activities (Curtis & Van
Nouhuys, 1999). The early Landcare-type programs were based on
recognition that the problems of land degradation (water, soil, and
biodiversity loss, for example) were inter-related and that the means to
remediate needed to involve communities, land owners and managers
(Youl et al., 2006). During the more than twenty years of Landcare there
has been a developing awareness of the complexity of issues and that
solutions to the issues necessitate multi-faceted approaches. Progress in
solving environmental problems is rarely linear, thus outcomes should be
evaluated to identify the successful processes. Pannell et al. (2006) stated
that:
5

‗LandCare‘ has since become ‗Landcare‘.
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Environmental programs like the National Landcare Program, the
Natural Heritage Trust and the National Action Plan for Salinity and
Water Quality have sought to encourage landholders to adopt these
conservation practices, mainly through information provision and social
processes, but to some extent, through the payment of financial
incentives.
Some conservation practices have been readily and widely adopted by
farmers. Most of these primarily address on-farm issues, including lime
applications to treat acid soils, reduced tillage for reducing erosion and
improving soil structure, and, in relevant regions, claying to overcome
water-repellency. In other cases, adoption has been modest at best. For
issues like dryland salinity and biodiversity loss, the response by
landholders as a whole is clearly insufficient to halt degradation
processes (p. 1407).

As Lockie and Vanclay (1997) suggested when they explored a
range of perspectives on Landcare, the social movement of Landcare
needed to be analysed in order to evaluate its impact in the ―social,
political and environmental‖ spheres (p. vii). The progress and
development of Landcare has been influenced by legislation and several
changes in funding strategies, and the impact of Landcare continues to be
evaluated (Woodhill, 1999; Woodhill, 2010). The focus of the funding
structures changed in the 2000s and the self-organising organisation of
Landcare found that ―little explicit consideration was given to the
question of what role Landcare groups were expected to play in relation
to the NRM bodies and other interest groups‖ (Prager, 2010).
This thesis focuses on informal adult education in community-based
environmental groups as a means to understand the (social) processes of
informal adult learning in the groups. The data collected for the study are
based on four case studies of Landcare groups. Although the importance
of the informal adult education and the informal learning taking place in
these groups is acknowledged by policy makers and researchers, my
research aims to probe what is meant by it, what it looks like, and how it
can be enhanced.
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2.3 Development of Landcare
The main purpose of this section is to show how Landcare is a part
of natural resource management. I do this by discussing the historical
development of community-based groups from the legislation
underpinning the Landcare movement. In the introduction I described
long-term environmental issues in rural Australia, particularly those
associated with the land in the Murray Darling Basin. Since the arrival of
a European method of farming, the fragile land of the Australian
continent has been steadily destroyed. The outcome was soil and
landscape degradation, including the fragmentation of the natural
biodiversity, dryland and irrigation agriculture-induced salinity, and
uncontrolled spread of imported foreign plants and animals, many of
which have caused weed and pest animal problems (Barr, 2009; Carr,
2002; Pannell et al., 2006).
Even though commentators such as Barr and Cary (2000) argued
that changing agricultural practices might be achieved best through
providing benefits to private landholders, Australian governments have
continued to control natural resource management by legislation.
Agricultural extension has also been tried, as has agricultural education
from school level to TAFE institutions and universities (Allan &
Stankey, 2009). One approach to addressing natural resource
management at the community level was Landcare. In explaining why
the introduction of Landcare was considered innovative, Campbell
(2008) wrote:
We have identified particular environmental problems such as weeds
and pests, soil erosion, salinity, declining water quality, loss of wildlife
habitat and species extinctions, and we have developed responses to try
to repair the damage and in some cases to deal with their causes. An
innovative Australian response over the last 25 years has been the
evolution of participatory approaches (like Landcare, Coastcare,
Waterwatch, Saltwatch and so on) that have involved the community
directly in developing and implementing measures to tackle such
problems at a neighbourhood or district scale (p. 1).
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The Landcare movement was established in 1986, in the Australian
state of Victoria, when a group of landowners in the Warrenbayne Boho
area, already working together on pest plant and animal management,
wanted to protect a complete catchment area from land degradation
(Lockie, 2004; Youl et al., 2006). By 1987 there were 30 Landcare
groups in Victoria. Lockie (2004) found that the uptake of Landcare
activities was surprisingly successful given that farmers had a reputation
of being diffident, if not antagonistic, towards interference in on-ground
natural resource management. The move to establish improved natural
resource management programs connected with the involvement at the
local level and that made a difference to farmers‘ perceptions of natural
resource management. At about the same time as the Landcare
movement was being established the Potter Farmland Plan project in
south-west Victoria was working with individual farmers and
introducing conservation farming practices. This occurred in the period
from 1984 to 1988. Wagg (2009) provided an analysis of aspects of the
meanings of discourses pertaining to conservation farming and natural
resource management, and in discourses used by participant farmers in
the Potter Farmland Plan project. The analysis found that social
interactions were part of knowledge transformation, and that
understanding farmers‘ communication styles was important to
improving natural resource management practices.
Due to the impact of Landcare in the states of Victoria and Western
Australia, a federal policy change was suggested in 1989 by the National
Farmers‘ Federation and the Australian Conservation Foundation as a
national land management program (Cary & Webb, 2000; Lockie &
Bourke, 2001). As a result the then Prime Minister, Bob Hawke,
announced the Decade of Landcare (1990s), and introduced the National
Landcare Program. When the National Soil Conservation Program ended
in 1992 it was transformed into the National Landcare Program. Andrew
Campbell was the first national Landcare facilitator and author of the
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final report for the preliminary phase of the management of the Landcare
movement. Campbell‘s vision for Landcare included that:
Farmers will accept the need for the farming community to set and
maintain standards of land management. The focus of Landcare groups
will no longer be on patching past mistakes, but will be much more
directed to developing more sustainable systems of land use,
encompassing economic and social issues, looking at the future of rural
communities. These groups will be key agents in environmental
monitoring (licensed and paid by government to collect and collate
information on land status, often using their own GIS systems) and in
land use planning processes at farm, catchment and regional scales
(Campbell, 1992, p. ii).

In outlining a future focus for Landcare, Campbell provided a framework
for the expansion of successful groups. The grassroots movement as
described by Lockie (2004), and known as Landcare, was initiated by
people who were interested in working to improve the degraded state of
their agricultural properties (Campbell, 1991a). To facilitate natural
resource management projects, coordinators with leadership and a range
of management skills were trained as community-based natural resource
management professionals. The expansion of Landcare in Victoria
occurred when the grassroots concept was conceived as a mechanism for
satisfying the needs of new rural development by using concepts of selfhelp management strategies, incorporating and mobilising the human
capital available, and using community cooperation and public
participation. The aims were to include local participation of members,
to focus activity in the local area, and to link activities where possible to
the broader community schema (Curtis & Cooke, 2006).
Meanwhile at the national level, after the National Farmers
Federation and the Australian Conservation Foundation were
instrumental in 1989 in having the Federal Government establish the
National Landcare Program, the number of people participating grew
until it was estimated that almost 30% of all Australian people had
volunteer involvement with Landcare and demonstrated significant
community involvement (Lockie & Bourke, 2001). Some years later,
with an estimated 3,500 Landcare groups operating Australia wide, Youl
29

et al. (2006) summarised reasons for the ongoing success of Landcare
thus:
Landcare stimulates visionary attitudes and activities, and debate
on what is sustainability,
Landcare encourages people to take a longer term view of natural
resource use and restoration,
Landcare is egalitarian and democratic, and respects local
knowledge while having a flat, horizontal organisation with no
complex or unnecessary hierarchy,
Landcare activities attract strong government commitment,
local decision-making is important, and
many groups have a full- or part-time coordinator to support their
voluntary effort (adapted from Youl et al., 2006, p. 23).
These characteristics of Landcare reinforced the importance of
providing support for the community-based groups at the local level, but
Lockie and Vanclay (1997) suggested the social movement of Landcare
needed to be analysed in order to evaluate its impact in the ―social,
political and environmental‖ spheres (p. vii). After 1997 the Landcare
movement continued to expand, while remaining essentially a
partnership among communities, governments, and business. By 2000
there were more than 4,300 local Landcare groups across Australia,
many belonging to larger landscape-based networks, concerned with
addressing land degradation throughout the country (Carr, 2002). The
number and the sizes of groups were expanding. Median membership of
the Victorian groups in 2004 had slowly increased to 26 (Curtis &
Cooke, 2006). The expansion of Landcare was variable in other states
and territories due to the different administrative structures and
implementations. The steady ‗bottom-up‘ or ‗grassroots‘ expansion of
the volunteer groups in Landcare has been described by a number of
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authors, most notably by Campbell (1991a, 1995) and Marshall (2008a).
Carr (2002) referred to the favourable social, environmental, and
political climate in the period of Landcare formation and expansion. She
highlighted the dual importance of ―caring for community‖, as well as
the ―caring for our natural heritage‖, and how they can be strong
motivations for adopting natural resource management practices (Carr,
2002, pp. 107-108).
Because the case studies for this research are located in NSW, it is
necessary to note some phases of the Landcare movement in that state.
Campbell (1991b) reported that Landcare in NSW was started in 1988 on
the north coast of NSW as a trial by the NSW state government agency,
Soil Conservation Services. The first groups were concerned with
repairing coastal sand dunes and became known as Dunecare (Campbell,
1991b). The success of the pilot groups of Dunecare led to a rapid
expansion of Landcare groups in NSW, many with a focus on land and
ecological activities. Landcare activities were targeted at various levels
of rural development capacity building and on-ground work. The groups
were self-determining and were not linked formally to government
departments. Examples of successful Landcare groups ‗in action‘ are to
be found in most zones of NSW, from inland farming areas to stream and
river areas to urban and coastal fringes (Carr, 2002; Cary & Webb, 2000;
Marshall, 2008a). In the early days of the rural-based Landcare groups,
there was a common push to identify soil salinity on individual
properties by surveying the land and documenting its topographic
features, drainage, and associated problems (Barr, 1999). The more
recent emphasis has been on moving from the individual property focus
to the catchment-wide scale. The history of the development of policy
provisions gives a background to the development of community-based
natural resource management groups like Landcare.
Since the federation of the Australian states and territories in 1901,
the states and territories had provided funding for the third level of
government after the federal and state governments, that of local
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government. However, recent federal governments provided direct
funding to natural resource management groups, bypassing the states and
territories while providing for stronger agreements and increased
capacity (Head, 2009). Head described how a new approach to bioregions rather than administrative regions could result in efficient coordination of efforts with better outcomes on-ground. The new
frameworks created a change in the focus of administrative structures,
particularly at the regional level (Head, 2009). One emphasis was on
having integrated and coordinated policies starting with an overview of
all processes and impacts as Ross and Dovers (2008) found. As a
foundation, economic, social, and environmental factors were integral to
environmental policy. The systemic issues of sustainable development
―biodiversity loss, climate change, land and water resource degradation,
transboundary pollution, etc‖ required integrated approaches (Ross &
Dovers, 2008, p. 246). The emphasis by Australian jurisdictions on
integrated policies was further developed by aligning Landcare group
projects with the major milestones of funding programs. Programs and
funding agreements included the national Landcare program and
Catchment Management Authority agreements that were based on state
initiatives, 20-year plans for Regional Forest Programs, Natural Heritage
Trust programs versions 1 and 2, and the National Action Program for
Salinity and Water Quality (Head, 2009; Lane et al., 2004). Policy
makers and resource providers in the arena of natural resource
management included government at all three levels, plus nongovernment organisations (NGOs), philanthropic foundations such as the
Potter Foundation, business organisations (for example, local community
businesses, utility suppliers, multi-national corporations), and cultural
and community groups (see for example, Lockwood, Davison, Curtis,
Stratford, & Griffiths, 2009). Lockwood et al. (2009) identified lessons
on the introduction of ‗multi-level environmental governance‘ saying:
A legislative base for multi-level environmental governance confers
system-wide legitimacy, but can undermine attempts by nongovernment organisations to earn legitimacy from their stakeholders (p.
182).
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In Australian natural resource management government policies
have the objectives of enhancing, mitigating, or controlling the effects of
climate variability, environmental degradation, loss of biodiversity, and
the over-arching social effects of the changes (Carr, 2002; Marshall,
2008a; Pannell et al., 2006; Woodhill, 1999). These policies are prepared
in offices of advisers often far removed from the locations where the
policies are to be implemented. Policy may be expressed in different
modes: explicit or implicit, legal, statute, incentive-based, or formulated
on constraints (Collins & Ison, 2006). The periodic restructuring of
regulatory and administrative entities has had impacts on the people and
agencies responsible for the administration of natural resource
management policies at federal, state, and regional levels. Communitybased natural resource management groups, established with the aim of
managing sustainable development and natural resource management,
are an integral component in all Australian states and territories under
various administrative structures and names.
An integrated approach to natural resource management would
appear to be advantageous for achieving environmental outcomes.
During the transition from the Natural Heritage Trust 1 program to the
Natural Heritage Trust 2 program in 2002-2003, there was a change
toward funding regional entities - called Catchment Management
Authorities in NSW and Victoria - instead of local groups (Prager, 2010).
Integrated catchment management had been established in a variety of
forms globally from the 1980s to emphasise holistic ‗bioregion‘ thinking
by stakeholders in natural resource management, and to overcome a
reluctance of the various entities to cooperate to address environmental
issues (Boon, 2009; Carr, 2002; Marshall, 1997). The regional
management model developed from the concepts of the bioregion. The
Catchment Management Authorities were intended to promote a
participatory and collaborative approach to overcome known problems
with the top-down approach usually adopted in agricultural extension
(Carr & Wilkinson, 2005). As Pannell, Seymour, Ridley, Regan, and
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Gale (2007) noted, Catchment Management Authorities had functions
that included:
... the preparation of Catchment Action Plans and associated investment
strategies, administering [Natural Heritage Trust] NHT and [National
Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality] NAP funds, recommending
and managing incentive programs to implement catchment
management plans, and allocating funds to support the development
and implementation of Property Vegetation Plans (PVPs) (p. 3).

The concept of integrated catchment management was developed as
an alternative to the linear approach of scientist-managed agricultural
extension to educate farmers. The integrated catchment model regional
entities were concerned with working on locally suitable solutions in
their area, and they concentrated on this rather than on solutions that
were promoted by scientists (Carr & Wilkinson, 2005). The emergence
of the integrated catchment model was among the factors influencing the
change in 2003 to using Catchment Management Authorities in NSW for
administering Landcare (Prager, 2010). Another factor was the move to
direct funds to individual landholders rather than to community-based
volunteer environmental groups. Early problems with the regional
implementation included a lack of broad representation on boards and
committees, and government relations that suffered from ―adversarial ...
rather than collaborative styles‖ (Carr, 2002, p. 104). These impacted on
participants in Landcare-type groups. Carr (2002) cautioned that it was
important to ensure that the members appointed to the regional entities
should be representative of all interests. In a recent critical examination
Prager (2010) found there were tensions when regional entities failed to
use an intermediary structure to manage differences in the characteristics
of the groups. Marshall‘s 2008 report on improving the capacity of
community-based natural resource management groups found that a
regional delivery model could be implemented to involve the community
by not ―doing what a lower-level group can do for itself‖, appraising the
―lower-level capacities‖ and recruiting with those in mind, investing in
―strengthening lower-level capacities‖, and establishing and maintaining
―vertical trust‖ (2008a, p. xiii).
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The states and territories have been able to implement natural
resource management policies in various forms, as well as funding local
governments to be included in projects in their areas (see Woodhill,
1999). Indications are that significant progress has been made because
clearly defined targets and goals were set and accountability frameworks
were established (Ross & Dovers, 2008). However, Lockwood et al.
(2009) warned that:
Wider societal needs and aspirations may be under-represented at the
regional level, so state and national governments need policies,
institutions and instruments to represent and pursue such matters (p.
182).

Other researchers have also noted the variety of implementations of
environmental policy Australia-wide. Pannell et al. (2007) reviewed
some of the diverse arrangements in the states and territories, and
commented on the unsettling and repeated changes in structures in the
period from 2002-2007. They noted how all six of the states had
catchment-level committees or regional natural resource management
boards, ranging from three in Tasmania to 14 in Queensland. Two of the
six states (Queensland and Western Australia) did not have statutory
bodies, and of the remaining four states, only two (NSW and Victoria)
had specific legislative acts supporting vegetation in NSW, and
waterways in Victoria (Pannell et al., 2007). This demonstrates the
differing legal and administrative arrangements for natural resource
management in the different states. I will use the particular example of
NSW to highlight some administrative problems that occurred for
grassroots organisations.
As is the case in most states and territories there was usually more
than one agency with responsibility for natural resource management. In
NSW in 2007, the Department of Environment and Climate Change was
the key agency, working with others such as a Natural Resource
Commission, a Natural Resources Advisory Council and, at the regional
level, 13 Catchment Management Authority boards. The Catchment
Management Authorities are state-based government entities found in
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NSW, Victoria, South Australia, Queensland, and Western Australia.
Although they are not federal government organisations they are required
to administer the national programs such as previous Natural Heritage
Trust (Pannell et al., 2007). Some of the impacts of the implementation
of regional entities will be evaluated in Chapter 7. In the next section my
discussion turns to relevant theories surrounding Education for
Sustainability in Landcare.

2.4 Landcare as Education for Sustainability
There are numerous theories involved in learning, education,
extension, and adaptive management in natural resource management. In
this section I intend to develop an appreciation of the issues involved in
understanding the informal adult education and learning practices in
community-based natural resource management groups. Authors
including Whelan (2005), Guevara, Flowers, and Whelan (2008), and
Flowers, Waddell, Chodkiewicz, McEwen, and Livingstone (2004)
discussed aspects of popular education and environmental adult
education. Guevara et al., (2008, p. 6) cited Jeffs and Smith as a
definition of informal education and say that it is ―less by setting or
sponsorship and more by a form of pedagogy, a way of working‖. And in
explaining the learning involved Jeffs and Smith (1990) said that
informal learning:
… can take place in a variety of physical and social settings; there is no
regular or prescribed form; learning may initially appear to be
incidental but is, in fact, planned and monitored; timescales are highly
variable; learning is negotiated through collaborative forms of working;
it is dialogical, and can involve a variety of ways to facilitate learning
(1990, p.6).
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2.4.1 Natural Resource Management and Education for
Sustainability
In section 2.3 on natural resource management and policy, I
described the need to further understand the informal adult education and
learning that takes place in community-based natural resource
management groups. Education for Sustainability as presented in this
study draws on social learning in the established discipline areas of
environmental sustainability, capacity building, and extension in rural
natural resource management (Barr & Cary, 2000; Marshall, 2008a;
Nelson, Brown, & Darbas, 2007). As such, Education for Sustainability
is situated in formal practices (for example, in schools, vocational
education and training institutions, and universities), but informal
practices are also informative (for example, in community conservation
and environmental action groups such as those in Landcare) (Tilbury et
al., 2005b).
Appraisal of extant literatures revealed that only sporadic progress
had been made in achieving the aims of education for sustainable
development among adults (Ferreira, 2009; Fien, 2003; Jickling &
Spork, 1998). Fien (2003) proposed that Education for Sustainability,
what he called ―social learning for sustainability‖, could increase the
world‘s capacity to ―confront and master change‖ (pp. 8-9). He argued
that there is a need to evaluate mechanisms used previously in pursuit of
the goal of sustainable development, and also a need to understand the
issues behind the significant but uneven progress that has been made.
Fien (2003) emphasised the importance of education as a means of
bringing about social changes and as being likely to improve the rate of
change in environmental education:
Seen as social learning for sustainability, education can increase
concern about unsustainable practices and increase our capacity to
confront and master change. Education not only informs people, it can
change them. As a means for personal enlightenment and for cultural
renewal, education is not only central to sustainable development, it is
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humanity‘s best hope and most effective means in the quest to achieve
it. Clarifying the concept of education for sustainable development was
a major challenge for educators during the last decade (p. 8).

Fien‘s view that Education for Sustainability is the same thing as social
learning for sustainability, and that it can increase the world‘s capacity
for sustainable natural resource management, is superficially acceptable.
However, there is ambiguity in the term social learning. Fien described
instances of learning in a social learning setting (in which each
individual learns in the company of others), as well as other instances
when a collectivity is said to ‗learn‘ (Fien, 2003; Fien & Rawling, 1996).
The term ‗collectivity‘ is used to describe the communal or shared sphere
of a group. It is not clear what learning actually refers to in the latter case
of the collectivity, nor is it clear where, by analogy with an individual
mind, what is learned by a collective might reside (Fien, 2003; Fien &
Rawling, 1996). Furthermore it is not clear how the words ‗learning‘ and
‗education‘ should be used in the context of adult learning. In order,
therefore, to describe the practices associated with informal adult
education it is necessary to introduce theoretical aspects of educational
practices as they relate to adult learning.
2.4.2 Informal Adult Learning in Education for Sustainability
In the context of this research concerning informal adult learning
found in community-based natural resource management groups, I begin
with a further exploration of adult education practices introduced in
Chapter 1. Merriam and Brockett (2007) suggested that:
Adults have always learned and how they have learned- through
informal self-study, experience, from others, or in the classroom- has
constituted the practice of adult education (p. 306).

They described the growth in aspects of holistic and critical adult
education that encourage awareness of new forms of adult educational
practices together with new sources of knowledge such as the Internet
and the increasing range of information available online. These sources
form and inform a large portion of informal adult education. They found
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that informal adult education is ―not technically a delivery system‖ rather
that it occurs across a range of ―services and activities‖ (Merriam &
Brockett, 2007, pp. 171-172).
When examining the ‗learner‘s perspective‘ on adult learning, Boud
and Griffin (1987) lamented the lack of research on adult learning and
noted that it:
... often focused on questions which did not seem central to those
involved in the education of adults. There was typically no sense of
who the persons were as learners and what they aspired to, and little
appreciation of the processes in which they were engaged (p. 9).

Boud and Griffin (1987) pointed to the value of dialogue and feedback to
change perspectives and provoke action as part of learning that leads to
further learning and ―creates a new framework in which to act‖ (p. 227).
They found that adults will engage in learning that intersects with their
―goals and interests‖ (Boud & Griffin, 1987, p. 229). This is the type of
education and learning I am addressing in this thesis: it is not related to
formal instruction or assessment, rather it is the education people gain
when their interests intersect with their daily business and activities. As
individuals, the adults learn, and in the instance of community-based
groups the education may occur in collaborative situations. The social
relationships in a learning environment are one part of understanding
informal adult education practices. In the context of this study, the lens
now turns to the informal aspects of adult education and learning.
The position taken by Jeffs and Smith (1990) about informal
educators and informal learners was that educators are in ―particular
social and cultural situations‖ (p. 19) where a reflective or critical
dialogue with the learners results in ―changed or better informed
behaviour‖ (p. 10). They also reminded us that in informal adult
education there is a more intimate relationship between the education
‗practitioners‘ and the learners. In terms of the development and
integration of informal education into current practices, Jeffs and Smith
(1990) noted that:
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Informal education is a vibrant and somewhat undervalued form of
practice. One of its significant features is the way in which it transcends
professional boundaries. If it is to be fully utilized and developed then
action will be required within and across separate professional areas (p.
23).

Informal adult learning, although widespread, is devalued because it is
largely unacknowledged (Jeffs & Smith, 1990; Marsick & Watkins,
2001; Smith, 2010). Furthermore, Smith (2010) pointed out that formal
and informal learning tend to be depicted as separate, unconnected
processes instead of acknowledging that informal social learning often
supports formal learning. Devaluation of informal learning also occurs
because there is a lack of structure, there are no exams or assessments,
and it is often integrated with other events or routines (see, for example,
Marsick & Watkins, 2001; Smith, 2010). Smith (2010) described the
widespread but occasionally ephemeral nature of informal learning:
Despite the pervasive nature of informal learning within formal
education, informal learning continues to have the spotlight moved onto
it and away from it as its importance is recognised and then forgotten
(p. 1).

As I discussed in section 2.2, agricultural extension has traditionally
been used to provide education to landholders using a top-down model.
As Smith (2010) points out, however, there is not necessarily a division
between formal and informal learning activities in that dichotomies do
not always signify that there must be one form to the exclusion of the
other. Part of the problem of not supporting informal learning exists in
the fact that no exams or certificates are issued. There is little recognition
by institutions that informal learning contributes to many education
processes (Smith, 2010). The degree to which informal learning could be
better acknowledged might be improved by facilitation of the learners
and the learning environment, and by opening the dialogue with informal
learners to enable them to understand ―conditions in the socio-cultural
context that help them learn more effectively or that stand in the way of
learning‖ (Marsick & Watkins, 2001, p. 31). Regardless of the lack of
acknowledgement afforded to informal learning, Marsick and Watkins
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(2001) contended that informal learning thrives without significant
structure and facilitation.
2.4.3 Education Practices and Adult Learning Processes
It is useful in this study to separate the terms education and learning
by focussing on the processes and practices of each. An initial definition
of education contributed by Kemmis, Adlong, Cooke, and Mutton (2008)
is that:
Education is a process by which children, young people and adults are
initiated into forms of understanding, modes of action and ways of
relating to one another and the world, that foster individual and
collective self-expression, individual and collective self-development
and individual and collective self-determination, and that are in these
senses oriented towards the good for each person and the good for
humankind (p. 9).

Merriam and Brockett (2007) presented various perspectives of adult
education and adult learning that are dependent on the context, structure
(planned or unplanned), intentional or casual processes to mention a few.
Whereas adult education might also be conceptualised as an impartial
process of education of adults, Paolo Freire believed that the actual
purpose of educating adults is to achieve social change. Freire famously
worked with adults in literacy education that was also political education,
where participants were often situated in impoverished circumstances
(Freire, 1972).
Adult education can also be conceptualised as andragogy (in contrast
to pedagogy) as described by Boud and Griffin (1987) and Knowles,
Holton, and Swanson (2005). Similarly, Foley (1999) discussed adult
education in the form of ‗popular education‘ as contextualised learning
in social action activities. Taking the less political view of adult
education, Merriam and Brockett (2007) suggested that adult education
encompasses a wide arena of activities including aerobics classes,
ongoing nurses‘ education programs, citizen groups that protest about
environmental pollution or management training. A key point is that
adult and community education refers not only to learning, but also to the
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practice of people being involved in the informal process of adult
education in a process of formation and transformation (Merriam &
Brockett, 2007). Participants involved in community volunteer groups,
and especially those involved in community-based natural resource
management, view their involvement as being part of their local
community rather than participating in education or learning activities
(Boud & Griffin, 1987). Informal adult learning and education in this
thesis concerns participants involved in community-based natural
resource management and how they learn and adapt sustainability
practices. In the next section I examine theories of social learning and
adult education around agricultural extension and adoption of new
practices.
2.4.4 Adaptive Management
As part of the discussion in section 2.2 I introduced some ways that
knowledge transfer could be achieved historically, such as through
extension, adoption, and diffusion. A complementary focus has been on
adaptive management that puts learning and practice firmly together- in
this sense it is both a process, and a desirable outcome. A wider view of
achieving permanent progress in natural resource management requires
acknowledgement of the complex nature of socio-economic-ecological
issues (Gunderson, Holling, & Light, 1995). Gunderson (1999) explored
challenges of learning in informal networks and how social learning in
active adaptive management can be part of natural resource management
strategies.
Jacobson, Hughey, Allen, Rixecker, and Carter (2009) described the
stages in the adaptive management process as ―engage, describe, do,
predict and evaluate‖ (pp. 280-281). In addition Allen and Jacobson
(2009) emphasised that the ―biophysical and social aspects of
collaborative learning‖ are needed for active adaptive management (p.
111). In describing the earlier systems approach to information and
learning, Allen, Bosch, Kilvington, Oliver, and Gilbert (2001) explored
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one type of learning environment by describing the phases and activities
associated with adaptive management that emphasised the requirement
for community. In this way there was an increased awareness of
community involvement to enhance learning processes in adaptive
management in complex situations. Allan and Curtis (2005) suggested
that active adaptive management (as opposed to the evolutionary or
passive categories) acknowledges the complexity of issues encountered
in natural resource management by encouraging the involvement of
multidisciplinary and multiple stakeholders combined with a ―strong
emphasis on social learning‖ (p. 415).
The awareness of social learning processes in adaptive management
literature is relevant to the following discussion of community-based
environmental groups such as Landcare. Importantly for this thesis,
active adaptive management provides insights, such as those described
by Ison (2010), about aspects of social learning. Discussing the nature of
the complex and unpredictable issues surrounding water management in
catchments, Ison (2010) noted that ―in a complex natural resource arena
we describe this overall set of interactions as social learning‖ (p. 233,
emphasis in original). Ison (2010) appeared to be referring to actions and
interactions as the social learning, but at that time did not explore the
characteristics of either the social or the learning6. Pahl-Wostl, Craps,
Dewulf et al. (2007) explored social learning processes in water resource
management. They found collaborative processes, particularly in
communities of practice in a project to examine a ―new conceptual
framework to capture the essential processes of multilevel social learning
in river basin management‖ (Pahl-Wostl et al., 2007, p. 3). Of note were
the policies and structures of the formal and informal institutions
involved in collaborative learning, and how they impacted on the fragile
structures that assisted social learning. This highlights the importance of
understanding how collaborative learning and social learning might be
better supported in community-based environmental groups.
6

Ison had previously explored learning systems and outcomes (e.g. Ison et al.,

2007)
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2.4.5 Success and Learning in Community-Based Natural
Resource Management Groups
Carr (2002) has examined factors that are required to make a
(successful) community group in natural resource management settings
in terms of the characteristics of the group. Since Landcare groups are
known to be activity-based groups, it is valuable to be able to describe
what a community-based natural resource management group does in
terms of its activities and projects, as well as the social values it
promotes. Members are unlikely to talk about the learning that takes
place in a community-based environmental group, and even less likely to
talk about how that learning occurs. Informal adult education in this
setting is not concerned with instructing participants about sustainability
(as an external imposition), but more likened to the role of Education for
Sustainability that happens when the learning is embedded in everyday,
and informal, situations.
Carr (2002) provided characteristics for identifying ―stewardship
groups‖ that included the participants sharing a common goal to work
towards, the local community itself managing the process, and having an
enjoyable ―socially stimulating‖ atmosphere while being together to
solve problems (p. 41). Carr (2002) noted that, while some of the groups
studied relied on casual or very ‗loose‘ forms of communication and
organisation to carry out their activities, the ‗system‘ was vulnerable to
break down when there were changes in the group structure or changes
to a facilitator or the natural resource officer provided by a Catchment
Management Authority. It was noticeable that when such things occurred
‗things fall through the cracks more easily‘, and that people and
members of a community complained that they were not told about
events or proposals. Strong leadership and control of internal group
communications can eliminate many problems by ensuring that a central
person takes responsibility for posting or emailing notices, and for
providing information (Carr, 2002).
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In section 2.4 I have explored aspects of theories of adult education,
agricultural extension, and adaptive management together with the
potential of Landcare as an element of Education for Sustainability. The
informal learning that takes place in the groups can be conceptualised by
considering current thinking on popular and adult education in informal
settings. This will be achieved by examining the practices that are
involved and the contemporary theories applicable for this study. In the
next section I explore the concept of situated learning and education
processes in the informal adult learning setting.

2.5 Situated Learning
In the previous sections I discussed the concepts of natural resource
management and Landcare, while providing a backdrop for the theme of
Education for Sustainability in community-based environmental groups.
The objective in this section is to explore the significance of practice
architectures as a framework for understanding practices in the context of
social learning (see, for example, Kemmis & Grootenboer, 2008;
Schatzki, 2002). I also explore a practice theory conceptual framework
consisting of sayings, doings, and relatings with the goal of examining
the perspective of Landcare groups using the lens of communities of
practice, practices, and social learning as introduced by Lave and
Wenger (1991). In the next section I will discuss the relevance of the
concept of communities of practice to the understanding of social
learning and community-based groups.
2.5.1 Communities of Practice
The term ‗communities of practice‘ is employed for describing
particular groups that develop or are created in some organisations, and
informal groups that develop or are created in a range of social settings
(Pahl-Wostl et al., 2007; Vandenabeele & Wildemeersch, 2010). A group
of people who constitute a community of practice may be physically
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located in the same room or street, located in the same country, or
scattered globally and linked together using electronic communication
modes. Groups may arise spontaneously or be the result of deliberate
planning. For example, they may be developed in a commercial setting
as part of a management strategy, or simply in a social setting where
people share a pastime or leisure interest (Lave & Wenger, 1991;
Wenger, 1998, 2008b). Examples of communities of practice include
school classes, book clubs, or an office of insurance claims assessors
working together (Wenger, 2008a).
The concept of communities of practice offered new ways to think
about the work of groups, particularly the notion that participation in the
practices of groups involved processes of situated social learning. Lave
and Wenger (1991) used the notion of communities of practice to
describe structures of social learning in different practice settings such as
education and midwifery. They introduced the concept of ‗legitimate
peripheral participation‘ as an outcome of their analyses of case studies
of apprentices and observations about how new apprentices became part
of a group as they learned, gradually developing the expertise of the ‗old
hands‘ at the practice. Apprentices gradually moved from the peripheral
participation permitted for newcomers to the full participation required
of the old hands (Lave & Wenger, 1991). The concept of legitimate
peripheral participation in communities of practice originated from
understandings of how people learned in shared interactions, as Wenger,
McDermott, and Snyder (2002) found:
The term community of practice was coined in the context of studies of
traditional apprenticeship. Apprenticeship is often thought of as a
relationship between a master and a servant. Yet we observed that
learning took place mostly during interactions with journeymen and
more advanced apprentices. Community of practice is the term we used
to refer to this social structure. Once we had the concept, however, we
started to see these communities in many other settings, where there
was no official institution of apprenticeship (p. 233, emphases in
original).

Another characteristic of a community of practice is that the
members of a group are all participants in social learning processes.
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While not all participants constantly engage at the same level, this
learning is:
Learning as social participation. Participation here refers to not just
local events of engagement in certain activities with certain people, but
to a more encompassing process of being active participants in the
practices of social communities and constructing identities in relation
to these communities (Wenger, 1998, p. 4, emphases in original).

Communities of practice can be formed to enhance shared learning as a
collective group in a certain domain of interest or expertise, particularly
in businesses (Wenger, 2008b). An authentic community of practice has
support from within an organisation (who can be known as sponsors),
with nurturing, and requires active participation from members (Wenger,
2008a). The insight that individuals learn by being in the company of
others, affecting or influencing each other‘s learning is powerful. This
can be seen by the rapid adoption of the term communities of practice in
the social and educational research literature after it was coined by Lave
and Wenger in 1991.
Cox (2005) in his review of writings about communities of practice,
noted that there was a lack of consensus among authors on the meaning
and nature of communities of practice. He reviewed four sets of authors:
1. Lave and Wenger (1991) on legitimate peripheral participation
and learning as a situated practice.
2. Brown and Duguid (1991) on organisational learning and
workplace practices.
3. Wenger (1998) on learning, meaning, doing, and identity.
4. Wenger et al. (2002) on using communities of practice as
―management tools‖ (adapted from Cox, 2005, p. 533).
The focus of Lave and Wenger was on the community aspect of
communities of practice as a form of modelling. This was drawn from
the observations of apprentices being part of the legitimate peripheral
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participation, and the understanding that people learn by watching things
happen and by participating in the practice in an engaged but peripheral
way (Lave & Wenger, 1991). The practice was equated, to say, an
activity. Brown and Duguid (1991), in contrast, focussed on aspects of
organisational learning and organisations as ―communities of
communities‖ (p. 53). Cox (2005) drew attention to Brown and Duguid‘s
focus on the task of ―getting the job done‖ and how it required ―locally
developed understanding‖ as part of developing learning (p. 529), but
warned that users of the community of practice concept risked
overlooking issues of conflict and power relationships within the
communities.
Cox highlighted fourteen of Wenger‘s ‗indicators‘ for characterising
communities of practice to clarify how Wenger viewed the concept. The
characteristics of a community of practice discussed by Cox described
shared community factors as being:
sustained mutual relationships,
shared ways of engaging in doing things together,
the rapid flow of information and expansion of innovation,
an absence of preambles, as if conversation and interactions were
merely the continuation of an ongoing process,
quick responses when problems need to be discussed,
knowing what others know, what they can do, and how they can
contribute to an undertaking,
the ability to assess the appropriateness of actions and products,
local lore, shared stories, and inside jokes
jargon and shortcuts to communication as well as ease in
producing new methods, and
a shared discourse reflecting particular perspectives on the world
(adapted from Wenger, 1998, pp. 125-126).
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Cox continued to be concerned that Wenger did not discuss problems
of the diverse backgrounds and different skills of participants in a
community of practice, arguing that Wenger‘s 1998 characterisation of
communities of practice diminishes the participants‘ sense that a
community of practice is a constructive, learning community of
individuals. Cox, citing Gherardi, Nicolini, and Odela (1998), pointed
out that the nomination of a new gathering as a ‗community of practice‘
needed to be treated with caution and that not all social groups formed
communities of practice:
Referring to a community of practice is not a way to postulate the
existence of a new informal grouping or social system within the
organisation, but is a way to emphasize that every practice is dependent
on social processes through which it is sustained and perpetuated, and
that learning takes place through the engagement in that practice
(Gherardi et al., cited in Cox, 2005, p. 529).

Wenger et al. (2002) attempted to expand on the understanding that
communities of practice were:
Groups of people who share a concern, a set of problems, or a passion
about a topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this
area by interacting on an ongoing basis (p. 4).

In re-emphasising that communities of practice are ‗groups of people‘
who are ‗interacting‘, Wenger et al. (2002) privileged community over
practice in their view of communities of practice, unlike Gherardi et al.
(1998) who privileged practice over community. The difference in
emphasis between community and practice is significant. For Wenger et
al. (2002), social learning is learning by individuals, in a social context in
the community; for others such as Gherardi et al. (1998) social learning
is a social process that influences the individuals who participate in it.
Situated learning as discussed by Wenger et al. (2002) remains
nebulous because it is grounded only in the learning of individuals and
contextualised only in the ‗social‘ or in being ‗situated‘. This uncertainty
may explain why situated learning has been widely adopted in the
literature of management ‗gurus‘, and is not yet sufficiently advanced to
engage with the theory of practice itself (Cox, 2005). Other researchers
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were interested in the resurgence of situated learning theory and the
expansion of it to include concepts of organisational culture and power
issues. Contu and Willmott (2003) asserted that Lave and Wenger‘s
approach to situated learning and organisational learning was oversimplified in terms of understandings of the power relations between the
community of practice and the organisation, and they expressed concerns
over instances of ―selective adoption‖ in Wenger‘s thinking (p. 284).
Nevertheless, Contu and Willmott (2003) believed that the theory of
situated learning can be further developed, and they collate key
similarities and differences of situated and established learning. Situated
learning is tacit and embedded in the community, whereas established
learning is codified, theoretical, and found in texts and manuals. Situated
learning occurs horizontally and in collaboration with peers, whereas
established learning is transmitted vertically as instruction from
authorities (Contu & Willmott, 2003).
Contemporary theorising looks at the issue of over-simplifying
social groups as communities of practice as simply exemplars of social
learning. Vandenabeele and Wildemeersch (2010) asserted that whereas
Wenger was able to characterise the learning in communities of practice,
he did not fully explain the ―constituting element of the person who is
learning‖ and that the ―social is seen as a characteristic of the learning
situation‖ (p. 5). Furthermore, they argued the danger in accepting
Wenger's perspective was that the ―significance of the social nature of
individual learners is often not fully recognized‖ (Vandenabeele &
Wildemeersch, 2010, p. 5). Kemmis‘ conceptualisation of the structure
of practices evolved from the Lave and Wenger ‗learning architecture‘ to
a distinct ‗practice architecture‘ (Kemmis, 2008).
In the next section I will move from the notion of communities of
practice to develop an understanding of active learning – as opposed to
learning from peripheral participation to expand on the concept of
learning in ‗collective active participation‘. In conducting the literature
review into social learning for this thesis I realised that practice theory
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and the practice turn in education research enabled me to explore a way
to characterise informal learning. Common themes in the multiple
aspects of my thesis are practices: as educational practices, Landcare/
natural resource management practices, and communities of practice.
However, extant frameworks appeared to be developed for other
situations such as formal education or leadership; I have noted a lack of
research guidelines into the characteristics of social learning. Blackmore
(2010) discussed a turn from traditional behaviourist and linear learning,
to the development of learning in a societal context, through to theorising
on ―social learning systems‖ (p. 1). Wenger (2010) denied that
communities of practice were out-moded, saying that they ―will manifest
differently as societal contexts evolve‖ (p. 191). Practice architectures
revealed one way to investigate the structure of informal social learning.
2.5.2 Educational Practices and Social Learning
To examine the relevance of adult learning theory and learning that
is situated in the community, I begin by discussing pertinent practice
theories. MacIntyre (1992/ 1981) provided examples of practices while
at the same time taking care to explain the need to separate practices
from the institutions with which they are associated (for example, the
chess game and the institution of the chess club, or the practice of
medicine and the hospital). MacIntyre (1992/ 1981) defined a practice as:
Any coherent and complex form of socially-established cooperative
human activity through which goods internal to that activity are
realized, in the course of trying to achieve those standards of excellence
which are appropriate to, and partially definitive of, that form of
activity, with the result that human powers to achieve excellence, and
human conceptions of the ends and goods involved, are systematically
extended (p. 175).

The practices are not the same as the institutions. Building on
MacIntyre‘s definition, Smeyers and Burbles (2006) described skills
involved in practices to highlight that practices need to be practised and
in this way skills may be transformed into practices. Playing, or
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practising, chess is essential for developing your chess skills. This is true
of the educational practices that I am studying.
Initially, practices can be described by what they do as well as in
terms of what is being done in them. As Schatzki, Knorr-Cetina, and
Savigny (2001) noted, there are many examples of practices, such as
farming practices, cooking practices, and banking practices. A farming
practice is a composite of activities of ―bodily doings and sayings‖ such
as ―building fences, harvesting grain, herding sheep, judging weather,
and paying for supplies‖ (Schatzki et al., 2001, p. 48). A farming practice
can include not only physical activities as doings, but also non-bodily
activities such as judging the weather (Schatzki et al., 2001). The doings
that partly constitute a practice are simultaneously arranged by thinking
and intentional behaviour. They are shaped or delineated both by the
activities inherent in them, and by being a part of an organised network
(Schatzki, 2002; Schatzki et al., 2001).
According to Schatzki practices are bundles of activities woven
together by meaning and purpose so that they are intentional and
organised. In saying that, the composition of practices in projects
consists of both ―activity and organization‖ (Schatzki, 2002, p. 71).
Schatzki described the sayings and doings that are organised by people in
social settings, and argued that the very nature of arranging and
organising involves a network of people, contacts, and relationships.
Kemmis and Grootenboer (2008) describe an additional dimension of
social relationships as ‗relatings‘ (for example, p. 47). These relatings are
added to Schatzki‘s ‗sayings‘ and ‗doings‘ in Table 2.1 to outline the
conceptual framework of practice architectures. The ‗dimensions‘ are the
arrangements or bundles of practices (Schatzki, 2002).
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Table 2. 1 Dimensions of Practices Involved in Education Processes
Components
Sayings, thinking,
knowledge
Doings, activities,
skills
Relatings, structures,
solidarities

Medium & Dimension
Language: cultural-discursive orders and
arrangements, in the semantic dimension
Work: material-economic orders and
arrangements, in the dimension of physical space
and time
Power: social-political orders and arrangements,
in the dimension of social space

Note. Adapted from Kemmis & Grootenboer, 2008.
Schatzki (2002, 2003) has described how practices can be delineated
in the dimension of time, drawing attention to time both in an historical
sense, and also in the sense that practice bundles occupy a space in time
as they are carried out. Schatzki (2010) added the dimension of time to
that of space to signify the duration of practices, or even giving the
projects their own ‗timespace‘. He theorised that ―both the timespaces of
people‘s activities and the interweaving of these timespaces derive in
part from the social practices people carry on‖ (Schatzki, 2010, p. xii).
Importantly this allows the framework and theorising to include time in
both an historical sense, and also in a sense of the practice projects
themselves occupying a space in time as they are carried out. The
historical dimension of time gives a context to the cultural importance of
practices and allows for individuals to understand a practice‘s meaning
as well as providing the opportunity for transformations over time to take
place in the practice (Schatzki, 2002). As previously noted, Schatzki
(2002) described a practice as a ―set of doings and sayings‖ (p. 73) and
argued that a practice, in contrast to an activity, is not just ―an event‖ or
single occurrence (Schatzki, 2011, p. 2). An activity happens but a
happening ―is not equivalent to change‖ (Schatzki, 2011, p. 2). That an
event does not always equal change is important when considering that
educational practices are characterised by changes. Schatzki (2002)
emphasised that, due to the ongoing or subsequent actions that usually
result in carrying out a practice, the composition of a practice is ―broader
than its doings and sayings alone‖ (p. 73). Accordingly a practice was
conceived as ―a temporally evolving, open-ended set of doings and
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sayings linked by practical understandings, rules, teleoaffective structure,
and general understandings‖ (Schatzki, 2002, p. 87).
Schatzki (2010) has since expanded that 2002 definition, and
identified a social practice as an:
... open, organized array of doings and sayings. Examples include
political practices, horse breeding practices, training practices, cooking
practices, religious practices, trading practices and teaching practices.
Practices of any of these sorts can vary historically and geographically,
the variation consisting in different practices of a given sort comprising
different doings and sayings, organized differently, with a different
history. The doings and sayings that compose a practice are organized
by phenomena of four types: (1) action understandings, which combine
knowing how to perform and action that helps compose the practice,
knowing how to recognize this action, and knowing how to respond to
it; (2) rules, by which I mean formulated directives, admonishments,
orders, and instructions to perform or leave off certain actions; (3) a
teleoaffective structure, which comprises acceptable or prescribed ends,
acceptable or enjoined projects to carry out those ends, acceptable or
prescribed actions to perform as part of those projects – thus acceptable
or prescribed end-project-action combinations – as well as, possibly,
accepted or prescribed emotions and even moods; and (4) general
understandings about matters germane to the practice. The ends,
projects and actions that form a teleoaffective structure can be enjoined
of, and acceptable for, either all participants in a practice or those
participants enjoying certain statuses, for example, certain roles or
identities (p. 51).

With this expanded definition of practices, and based on historic and
geographic variations, social educational practices need to be considered
in terms of understanding the actions, rules, purposes, and meanings that
compose them. Schatzki closely linked the context of a practice with the
concept of the space or the arena where the practice is performed,
describing the relationship in terms of site ontologies (Schatzki, 2005).
He asserted that, rather than a site being limited to a physical space, a
site was ―a type of context‖; and that would include both formal and
informal space, as well as the dimension of time as a ‗space‘ as
previously discussed (Schatzki, 2005, pp. 467-468).
Considering that social practices are not solely the products of the
individuals in groups, Schatzki (2003) introduced the concept of site
ontologies to describe locations where practices occur in social contexts.
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Uncovering the structure and relationships of practices within Landcare
is aided by the use of the site ontology examples of Schatzki to elicit the
nature of the social settings (Schatzki, 2003). Taking further his example
of bank loan practices, the practices involved with sowing an autumn
crop highlight some agricultural practices:
meet with agronomist and other consultants,
prepare machinery for activities,
purchase seed and chemicals, and
use communications such as telephone calls to arrange a cartage
contractor (adapted from Schatzki, 2003, p. 192).
The activities or components forming the practice were linked by three
phenomena:
understanding - knowing how to carry out an action or task under
a given set of conditions (such as prevailing seasonal climate and
soil conditions),
rules - such as those controlling the application of fertiliser or
weed chemicals, and
combinations - the guidelines of the task that denote meeting
production and economic targets (adapted from Schatzki, 2003, p.
192).
Recently Aguilar and Krasny (2011) contended that there was a need
to add more theoretical contexts when trying to capture the nature of
situated learning. They also argued that ―additional work comparing
multiple theoretical frameworks and their applications to understanding
and designing learning environments is warranted‖ (p. 232). To
understand the bundles of practices in the situated or social settings and
how they might be part of site ontologies, in the next section I introduce
the arrangements and structures of practice bundles.
55

2.5.3 Informal Education Practice Architectures
There is a need to outline how education practices are constructed in
informal settings, especially in the natural resource management and
sustainable agriculture settings. A key concept in adult and community
education is that it concerns education, not just learning. The practice
architectures introduced in the earlier part of this section in Table 2.1 act
by mediating through the dimensions and providing the preconditions
that are considered to enable and constrain practices (Kemmis, EdwardsGroves, Hardy, Wilkinson, & Lloyd, 2011). I have introduced the
dynamic nature of practices that ‗do‘ something, yet are not just the skills
involved. As well there are understandings and conversations involved in
what Schatzki calls ‗sayings‘. The sayings and doings are woven into the
context of the location and the time where they take place, and the
bundle is nested in the historical time dimension. The time dimension
provides the possibility of tracking the evolution or otherwise of a
practice and identifying transformations that might occur. I have
explored the space that encloses the practice architectures, where the
space matrix includes the dimensions of sayings, doings, and relatings
located in a site. The dynamic changes in practices are seen as changes in
the practice bundles.
Kemmis et al. (2011) described the way in which learners can be
drawn into practices akin to being stirred in to a mixture, and ―as they are
‗stirred in‘ participants discover how, in practice, the sayings, doings,
and relatings that constitute the practice ‗hang together‘ as a project‖ (p.
16). That is to say, that rather than legitimate peripheral participation in
the Wengerian understanding, there is collective active participation
occurring. The participatory learning practices are collective and active
rather than peripheral. The Landcare movement, as a community
collective, represents an instance where participants are encouraged to
join in practices and where in my study, I explore the practices
surrounding collective or social learning.
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Building on the approach proposed by Schatzki, in this study I
theorise that a practice is a meshing of sayings and doings that are woven
together by understandings, rules, and a teleoaffective structure. Social
learning can be described as a practice, located or situated and held
together in an array of structures that are described by Kemmis as
‗practice architectures‘ (Kemmis et al., 2008; Kemmis, 2009). According
to Kemmis, practice architectures are the preconditions that enable and
constrain practices, in particular:
discourses - these are the cultural-discursive arrangements that
make possible the sayings that occur in a practice,
activity structures - these are the material-economic arrangements
that make possible the doings that occur in a practice, and
social relations - these are the social-political arrangements that
make possible the relatings that occur in a practice.
The use of the theory of practice architectures can help in the
interpretation of some overlapping and interdependencies in practices,
also in suggesting that learnings are social products. There is a spread of
skills and knowledge levels among participants that relies on the social
aspects of the groups to bring together existing ‗knowledges‘ and skills
into the particular practice being developed or transformed. These are
found, for example, in shared language, shared activities, and shared
relationships among participants and with the material world.
The description of these practices as being ‗socially constructed‘
becomes apparent when using the framework of practice architectures
identified in Table 2.1. In this table, the three components of practices
are deconstructed, however they are being constantly shaped by the
individuals over time as the individuals conduct the practice in a social
setting. A unique practice, for example sowing an autumn crop, will be
mediated by external forces such as the history and culture of the practice
as it has evolved over time. The sayings might have remnants of
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language that refer to the machinery when it was towed by a tractor
rather than being a modern self-propelled machine. The doings and skills
have changed from ploughing in straight lines guided by a flag to
indicate the end of the row to using satellite-guided navigation across the
paddock. The relatings have been influenced by modern practices so that
instead of the landholder purchasing chemicals from one store in the
local town, a consultant visits the property and orders the chemicals
electronically for the landholder.
Classifying the practice dimensions or components is an approach to
describing the characteristics of a practice. Nonetheless, the dimensions
must be always understood as a complex set of relationships meshed in a
particular temporal and historical context as described in the simple
example. Schatzki (2002, 2003) emphasised that the zone of ‗meshing‘
of the practice bundles is the site. Furthermore, Schatzki proposed that
―the social site is inherently one of ceaseless movement and incessant
rearrangement‖, although not all activity equates to change (Schatzki,
2002, p. 146). Consequently, using Table 2.1, the complex processes can
be expanded to include historical processes of practices, the present
status, and contemporary processes and changes that may transform
practices as learning takes place and may appear as shown in Table 2.2.
Table 2. 2 Complexity of Intertwined Bundles of Sayings, Doings, and
Relatings
Saying and
knowledge
components
and
Doings and activities

Relatings and power
structures

historical sayings
historical doings
historical relatings
current sayings
current doings
current relatings
transforming
sayings
transforming doings
transforming
relatings
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Table 2.2 attempts to show how historical practice dimensions are
constituted in time to mesh with current time practice dimensions while
historical and current dimensions contribute to future practice
transformations.
Although the dimensions can be discussed and tabulated as separate
components, in a practice context these dimensions are an amalgamation
with the temporal (and historical) dimension understood as a continuum
that flows through the components. In this instance, temporal refers to
the events as they are occurring in the practice, whereas historically
refers to the cultural characteristics over the long-term development of
the practice. Figure 2.1 is a representation of the dimensions as they
might occur in one instance of time. The dimensions of sayings, doings,
and relatings are the components of a practice that might transform over
time.
Figure 2. 1 Practice Dimensions as Practice Bundles

Education for Sustainability practices identified by Kemmis et al.
(2008) are organised as bundles of sayings, doings, and relatings (Figure
2.1), where the bundles have distinct purposes together with ―moral and
emotional commitments that shape and structure practices‖ (Schatzki,
2002, cited in Kemmis et al., 2008, p. 1). Table 2.3 orients the sayings,
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doings, and relatings (together with illustrations) in the dimensions of
natural resource management activities.
Table 2. 3 Practising Education for Sustainability as Described by
Practice Architecture Dimensions
Dimensions

Dimension & medium

Sayings, knowledge:
Thinking green,
thinking sustainability,
and speaking about
relevant topics

The culturaldiscursive dimension
(in the medium of
language)

Doings: Acting green,
acting sustainably, and
conducting relevant
activities

The materialeconomic dimension
(in the medium of
work)

Relatings: Relating to
the world in a green or
sustainable manner,
and changing
relationships to others
and the world

The social-political
dimension
(in the medium of
power)

Practice architectures
(mediating
preconditions)
Cultural-discursive
preconditions:
discourses of
sustainability
(discourses of
biodiversity, ecology,
environmental science)
Material-economic
preconditions: natural
conditions that
constitute
environmental
problems, current
landscape conditions
Social-political
preconditions: social
relations involved with
active citizenship,
environmental
stewardship

Note. Adapted from Kemmis et al., 2008.
When practices transform, small or large variations in one or more
of the dimensions can be observed. These transformations do not detract
from an overall ongoing balance or ‗completeness‘ in the practices.
There will be variations and changes over time, as projects are returned
to and carried out year by year or season by season (and possibly under
pressure from internal or external forces). Finally, the expanded
framework of the practices are gathered together (and arranged) in:
a cultural-discursive dimension (thinking, saying) — the
dimension of semantic space,
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a material-economic dimension (doing)— the dimension of
physical space and materiality,
a social-political dimension (relating) — the dimension of social
space, and
the dimension of time (the temporal and historical dimension) in
which activities develop where sayings, doings, and relatings
occur (adapted from Kemmis, 2007, p. 3).
Table 2.3 provides the revised framework of situated practices‘
characteristics of sayings, doings, and relatings. This construction of
―practice-arrangement bundles‖ is intended to describe a particular
practice, demonstrate that the characteristics of the particular practice
being studied, and answer the questions being asked about how a
particular practice is identified and characterised (Schatzki, 2011, p. 11).
I have discussed the significance of the practice architectures in
relation to practices, and social learning, and four dimensions of
practices: the cultural-discursive, the material-economic, the socialpolitical, and the temporal. This forms part of the conceptual framework
that I will use to discuss the practices of participants in community-based
environmental groups. The theory of practice architectures provides a
structure for identifying where transformations are found in the practices
of the community-based environmental groups. That is, with this
structure evidence of learning and knowledge creation will be able to be
identified. To conclude the discussion of theoretical frameworks and to
position the third research question regarding the implications of this
study for natural resource management policy, I introduce Habermas‘s
theory of system and lifeworld in the following section.
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2.6 Landcare Programs: Policy Considerations
In this section I will briefly introduce issues pertinent to research
question 3 and the Habermasian theoretical lens that will be used to
interpret some findings from the case studies developed for this research.
The Habermasian understandings of system and lifeworld are drawn on
to discuss implications for policy in relation to community-based
environmental groups and augmenting their impact on natural resource
management. In the first section of this chapter I explored the existing
policies and legislation pertaining to natural resource management and
Landcare. The effects of the policies can be examined through
Habermasian understandings of the relationship between system and
lifeworld, particularly at the level of the regional administration of
Landcare.
Habermas wrote about the significance of the boundaries between
systems and lifeworlds (Habermas, 1987a). In fact Habermas indicated
that there is no single large system, only many intersecting sub-systems.
Lifeworlds are the intersubjective realms where people meet in shared
cultural, social, and personal spaces. Habermas described the
phenomenon in which a sub-system impinges on a lifeworld and alters it
such that it becomes distorted, as the system ―colonizing the lifeworld‖
(Habermas, 1987b). In the study reported here, at the regional level, the
interface between the administrative system of the Catchment
Management Authorities and the community-based natural resource
management groups, may be described in terms of a boundary-crisis
(Habermas, 1987a, 1987b; Kemmis, 2001).
Habermas argued that there are two ways of looking at the social
order. On one hand the social world can be viewed as a system in which
people perform functions related to the system and goals, and they fulfil
roles that help them to pursue those goals. This means that the social
order is there to fulfil the goals of the system. On the other hand, in
Habermas‘s view, the world is also, and separately, held together by the
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interpersonal relationships between the people who live together and
interact with one another in person-to-person relationships (1987b). In
these person-to-person relationships, the people involved understand
each other in terms of shared discourses, their relationships, and decision
making. In terms of these person-to-person relations, people find each
other cognitively and culturally through shared discourse, social
relationships, legitimate social orders, and personally in intersubjective
relations. As Kemmis and Grootenboer (2008) noted, the intersubjective
space is ―where others also control the direction and content of the
conversation‖ (p. 42).
On the lifeworld side, the social world is a place where people
encounter one another as human beings, not in roles, but as other people
in the community. The system and lifeworld need to be considered
together. Kemmis (1998) described the system and lifeworld as
―dialectically-related‖:
System and lifeworld are not separate realms of social existence in
which the expansion of the one (system) threatens to obliterate the
other (lifeworld), so that we are in danger of becoming social
automatons whose lives are merely realisations of the functional
requirements of systems. The Habermasian theses of the uncoupling of
system and lifeworld, and the colonisation of the lifeworld by systems
perspectives and values, are based on no such bifurcation. On the
contrary, system and lifeworld aspects of sociality continue to coexist
in interconnection, creating mutual, constitutive conditions for one
another, though admittedly with some rather one-sided (functionallyintegrative) effects as we live through the consequences of late
modernity. System and lifeworld need to be understood as dialecticallyrelated aspects of social formation in late modernity, not as two
separate entities at odds with one another (p. 302).

The duality or two ways of seeing the world are in a constant tension that
Habermas describes as the colonisation of the lifeworld by the system
(1987b). People in their lifeworlds experience intrusions by the system as
it sends system imperatives such as demands for roles or goals that are
required by the system. In Habermas‘s theories, individuals and
lifeworlds are under constant pressure to conform to the goals of
administrative and economic systems with the result that lifeworlds are
colonised by the imperatives of systems. In Chapter 7 my intention is to
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explore the duality in which natural resource management policy
operates in tandem with the Habermasian understandings of systems that
can dominate the more authentic practices of the lifeworlds of Landcare
practices.

2.7 Chapter Summary
I began this chapter by outlining the influences on the development
of agriculture, sustainable development, and natural resource
management. In the presentation of literature on natural resource
management, Landcare and policy considerations, a number of points
were considered relevant to the research and these are noted below:
There is evidence of a disconnect between calls from researchers
for more emphasis on social learning and support by policy to
integrate learning with environmental practices.
Social learning that takes place in Landcare groups can be better
understood by this research.
The informal educational processes in the community of practice
occur in collective active participation.
There is a variety of ways that information (as knowledge) can be
presented to Landcare groups.
Education for Sustainability is a global concept with local
applications in informal adult settings.
Policy influences every aspect of natural resource management
processes. Policy and governance devolved to the regional entity
has resulted in Landcare groups being drawn into administrative
struggles as they attempt to maintain currency.
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Education for Sustainability has been described by some as a process
of social learning. Unfortunately the research is not clear about the nature
of who or what learns and whether the learning is distributed equally
among the learners, whether it is an aggregate of individual learning, or
simply individuals who learn in the company of others. As well,
Landcare has been theorised as an example of social learning or situated
learning, with legitimate peripheral participation, in Lave and Wenger
terms. Arguing that Landcare is a community of practice highlights a
strong emphasis on situated learning in the community and individuals
learn from others. However, the emphasis on community fails to include
or account for the practices. The practices described assert that Education
for Sustainability is an emergent practice, still developing, and that it
organises people in a social space that prefigures the way people talk,
act, and relate to one another.
Problems of learning in community-based natural resource
management presented in this chapter appear to be focussed around
irregular or imperfect dissemination of information and uptake of
knowledge by landholders and local communities. Extension was used
for educating agriculturalists about new types of tractors, not for
educating farmers about complexities associated with soil salinity and
acidity. The problems encountered at the community level are combined
with challenges to engage with complex issues that require multidisciplinary and multi-faceted solutions and processes. Thus although the
research and literature I have presented here are concerned with issues
and problems encountered in conducting a coordinated, cohesive and
larger-scale natural resource management recuperation operation, they
rarely describe or consider the structure of the educational and learning
practices that are undertaken or that just happen.
Contemporary practice theory as I have discussed in this chapter has
key features that are of importance for the study presented here. Since
Wenger and his associates have left the nature of practices unresolved in
their discussion of communities of practice, I have used contemporary
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practice theories to further clarify the meaning of practices. The practice
architectures consisting of cultural-discursive preconditions, material
economic preconditions, and social-political preconditions can be used to
show instances of the dimensions of sayings, doings, and relatings (in
Table 2.2 and Table 2.3).
Drawing on the theories of natural resource management and
sustainability also reveals particular dimensions of the informal
educational practices that are found in community-based environmental
groups. For this thesis the practice architectures framework is the
platform from which the adult educational practices and informal
learning are identified. These practices and their dimensions will be
further described in the analysis, interpretation, and discussion chapters.
In the next chapter I will describe the conceptual framework of my
research and explain the methods I used.
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Chapter 3: Methods and Methodological
Considerations
3.1 Introduction
In the first two chapters I have contextualised this study within the
management of natural resources, discussed theories of natural resource
management action and policy, and outlined the theoretical framework
for describing informal learning. In this chapter I present and justify the
methodology I adopted, together with the methods used to investigate the
research questions of this thesis. Details are provided about the activities
carried out for the collection of data and analysis. To conclude the
chapter I address the ethical considerations.

3.2 Rationale for Methodology
According to Gillham (2000) the identification of research methods
should be guided by the research questions. In this study I sought to
investigate ways to develop a framework to understand the learning
processes involved in the practices of Education for Sustainability in
community-based natural resource management groups that comprise
adults engaged in informal learning. I designed an investigation
employing multiple case study methods to gather data. Empirical
materials provided qualitative data (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008). These
were sourced from interviews, fieldwork, documents, and research
literature. Exploration, or social research, of natural systems within a
qualitative research paradigm requires the interpretation of data created
from a variety of sources, and the capacity to consider possible
explanations. Because this study consists of inter-disciplinary themes,
the methodology provides the means to interpret and understand complex
social systems. I used both local community and regional-level
approaches for research questions one and two relating to the practices
and social theory. Because research question 3 involved exploration of
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national policy development and implications on practices and activities
I used regional, state, and national levels. The data sources for each
research question are presented in Table 3.1.
Table 3. 1 Research Questions: Data Sources Used for Materials
Literature
review
Q1 Landcare
group EfS
practices
Q2 Contribute
to theory of
social practice
Q3 Policy
development,
implementation

Doc
review

Semistructured
interviews

Participant
observations

Agency
interviews







Local,
regional









Local,
regional









Level

Regional,
state,
national

Stake (2006) in explaining the complexity of different
characterisations in different situations, emphasised the need for
qualitative studies to highlight the experiences and activities of people,
with associated contexts, for example describing and interpreting the
activities of a school office. Significantly for case study methodology
Stake (1995) earlier pointed out:
The real business of case study is particularization, not generalization.
We take a particular case and come to know it well. Not primarily as to
how it is different from others but what it is, what it does. There is an
emphasis on uniqueness, and that implies knowledge of others that the
case is different from, but the first emphasis is on understanding the
case itself (p. 8).

According to Stake (1995), the structure of a qualitative case study needs
to be able to encompass characteristics including uniqueness,
complexity, issues and issue questions, embeddedness, and interaction
with multiple contexts. The features of a qualitative study are that it is
holistic, empirical, interpretive, and empathetic (Stake, 1995).
Furthermore, Stake emphasised the conceptual structure of the case and,
at times, used issues to bring the case into focus. Issues may be
‗etic‘(external), identified by the researcher from her or his research
interests; or ‗emic‘ (internal) issues that arise from within the case and
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that belong to the case (Rossman & Rallis, 2003; Stake, 1995). In a
qualitative case study, where the researcher is practising reflexivity, the
etic is the researcher‘s perspective: the meaning of an issue might be
more important to the researcher than the case (Rossman & Rallis, 2003).
In the analysis of qualitative data, Stake (1995) suggested that ―the
qualitative researcher concentrates on the instance, trying to pull it apart
and put it back together again more meaningfully‖ (p. 75). An
explanation of a problem might be sought from quantitative data,
whereas understanding of the problem is more likely to be found using
qualitative data.
In my study I have used multiple case studies rather than a single
case study in order to provide the perspectives of a range of groups.
Stake (2006) highlighted the usefulness of studying several related cases
to reveal possible instances of cross-case insights; whereas issues found
at the individual case level may relate to particular contexts such as
historical or social that can ―go a long way toward making relationships
understandable‖ (Stake, 2006, p. 12). This was an important influence on
the decision to study four Landcare groups in order to provide me with
the opportunity for a variety of in-depth responses to the interview
questions (Minichiello, Aroni, & Hays, 2008; Spradley, 1980; Wengraf,
2001).
3.2.1 Research Questions and Responses
In order to address the three research questions, insights were
needed into the myriad relationships among communities,
agriculturalists, administrative groups, and Landcare groups. I indicated
in the literature review that investigation of the practice architectures was
a central tenet to show informal learning characteristics. Gaining insights
for the research questions required data analysis methods that revealed
aspects of the sayings, doings, and relatings of participants. The critical
approaches to data collection and analysis described in Bawden (1991),
Schatzki (2002), and Stake (1995, 2006) contributed to the way that this
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study was conducted. In order to investigate the social construction of
informal adult learning, following Rossman and Rallis (2003) and
Wengraf (2001), it is necessary to analyse social phenomena such as how
participants talk and interact at meetings and group activities, how they
resolve problems, and how they reflect on the groups‘ projects. Although
not intended to be a comprehensive longitudinal study, events such as
drought across the region, and inactivity in one group provided important
perspectives. That is, the application of one or two structured interviews
and a survey simply would not yield the stories of the groups‘ activities.
In summary, the multiple case study methodology was chosen for
this research for the following reasons:
The need to describe emergent practice architecture
characteristics in several groups.
The inherent value of the case study methodology is in its
attention to the particularity and the uniqueness of cases (Stake,
1995, 2006).
Different scales of investigation can be used depending on the
type of research question being investigated (Rossman & Rallis,
2003).
Data collection could occur over an extended period.
A variety of methods was used to provide the descriptions used in the
analysis and interpretations. An integral part of this research, with its
multi-case observations and data collection activities, has been to
observe and understand how participants work in Landcare groups under
different conditions and in different settings (Spradley, 1980).
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3.3 Data Collection and Analysis
The data were gathered in a number of ways. Narrative data were
collected by means of semi-structured interviews. Historical documents
were sourced from the four Landcare groups‘ records of meetings, their
projects, and selected newsletters. Further historical background was
explored through collection and analysis of external documents such as
Landcare magazines, and Department of Agriculture information news
sheets and brochures. Observational data were gathered by me during the
groups‘ general and annual meetings and those observations were
recorded as field notes and journal entries. Further observational data
were recorded at annual Landcare meetings organised by Murrumbidgee
Landcare Incorporated (MLInc), workshops, and seminars conducted by
individual Landcare groups.
3.3.1 Research Area, Case Study Selection, and Data Gathering
Participant groups were from the area of the Murrumbidgee
Catchment in the Murray-Darling Basin in NSW. A purposive sample
(Miles & Huberman, 1994; Patton, 1990, 2002), as explained below, of
four Landcare groups was recruited, with participants of six to twelve
active members in each group. The case studies were studied
concurrently. The main point of contact for approaching possible
participant groups was through MLInc and natural resource officers from
the Murrumbidgee Catchment Authority, both based in Wagga Wagga,
NSW.
MLInc is the peak body representing Landcare networks and groups
in the Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority. It is part of
Landcare NSW, which represents the Landcare movement in NSW
("Landcare NSW Inc," 2010). In the Murrumbidgee catchment, MLInc
has 15 Landcare networks with an estimated 2,000 members in 140
Landcare groups (MLInc, 2010). The Central Riverina Landcare
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Network is part of the umbrella organisation of MLInc, and it was from
this network that three of the four groups were selected. The fourth group
was the sole remaining group from a previous larger network of
Landcare groups. That Landcare group had been placed in the Riverina
Highlands Landcare Network grouping by the Murrumbidgee Catchment
Management Authority for administrative purposes although it was
located closer to Wagga Wagga.
Permission was sought from the chairperson of each Landcare group
for me to attend a group meeting to describe the project and ask for
volunteers. Although research is always evaluative in some sense, in this
study the intended purpose was not to evaluate the effectiveness of
groups in their work. One criterion for selecting groups was that
informed observers had indicated to me that the group had been doing
interesting and productive work in its setting. The selection of potential
Landcare groups for the study did not need to be based on differences
and was more likely be determined by those who felt they had ideas or
experiences to contribute. Participants in three of the four groups had
previous experiences working with university-based researchers,
although none of those researchers had spent more than a few weeks or
months with the groups. During the period 2008-2010 I had direct
interaction with participants in a variety of ways. For example, there
were personal individual conversations of up to one and half hours with
Landcare group participants, telephone calls, letters, and email
communication with the groups and their members.
The cases to be studied were also selected according to the project
brief as described in the study design section. In addition to that, and on
the basis of suggestions by Patton (2002), Stake (2006), and Yin (2003),
I approached groups that had:
alignment with the project description,
relevance to the research questions,
evidence of providing good learning opportunities, and
72

diversity and complexity across the contexts.
3.3.2 Recruitment of Participants for Interviews
The participants who took part in the conversations were recruited
either through direct contact when I attended the Landcare group
meetings, or occasionally by the ‗snowball‘ technique in which
participants referred me to other members (Minichiello, Aroni,
Timewell, & Alexander, 1995; Patton, 2002). All potential participants
were provided with an information sheet and a consent form that
described the research, together with a form that requested written
confirmation from the participants of their willingness to take part in the
study.
Table 3. 2 Interview Data Sources
Type
Agency participant
Murrumbidgee
Landcare Inc
Murrumbidgee CMA
officer
Plant and seed supplier
Other Landcare-type
researcher
Landcare participant
Participant observation,
meetings, fora

Number
8 Total (as per list
below)
(2)

Total interviews
15

(3)
(1)
(2)
34
28
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The total number of Landcare participants interviewed from the four
groups was 34 (Table 3.2). I frequently returned to the participants to ask
them to provide further information on significant responses, clarify
remarks, or review my transcriptions of interviews. Participant validation
or confirmation is described as a method for obtaining in-depth data and
as part of the iterative cycle that is essential in the early phases of data
analysis (Rossman & Rallis, 2003; Sarantakos, 2005). There was a total
of 63 interviews (Table 3.2). During the data collection a further eight
agency people consented to be interviewed in a total of 15 interviews.
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3.3.3 Conduct of Data Collection and the Conversations
The narrative data were collected by various means including
individual interviews, (transcribed by me, because it was important for
me to insert material about the participants‘ emotions as well as what
they said), and my field notes. I also took photographs of many of the
areas I was visiting and occasionally of a participant‘s property. These
were not intended to be analysed, but were taken to help keep me in
touch with the people and places I was researching.
I was concerned that farmers and the other agency participants who
had volunteered to talk to me might be inconvenienced by taking the
time to help me with my research. Accordingly, I asked to visit them on
their properties at times that suited them. I also interviewed them on their
own properties because I wanted them to feel at ease and in comfortable
surroundings as per Wengraf (2001). My questions were framed so that
they did not feel that the purpose of the interview was to judge their
farming practices. This meant that they were living and describing the
role of farmer, not distracted by being in my setting of a small university
office, not thinking about what else they had to do in town before or after
the talk, and they could control when the interview was finished. The
decision to talk to them on their properties was supported by one
participant who described later how it was better than being in a noisy
coffee shop in town when he was trying to visualise and relate to the
farm and Landcare problems. The research journal observations and my
field notes described that occasion and the participant‘s subsequent
observations:
LCM31 was interviewed on property in the Tarcutta Valley, describing
a dramatic gully erosion event, while in the background you could hear
a bull roaring. Later, when I was arranging a follow-up interview, he
described to me how being there in his kitchen while he related
activities and outcomes ―made recollections more vivid‖ and that being
there he felt ―connected‖ to his property, whereas if we had met in my
office or even at a coffee shop, he would not have experienced the same
intensity of emotions while he described the property and his particular
environmental problems. (Research journal, field notes, 2009)
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Other participants also told me that my willingness to visit them at their
workplace contributed to their consenting to be part of my research
because they did not lose working time.
3.3.4 Guiding Framework for Interviews
An interview guide, as described in Table 3.3, provided the structure
to investigate the research questions; and I used open-ended questions to
encourage participants to talk about their experiences, with some guiding
questions intended to explore topics at a greater depth or to return to
topics they may have introduced as described by Marshall and Rossman,
(2006) and Rossman and Rallis (2003). As encouraged by Wengraf
(2001) I used the technique of commencing with the broad topic of
Landcare with the interview guide developed by me, based on the
literature and research questions. It was important to make use of openended questions to allow the participants to discuss topics that were
important to them.
There were three main focus questions I used in the interviews with
individuals: ―How did you get started in Landcare?‖, ―What do you do
now in Landcare activities and natural resource management activities?‖,
and ―What is the future of Landcare for you?‖. As a guide to the key
questions in the semi-structured interviews, a conversation-starter was:
―Tell me, how did you became interested in joining the Landcare group
here?‖ Other questions to elucidate more information included ―Why do
you go to the field days?‖, ―What is useful about attending Landcaretype workshops?‖, and ―What is important about attending monthly
Landcare meetings?‖. A more specific, probing question was ―what do
you understand ‗sustainability‘ to mean?‖. Later on in the interviews, I
encouraged participants to discuss what it meant for them being part of a
Landcare group and how they thought they were learning about
sustainability issues. This is the ‗funnel‘ method described by Gillham
(2000).
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Table 3. 3 Questions and Follow-ups Used in Participant Interviews
Questions used by me
How did you get started in
Landcare?
Why are you in Landcare?

What aspects of Landcare work for
you?

What is the future of Landcare?
Cosmological, global sense of
environmental issues?
Is there other information?

Follow-up (prompts, probes)
Find out about it
Meetings
Interest in the environment
Motivation
Projects
Climate conditions
Soil erosion
Activities
Funding
Timing: scheduling in other farm
activities
Projects, funding
Community
Relates to other people in Australia
and the world
Help to locate documents
Opportunity to introduce other
topics, add to previous responses,
or revise responses

Frequently the participants seemed more at ease with me starting off
by asking ‗set questions‘ such as those in Table 3.3, even though after
some time had passed (for example, 10 to 15 minutes) they might then
talk about topics and thoughts that they had decided they wanted to
highlight with me, such as relating the history of the area and their
property, and how that linked to the current problems and subsequent
activities for which they were responsible. At other times, it became
apparent that it was important for me to reflect with the participant on the
knowledge that they held about themselves, the environment, and their
property so that those things could be acknowledged as valuable. I tried
to adopt a relaxed, low-key approach, and I deliberately did not question
participants about their farming practices or management decisions.
Following Silverman I permitted the participants to elaborate as they
desired (Silverman, 2006; Silverman & Marvasti, 2008). Although the
conversations with participants were audio-recorded, I would
occasionally augment the recording by jotting field notes. Later in the
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reflective and interpretive process I would often add a journal entry. This
also occurred when I was transcribing the interviews as well as when I
was writing up the field notes and journal reflections. Augmentation by
field notes was used for meetings and observations (Silverman, 2006). I
did not audio-record any group meetings. Instead I took field notes on
my observations and later made journal entries as observations,
reflections, and interpretations. These additional notes were made later
either when I returned to my hotel after a meeting, or sometimes
dictating reflections as I was driving back to work. Discussions during
review sessions with my initial supervisor or critical friends such as other
post-graduate students (for example, the School of Education ‗corridor
group‘), and the Faculty of Education‘s writing group contributed to my
research reflections. The feedback provided by my colleagues at
conferences and workshops also became part of my research journal and
informed subsequent data analysis. Figure 3.1 is an attempt to illustrate
the complexities of the data material sources and collection in relation to
the project. In this figure, as in much qualitative research, it is difficult to
represent the iterative and reflexive processes that occur over time.
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Figure 3. 1 Research Project and Data Source Overview

3.3.5 Meetings and Observations
I attended an average of nine general meetings for each of Groups 1,
2, and 4. The only meeting held by Group 3 that I was invited to attend
was an annual general meeting. During the research period I also
attended five Landcare-related fora held by either individual groups or
Murrumbidgee Landcare. The groups studied have had regular
involvement with researchers during their years of existence, so my
presence as a researcher in the groups was neither disturbing nor
unfamiliar. Along the way, however, there were frequent comments
about previous surveys, or that a researcher came to a meeting in past
years, made a ‗big noise‘, and then left without any feedback or thanks in
often just a period of days. In contrast, the participants in my study
commented that I was more long-term and that they viewed me as a
regular member of their Landcare groups. My role became that of a
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‗moderate observer‘ (in contrast to passive, active, or complete
participation) as described by Spradley (1980) in that I was invited to be
part of the meetings by the participants without becoming a full-time
member of the groups.
The meetings often appeared fragmented, disorganised, or even
rambling, and this was reflected in my field notes. At first I wondered if
the lack of organisation in meetings was because of my presence.
However, it became apparent over time that meetings normally followed
those patterns. The importance of staying locally (in the town) after the
evening meetings was apparent as I could chat with interested members
after the meetings, and then immediately return to my hotel room and fill
in gaps (of observation notes), and add reflections. For example, on one
occasion I was at a monthly meeting of a group that was planning an
event and it seemed that the chairperson was reluctant to take the lead to
confirm a date and a venue. I wondered if others were also frustrated. As
the discussion meandered it was clear that some members had certain
assumptions that were not being discussed. I could not give voice to
these observations during the meeting, so it was vital that I was able to
take time to record my thoughts after the meeting and I did this by
recording thoughts to be added to my research journal, and by writing
field notes.
Often I would be invited by the chairperson to give an overview of a
presentation I was preparing for a conference or had recently given at a
conference, or on the progress of my research. This evidence of
communicating the early phases and outcomes of the research gave the
participants a sense of their importance for my project, and it gave me
feedback and affirmations of the relevance of the research. When one of
my research papers was accepted at the International Symposium for
Society and Resource Management (ISSRM) conference in Vienna,
Austria, in July 2009, the Landcare participants were excited to hear that
I was presenting some of the work on their groups in a global forum. On
my return from the conference I again attended general meetings and
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gave reports of both my presentation and the questions it generated from
the attendees, as well as a summary page about other interesting
researchers with whom I met, together with global themes about
community-based environmental management that emerged at the
conference. Global representation included researchers from Asian,
European, and North American groups. The feedback I provided was
well received and there were some requests for more details and web
links.
3.3.6 Data Analyses
Overarching and guiding the data analyses and interpretations were
the three research questions. As Patton (2002) found, there is no single
way to move from data to findings thus the researcher applies an
individual perspective. Data analysis was an ongoing component of data
collection and throughout the writing-up phases of the study (Figure 3.1).
Concentrated periods of data analysis occurred when I transcribed
participant interviews, constructed the tables presented in the thesis,
assembled field and journal notes, and QSR‘s NVivo software (2010) to
prepare coded categories and themes. These activities permitted
triangulation and reflection for data interpretation.
From the observations recorded as field jottings, as well as field
notes and transcripts that I generated from audio recordings of
interviews, I assembled the analytic notes that were organised by an
intuitive analysis (as per Johnstone, 2002), but also initially with the aid
of the textual analysis software NVivo (2010). Coded categories were
created with data indexed against the categories to assist in in-depth
examination of all material and data created (Gillham, 2000; Patton,
2002). The categories created were confirmed by me during my data
analysis by triangulation with the documents and by participant
confirmation whenever I thought that was necessary. To confirm
categories and further identify major discourse themes I analysed the
discourses of the transcribed interviews (Johnstone, 2002, 2004).
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Categories and themes created also permitted analysis of discourses for
conceptual frameworks such as described by Wengraf (2001).
The use of NVivo software as part of the data analysis has
strengthened my confidence in evaluating the large amount of qualitative
data assembled. Gibbs (2002) demonstrates how NVivo is particularly
useful for systematically searching a large volume of text-based data
purposefully. I used several techniques to amalgamate themes or confirm
my intuitive analyses (with the data in a single NVivo database) by:
searching the text for the most frequently used words and
phrases,
using the most frequently found words and phrases to identify the
surrounding text for significant discourses particularly about
learning and education as per the technical advice of Gibbs
(2002),
using the narrative data to classify themes that revealed
participants‘ learning,
searching the text for discourses about policy-related issues, and
identifying collaborative discourses for confirming my reflections
on previous intuitive analysis.
The collection and subsequent analysis of historical documents
belonging to the groups had several purposes. The preliminary analytical
technique I used was textual analysis that was augmented by
comparative analysis (Gillham, 2000; Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2008;
Patton, 2002; Silverman & Marvasti, 2008). A primary purpose was to
create a chronology of policies and themes across the life of the Landcare
groups in my study (see the matrix figure presented in Chapter 5). This
was to provide a rubric detailing the types of information that the
members might have been reading and using to gain knowledge on
natural resource management from sources easily accessible to the
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groups. Another purpose was to obtain a form of triangulation for the
narratives obtained from interviews and observations.
Although I was not looking exclusively for data on tensions or
conflicts, I did find evidence of problems encountered by the groups that
informed my data analysis. These are examples of emic case study issues
that Stake (1995) described. The groups were generous in giving me
access to their documents. However, one group had difficulty retrieving
their own cartons of documents from the Murrumbidgee Catchment
Management Authority which had been holding the documents since the
2003 change to regional administration. This suggested that there was an
issue about ownership and control of the records of this Landcare group
(which, it must be remembered, is an incorporated body in its own right).
In summary the rich, descriptive material that I collected for this
thesis consisted of:
audio recordings from informal semi-structured interviews and
follow-up participant confirmation conversations,
my field notes, which included notes on the proceedings of
meetings and my reflections at a later time,
my field notes and journal entries from telephone and unplanned
conversations such as meeting someone in the street,
my field notes and journal entries from the group meetings (as
well as minutes, tendered correspondence, and treasurers‘ reports
considered at the meetings), and
my reviews of relevant historical documents such as newsletters,
newspaper reports, project proposals, and project plans (Figure
3.1).
In the final section of this chapter I provide details of the ethical
considerations and my research approach to the prospective participants.
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3.4 Ethical Considerations and Confidentiality
This research was approved by the Charles Sturt University Ethics in
Human Research Committee, approval number 2008/069. The success of
the study was dependent on interviewing and observing people who were
participants in Landcare activities. I endeavoured to ensure that I have
valued all participants as people rather than simply subjects. The letters
of consent and the information sheets that I gave to participants are
supplied in the appendix.
In planning this research it was anticipated that participants may be
anxious about confidentiality. They were informed of my commitment to
maintain confidentiality through not sharing notes or recordings, and not
reporting information about the participants in ways that would allow
them to be identified, unless they gave permission. Because my study
included observations in group settings, I made clear to participants in
groups I could not guarantee that other participants would respect
confidentiality. For this reason I have not named any participants to
avoid inadvertently identifying other participants who may not want to
be identified. Confidentiality of issues raised in the meetings was
discussed at each of the first group meetings I attended and I reminded
participants that they could ask me to remove any references to them
from my notes. (No participant requested that I do this.) I noted issues of
confidentiality in the information sheet I gave to participants.
The groups consented to be named but for ease of writing I have
used their group names at the beginning of each case study, described
their geographic locations, and thereafter referred to them by group
number. My supervisor and I decided that it would not be possible to
discuss the issues of Landcare in the groups with sufficient detail without
discussing their projects. The decision to describe locations of the groups
was made to retain the essential context of these particular groups,
together with the problems that they encountered.
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Since an important part of this research was cultivating an
atmosphere of mutual respect, my facilitation with individual participants
and within the group generally worked toward relationships that
supported respect. As I did not push for information that may have
compromised the participants and their roles, while the participants‘
natural tendency to gauge the level of the safety in the conversations, and
to fit their comments to that, helped to protect their confidentiality. It is
possible that even though participants had given consent, their
participation could bring about an invasion of their privacy. For example,
participants in an interview or group discussion may have revealed more
than they intended to or were comfortable with. As the researcher, I
sought to minimise that risk not only by reminding participants that they
had the right to withdraw at any point, but by also by making clear that
participants could decline to discuss particular issues or to proceed with a
particular aspect of the research. The time involved in participating in a
case study may have proved to be a burden to a participant. In most cases
I travelled to the participants‘ properties to conduct the interviews to
avoid taking the participants away from their workplaces. This reduced
loss of work time for the participants.
In group processes there was the possibility that the dynamics of the
group may have negative outcomes for individual members. Setting up
ground rules and dealing with such dynamics is not very different from
the normal responsibility of a facilitator or teacher. I sought to influence
the group process to minimise or avoid such harm. I had experience with
similar interviews working with one of my doctoral supervisors, as well
as reflective practitioner groups. My experience with facilitating groups
included lecturing at Charles Sturt University and Riverina College of
Technical and Further Education, Albury for over six years. I regularly
reported to my principal supervisor, who was watchful of the ethical
progress of the project. Contact with the supervisors allowed me to
discuss with them any dilemmas that were developing.
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In this research it was possible that I would present the views or
actions of a participant in a way that the participant felt was not justified.
Hence, whenever practical, I gave participants the opportunity to indicate
whether they felt that a description about them was fair, relevant, and
accurate. The description was then amended to take account of
reasonable objections.
Potential participants were given the appropriate information sheet
and consent form (see Appendix) and had an opportunity to ask
questions about the research. They indicated their voluntary agreement to
be involved by return of a signed consent form.

3.5 Summary
In this methodology chapter I have explored the methods chosen for
the data collection, synthesis, and analysis. I have described the
qualitative methods approach I used for data collection together with
interview and participant observation techniques. The data analyses were
conducted by textual/ narrative analyses of interview transcripts,
observation and field notes, and meeting minutes; Nvivo software and
database was used to assist with the textual analyses. The research period
was characterised by deliberate and considered reflective analyses during
the literature reviews (research proposal phase and thesis-writing phase),
the approaches to the participants, the interviews and participant
observations, my preparation and attendance at seminars and
conferences, article writing activities, intensive data analysis periods, and
the final thesis writing phases. In the following chapter (Chapter 4) I
present the four case studies and the key themes that they contained. This
will be followed by chapters on the analysis and discussions of the case
studies.
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Chapter 4: Case Studies of Four Community-Based
Natural Resource Management Groups
Almost all activity events are, in addition, occasions on which practices
are carried out (Schatzki, 2011, p. 7).

In the preceding chapters I have introduced the purpose and background
of the study. I have also described the literature and theories that are
relevant to the research as well as the methodology used to investigate
the research questions. In this chapter the narratives of the four case
studies are presented together with the lists of the main projects
conducted by each group.

4.1 The Location of the Study
This study was carried out in the Murray-Darling Basin that
comprises the catchment area of the Murray River and Darling River as
shown in Figure 4.1. The Murray-Darling Basin, measuring more than
one million square kilometres, occupies approximately fourteen percent
of the total Australian mainland area (Murray-Darling Basin
Commission, 2001). The Murray-Darling Basin is part of a large
drainage ‗depression‘ in inland Australia. The region is the location of
approximately 41% of agricultural production in Australia. As Williams
(2011) described, large tracts of land in the Murray-Darling Basin have
succumbed to the unsustainable agricultural practices of ―grazing,
clearing of forests and woodlands and the development of irrigation‖ (p.
2). One outcome of these practices was the emergence of salinity in the
soil (or more accurately, as highlighted by Williams, the re-emergence of
the high saline water tables that characterised the Murray-Darling Basin
of 18,000 years ago) (Williams, 2011). Compounding issues of
degradation is the economic driver for increased production. Production
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demand is one of the tensions found in natural resource management in
agriculture and described by Brundtland (1987):
Short-sighted, short-term improvements in productivity can create
different forms of ecological stress, such as the loss of genetic diversity
in standing crops, salinization and alkalization of irrigated lands, nitrate
pollution of ground-water, and pesticide residues in food. Ecologically
more benign alternatives are available. Future increases in productivity,
in both developed and developing countries, should be based on the
better controlled application of water and agrochemicals, as well as on
more extensive use of organic manures and non-chemical means of pest
control. These alternatives can be promoted only by an agricultural
policy based on ecological realities (p. 10).

The Landcare groups studied for this thesis were all from the
Murrumbidgee River catchment, one of the many sub-catchments of the
Murray-Darling Basin (Figure 4.1). The Murrumbidgee River catchment
covers an area of approximately 84,000 square kilometres, and is home
to approximately 520,000 people (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2007).
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Figure 4. 1 Location of the Murray-Darling Basin Region in Australia;
Locations of the Case Studies

Note. The case study groups were located in the area surrounding Wagga
Wagga. Wagga Wagga has a population of 57,015 and Narrandera 3,961
people (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2007).
Overseeing the development of Landcare networks and roles, MLInc
is the peak body representing community-based Landcare groups in the
research area. MLInc‘s vision for the Murrumbidgee catchment is ―a
landscape supporting vibrant, financially stable communities, managed
in harmony with natural systems to maximise their retention and
expansion‖ (MLInc, 2010). MLInc was formed in 2007, shortly after the
inaugural meeting of NSW Landcare Incorporated (NSW Landcare Inc,
2007). NSW Landcare Inc is the peak body‘s the umbrella organisation
and aims to: represent the grassroots communities, influence the various
government departments, improve the infrastructure supporting
Landcare, provide advice, and mediation support (NSW Landcare Inc,
2007). MLInc employed a fulltime executive officer based in Wagga
Wagga with the task to support and represent Murrumbidgee catchment
Landcare groups and the 15 networks that are in regional catchment
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areas (M. Benjamin, personal communication, 2009). The support of the
chairpersons in the Landcare networks was a significant step in efforts to
influence policy by giving local communities a role in environmental
governance issues. Local community support provided by MLInc has
included preparing grant applications, liaising with Landcare networks
and individual groups and Murrumbidgee Catchment Management
Authority by employing two parttime Landcare facilitators (M.
Benjamin, personal communication, 2011).
According to the MLInc the major land management issues in the
area are:
Salinity (dryland and irrigation), erosion (gully, sheet, rill, wind, and
streambank), loss of remnant vegetation, high water tables, bad water
quality, noxious weeds, wetland management, feral animals, acid soils,
aging rural population, increasing social issues related to land
degradation, and general pollution from large urban areas (MLInc,
2010, pp. 1-2).

Dryland salinity, the first mentioned major issue, is a product of both
biophysical history and human activities. Barr and Cary (1992), by using
the analogy of a large bathtub, illustrated how the Murray-Darling Basin
drainage behaves now. When the bathtub was in its natural balance (such
as 250 years ago before European settlement), the original trees and
grasses had evolved to use most of the rain in most years, and excess
water drained to the deep aquifers (Barr & Cary, 1992; Breckwoldt,
1988). When irrigation settlements took over large areas of the MurrayDarling Basin, each settlement region was in itself like one bathtub; due
to the new inflow of water from reduced perennial vegetation twice as
much water flowed into each bath, and the extra water could not escape
through the natural means. This caused rises in water tables that facilitate
salt rising (by capillary action) to become concentrated near the soil
surface. Whereas this description is over-simplified, unfortunately the
ways to resolve or combat salinity in the Murray-Darling Basin are not
simple. Explanations of salinisation and other forms of soil degradation
such as water erosion and compaction were employed as part of the
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awareness-raising for enlisting farmers and communities to begin
improving land conditions (Barr & Cary, 2000).

4.2 Introduction to the Case Studies
The case studies illustrate the characteristics of the Landcare groups.
The narratives of participants describe how the groups fulfilled an
educative role for adult learners - a topic of key importance for this
study. The cases are constructed to extend my understandings of the
groups‘ structures and how these influenced the relationships between
members, and between the group and the community. The data are
organised to show how groups organised themselves and how they
related to the partners, collaborators, and regulatory bodies with which
they interacted. Historical data that impacted on the groups and their
ability to continue with natural resource management are presented.
These case studies do not attempt to provide comprehensive histories of
the groups. The story of each case was told to me by the participants and
drawn from the group‘s historical data. My intention in presenting the
case studies is to highlight the areas that provide characterisations of
informal education practices and learning. The learning practices
involved development of knowledge about, and skills of, natural resource
management by the farmers as individuals. The practices also helped to
organise the collective work and understandings of the groups. The
shared understandings of activities concerning natural resource
management helped to orchestrate and prefigure the life and the work of
the group.
The narrative for each case study, the analyses, and the subsequent
interpretation are addressed under the headings of:
Background, location, and history
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The groups‘ location and history are of particular
importance in explaining the nature, behaviours, issues,
and, to some extent, the learning processes of each group.
Although there were similarities across the groups, there
were also differences that are relevant to the ways in
which participants in each group addressed issues and
learnt from the processes. Where information was
available, I also included data on the ways each group
developed after its establishment.
Group organisation
Under this heading I describe how the groups‘
administrative structures were implemented, the conduct
of general and annual meetings using data from
observations, analysis, and some interpretations of
behaviours and learning processes.
Key projects
The major activities are presented in a summary table for
each group. The key projects undertaken by each group
provide indications of the group‘s level of member
involvement, overall success, and hence educational
outcomes. The projects also indicate changes of
involvement over time as circumstances (particularly the
eight to ten year drought), needs, and funding
opportunities varied.
Challenges encountered by groups
I was looking for themes in the data, to cover the locally
relevant challenges encountered by groups. Although
some issues were common to all or some of the groups,
other issues were particular to a group and are included to
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provide an understanding of the particular group. This
means that some different subheadings are used when
presenting information about each case. Not all cases
revealed a complete picture of the groups and this is
partly due to the differences in the ways research
participants described their particular experiences as
Landcare members.
The key themes, especially those that emerged in the challenges and
learnings sections, that were identified during the extensive data analysis
required in depth interpretations that continue in the later chapters of this
thesis. Significant challenges to the groups resulted from the progression
of the initial soil and salinity problems into increasingly complex
constructions. Similarly the findings in the learning section are explored
in subsequent chapters where I where I discuss in full how different
practices contribute to the definition of social learning supported in my
study. Likewise the learning implications and a discussion on the
significance of how the concepts of social learning supported in this
study can be revealed by the different practices observed.
In order that the participants‘ voices are accurately portrayed, the
case studies make extensive use of quotations (Marshall & Rossman,
2006). Some edits were made to assist comprehensibility while
maintaining the meaning, following the practice of Corden and
Sainsbury (2006). In the narratives presented, codes identify the source
of information, as per Table 4.1.
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Table 4. 1 Codes Used to Identify Participants and Sources of Data in
the Narratives
Code
Agency
Document
Email
Field notes
Interview
Journal
LCM

Explanation
Agency person participant (and number as identifier)
Archive and historical documents that were used as
sources of data
Email correspondence
Observation data recorded in researcher‘s field notes and
journal
Denotes transcript of recorded interview data
My research journal, reflections and ideas
Landcare member participant (and number as identifier)

Note. The Landcare member (LCM) indicates participants in the
research, while the agency (Agency) people who participated in the study
were from the Catchment Management Authority, MLInc, the peak body
representing the Landcare groups in the Murrumbidgee catchment, and
researchers from agencies and universities.
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4.3 Group 1 Kyeamba Valley Landcare
4.3.1 Background, Location and History
The Group 1 sub-catchment area is located on the outskirts of
Wagga Wagga in the Kyeamba Valley where the Kyeamba Creek flows
to the Murrumbidgee River. The agricultural activities conducted include
mixed farming: dairy, cattle, horses, wine grapes, sheep, fat lambs, and
pasture. The sub-catchment includes the village of Ladysmith that has a
primary school, a community hall, and combined general store and post
office. The geographic centre, the Kyeamba Creek, provides a natural
focus both historically in the settlement of the valley and in the group‘s
approach to Landcare issues.
Figure 4. 2 Severe Gully Erosion, Landcare Participant’s Property, 2008

Figure 4.2 shows an example of the dramatic erosion problems along
an ephemeral stream in the Murrumbidgee catchment that have
developed since the 1860s (see also Breckwoldt, 1988). Interest in
establishing a Landcare group started after a group of concerned
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landholders from the Kyeamba Valley visited a north-east Victorian
Landcare group that had recently been established near Benalla and
Wangaratta. One member of Group 1 described the processes leading to
the establishment of the Landcare group:
It was a casual type of beginning. [LCM2] organised the first meeting
at his dairy because he was a bit concerned about the development of
salinity. That was at the same time as the Landcare initiative started to
kick off. We thought that it was a good idea and we had lots to do and it
gradually grew from there. With encouragement from the Department
of Soil Conservation we formed the group. There are three people who
have been involved from start … it‘s evolved since then. (Interview,
LCM6)

The participants from the Kyeamba Valley organised two public
meetings, held in the local town hall, to assess local support for raising
the awareness of farmers about the developing salinity and soil
degradation problems. About 70 people attended the meetings and
resolutions resulted in the formation of the Kyeamba Valley group and
adjacent groups. The sub-catchment was identified by the (then) NSW
Department of Land, Water and Conservation (DLWC) as being a source
of salt flows into the Murrumbidgee River. The group of landholders in
the valley were approached in 1989 by the Department of Land and
Water Conservation to form a pilot study, using the model already
established in Victoria for addressing soil degradation problems.
(Another Landcare group in an adjacent sub-catchment in the Tarcutta
area, Group 2, was also part of this research.)
Not all landholders in the sub-catchment were involved at the
beginning, but as they began to see the results from other farmers and
when they understood that they could also have financial assistance to do
the work, many became involved in the Landcare group.
True, this is what was happening … they were just worried about farm
values! We got started doing what we did, with a trial block. We
bought the drill and sowed 200 acres of pasture. We were getting
results. We had field days here. We planted 30,000 trees. Between all
that work a neighbour said ―Gee the trees are looking good. I think I‘ll
put a few in too‖. (Interview, LCM3)
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Many Group 1 members are from established families in the area. There
are three families in the Landcare group who have been members since
the group‘s inception in 1989. There are also some relative newcomers,
including people who have returned from professional jobs in the city to
take over a family property, as well as life-style and semi-retired farmers.
When I interviewed the chairperson of Group 1 at my first visit to
his property, he was very keen to ensure that the Landcare movement in
his area was positively reported in the research findings. Overall, he
concentrated on giving me a clear overview of the group, the valley, and
the surrounding landscape conditions. He valued exploring ideas, and in
the meetings that he chaired allowed time for individual contributions.
His overriding preoccupation (in the interviews, but also during observed
group events), was with the prolonged drought, with many references
made to ―how it was pre-drought and how it will be post-drought‖
(Interview, LCM1).
During the research interviews two of the longer term, established
farmers (some of whom had been on their family properties since the
1950s or 1960s) described how they knew what was happening to their
properties with salinity and soil degradation issues. They discussed how
they appreciated having scientific explanations for some of the causes.
By working in the Landcare group with scientists, the participants were
able to experience the benefits of having their on-ground experiences
blended with the work of academics. One participant had been a delegate
at a soil degradation workshop with scientists and academics and stated:
The CSIRO researcher got up and wrote on the whiteboard. He drew a
picture and condensed the explanation into one sentence: ―200 years
ago the topsoil was like this, that deep [approximately 90cm]; today
they are this deep [approximately 15cm] and in 50 years time the
topsoil will all disappear!‖ He was absolutely spot-on. My jaw dropped.
You sit alone on the tractor on the farm, days, weeks on end, and you
think over these things. That‘s where we‘ve got the advantage over the
newcomers. (Interview, LCM2)

LCM2 was also pointing out the advantage that the longer term
farmers have in understanding the current soil conditions, in part because
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they remember the conditions 50 years ago. This kind of observation, in
one form or another, seemed typical as participants discussed the issues
of natural resource management from the sub-catchment, landscape, and
global perspectives in relation to their own properties and in relation to
what the group could achieve in the local sub-catchment:
Because the world is so vast, and we are so small, like ants, the only
area of the earth that we can have any impact on is here. So if we don‘t
look after our own nest, then how can you encourage anyone else to do
anything? You cannot criticise anybody else … even if you want to –
there are plenty who want to find fault with the world. I‘ve always just
been aware of the necessity to have shade and shelter for animals and
the last property we had it was facing south-east and all the weather
used to blow in and – you were very much aware of it. (Joint interview,
LCM4, LCM5)

These two participants are active in Group 1, are willing to share their
knowledge with newcomers, and support other conservation groups in
the wider area of the catchment. Membership of Landcare Group 1
includes a combination of long term members and newcomers who
provide a mix of occupations and experiences.
4.3.2 Group 1 Organisation
During the study there was a core of only five Group 1 members
who attended the monthly general meetings regularly. They represented
less than five percent of the financial members. There was usually a
Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority representative in
attendance, although it was difficult for the members to know exactly
who was coming as the Murrumbidgee Catchment Management
Authority‘s natural resource officer position had been vacant for a
significant period of time. Communication between members and the
group‘s executive and between the group and external agencies occurred
in a variety of ways. Email use was widespread, but there were also
printed mail drops of brochures and notices, together with the use of the
public notice board at the Ladysmith village shop.
The executive positions of president or chairperson, secretary, and
treasurer were filled by the same people over several years, but there was
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little indication of either succession planning or encouraging new
members to take part at the executive committee level. In the years after
the establishment of Group 1 Landcare meetings were held in the local
community hall. At the beginning of my research with Group 1 the
meetings were held in a nearby hotel. Usually a few members gathered
10 to 15 minutes before the start time to chat and have a drink. To
support the Landcare group, the hotel staff would wait for the meeting to
conclude before closing for the night. The small hotel‘s licence was sold
in 2009, after which the meetings returned to the local community hall
that unfortunately lacked heating, although a cup of tea or coffee was
usually offered. Informal conversations after the meetings became rare,
especially in winter when the cold of the evening was uncomfortable.
When the chairperson realised that overall the meetings were losing
their impact he began to ensure that there were guest speakers organised
for most meetings. During my first interview with the chairperson he
explained that ―at the moment we are just any community group – one
who doesn‘t have a very clear direction about what our role is in natural
resource management‖ (LCM1, 2008). Another member said that ―the
need for a Landcare group has changed ... I‘m not sure what the role of
Landcare is at the moment‖ (LCM4, 2008). By the end of the research
period in 2010 I could see that there was increased enthusiasm among
participants, with suggestions and offers from participants to assist in
arranging guests. The meeting minutes show increased activity; in an
interview with Agency4 in early 2011 there were remarks about how the
group is organising more field trips and speakers7.
4.3.3 Key Projects
Table 4.2 shows the slow build up in activity (and spending) in 1991
to projects on salt action and gully erosion (1992-1993) and then revegetation projects in 1994. There followed a period from 1995 to 1998
7

The group then hosted the annual MLInc Landcare Forum 25-26 October, 2011.
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of consolidation with ongoing projects. A change in focus to information
and education was seen in 1999 with the Kyeamba Valley Landholder
Guide (Kyeamba Valley Landcare Group, 1999). Included in the
Landholder Guide are descriptions of the arrival of the first group
coordinator in 1991 in an appointment shared among Group 1,
Downside, and Tarcutta/ Oberne Landcare groups (Kyeamba Valley
Landcare Group, 1999). A replacement (shared) coordinator arrived in
1993. In 1994 the management of the coordinator moved to Charles Sturt
University and the sequence of coordinators continued until towards the
end of 2003 when the references to coordinators changed to ‗community
support officers‘, thus changing the emphasis from Landcare group
support to the Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authoritymanaged general ‗community support‘. As noted by one agency research
participant, the Catchment Management Authority expected the
community support officers to engage with Landcare activities for a
maximum of one day a week only (Interview, Agency2, 2008).
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Table 4. 2 Group 1 Project Summary Table
Year
1991
1992

1992

1993

1994

1994

Project name
Rapid Rural
Appraisal
Salt Action (NSW
DLWC)
Trewalla Road ―Save
the Bush‖
Ladysmith Village
Arboretum
NSCP
Salt Action

Rapid Rural Appraisal team, social impact survey unfunded volunteer project
Fence access to revegetation sites

Save the Bush,
Section 10 Soil
Conservation
Tree seeder
Section 10 SC project

View completed earthworks, the ‗fit‘ with the farm plan,
pasture establishment, new oat variety, gully stabilisation

Rapid Rural
Appraisal

19951998
1999
2000

Landholder Guide
Section 10 project

2001

Heartlands Project

2002

2003
2004

2005 2010

Scope

Revegetating
―Action 2001
Project‖
Heartlands Action
Plan & Kyeamba
Action Plan (KAP)
2002
Heartlands
Eight Envirofund
projects & Kyeamba
Action Plan
Project (unknown)

‗Re-green‘ closed/crown roads, fencing/chemical
treatment/direct seeding with Greening Australia funding
Arboretum
$10,000 purchase direct drill machine for [town] group
Increase biodiversity, green unused crown land roads,
revegetate to help lower water table levels, raise
awareness, extend areas of remnant vegetation on
properties – 58 ha, 13 km fencing, 11 landholders

Tree seeder purchase, tree seeding workshop,
agroforestry site, drainage project. Section 10 Soil
Conservation project, Rivercare
Rapid Rural Appraisal team, developments in Landcare,
social impact survey
Ongoing projects (Book Book Corridors TCM
Enhancement project, Silver Springs wetlands, Landcare
Co-ordinator project), Rivercare
The Kyeamba Valley landholder guide
Final Section 10 project - major erosion prevention,
erection of large water flow control structures
30 ha of tree planting – 27,000 seedlings, ripping,
cultivation, weed control, planting 2001-2002
NHT 2000-2001 project, 100 ha, large scale tree
plantings

Funding
Not funded
Salt Action
Grant $10,000
Salt Action
Grant $15,145
Wagga Wagga
City Council
NSCP $10,000
Salt Action
$50,000
Landholders‘
co-contribution
$54,000
Section 10 Soil
Conservation
(NSW DLWC)
NLP grant
NHT
Charles Sturt
University
(unknown)

(unknown)
Section 10 Soil
Conservation
CSIRO, NLP
(unknown)
NHT $92,100

Continue from 2001, Master Tree growers Course as part
of Heartlands project. To address salinity and water
quality (reductions in salt, nutrient, and sediment output).

CSIRO, NLP,
KAP $512,000

Heartlands final report presentation, farm forestry –
pruning workshop for existing forestry sites
Gully erosion control on Mt Flint and Wheel of Fortune
Creek. Kyeamba Action Plan: 12,000 plants on two
properties, scouts and volunteers
Erosion control, salinity amelioration, revegetation to
enhance biodiversity
No projects for the Landcare group, ongoing individual
PVP projects

Continued from
2002
Envirofund
$93,000
$5,000
Envirofund
$5,000
(unknown)
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The achievements of Group 1‘s projects are the result of enormous personal
commitments from members in time and co-contributions:
We used to have committee meetings and pore over the ideas for ages. We‘d eventually
get the sort of angle we thought was going to be appealing to the funding bodies, and
useful to us, and go down that track. Sometimes we would get assistance from
Department of Soil Conservation (land and water management or whatever they are
now) because there were some quite good people there who made valuable
contributions. So I wrote submissions; and the other thing we did at the group, which
was different to most other groups, was we actually managed our own coordinator and
our own funds. (Interview, LCM6)

The group has not been able to secure funding for a project coordinator since 2003.
Being able to write project proposals and fulfil the reporting rules of the projects is part
of overcoming the barriers to successfully participate in government initiatives ―you‘ve
got to have someone who is good at paperwork‖ (Interview, LCM13).
The significant re-vegetation projects undertaken between 2000 and 2004 were
succeeded by a period without projects for the Landcare group largely as a result of
changes to funding by the Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority. This is
addressed in detail in section 4.3.4 below. Some distinctive key projects are worthy of
note. These were major projects conducted in the group‘s catchment area by
organisations such as the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research
Organisation (CSIRO), and several universities. A prime example was the Heartlands
Project in that it involved several areas across the catchment including Kyeamba Valley
and Billabong Landcare groups (described in Allan, 2004, pp. 152-156).
The Billabong catchment, on the eastern edge of the Murray-Riverina Region of NSW,
was one of four focus catchments for Heartlands, a Murray-Darling
Basin/CSIRO/community natural resource management project. The Billabong
Heartlands project was managed by a Steering Committee comprising farmers,
Landcare employees, agency staff, scientists and academics. PRA was identified as a
useful way to gather base-line information to underpin decision making within the
Heartlands project, as it could also facilitate early and genuine community participation
in the project. PRA also had the potential to build and enhance the relationships needed
for good project communication. The PRA team comprised five landholders, two
Canberra based CSIRO scientists, four Landcare employees, an officer from a farm
forestry agency, another involved with dryland salinity and three researchers from CSU.
The PRA involved a rapid but in-depth qualitative assessment which spanned a single
fortnight (Allan & Curtis, 2002).

The combination of the obvious land degradation problems (as illustrated in the
photographs in Figures 4.2 and 4.3) and easy access from the town of Wagga Wagga to
the group‘s sub-catchment, probably contributed to the group‘s sub-catchment area
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being used frequently as a site for research projects and trials, and even for visits by
Australian government senate committees. The dramatic changes that can be achieved
by on-ground works can be seen in Figure 4.3 where the before image shows gully
erosion along a creek line and loss of vegetation. The after image demonstrates how
fencing off the damaged area prevents stock gaining access to the creek. The animals
are unable to eat new plant growth or to destroy plants needed for natural regeneration,
native grasses can establish in the undisturbed soil, resulting in soil stabilisation and
decreased erosion.
Figure 4. 3 Images from Group 1 Archives Showing an Eroded Gully Restoration
Before and After Project
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Several years after the establishment of Group 1, Landcare and community
participants wanted to extend projects to develop their activities at a larger scale (T.
Dunn, personal communication, 2010). Earlier in 1991, a Rapid Rural Appraisal social
impact assessment project had been conducted as a way of ensuring that targeted
activities involved the small community. The Rapid Rural Appraisal project is discussed
in further detail in Chapter 5. A second similar Rapid Rural Appraisal project was
carried out with Group 1 in 1994 to evaluate developments in Landcare in the Kyeamba
Valley.
Another type of project accomplished ten years ago with the help of a paid
coordinator, was the publication of a landholder‘s guide for the Kyeamba Valley. This
was available in printed form and on the group‘s website, and it was distributed to
landholders on a CD/ DVD. It was designed to provide information and contacts for
advice to landholders in the local community. Further information about this project is
presented in the next section when the issues are discussed.
Overall since its establishment in 1989, Group 1 has secured a range of natural
resource management projects; the members have developed expertise in scoping and
obtaining projects, while learning to manage project coordinators. The members are
proud of their achievements in natural resource management.
4.3.4 Challenges Encountered by Group 1
In this section I introduce some of the issues that confronted the Landcare group
during their activities. Issues vary from the demands of administering projects and
meeting statutory requirements, changing practices to adapt to more complex natural
resource problems, and sustaining or maintaining the Landcare group as a viable
community force.
4.3.4.1 Tensions
Group members were sufficiently experienced in the ways of politics to realise
when only token efforts to continue on-ground works were being made by the
Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority compared with genuine engagement
offered by earlier program managers before the changes in 2003. The lack of quality
engagement by the Catchment Management Authority had been apparent to the group
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since 2003 when the regional administrative structure was fully implemented (Chapter
2). The nature and impact of changes in government administrative and funding models
common to all of the study groups is explored in Chapter 7.
The impacts specific to Group 1 of the alterations to the funding models were the
removal of the group‘s ability to employ a facilitator to help run Landcare projects; as
well as altered project specifications and reporting structures. One resultant problem
was that group members were aware that they were experiencing burnout issues, as
described in my field notes:
[LCM2, LCM3] admit that early on they were all burnt out from the late nights and long
hours it took the group to run projects, so they were happy to hand it all over to the
Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority. (Field notes, group meeting, 2009)

In addition to the impacts of governmental changes, the Landcare members themselves
had a range of opinions on priorities and policy schedules for how things should be
done to repair the degradation of the land, and the manner in which the priorities should
be decided:
We‘ve got to accept a level of Europeanisation. We still need our wildlife corridors and
native species but we‘ve got to accept that the amount of change that has been inflicted
on the landscape in the last 200 or more years and it is indeed ―inflicted‖. (Joint
interview, LCM4, LCM5)

At the same time as the administrative changes occurred, the smaller Landcare
groups that had been set up in the first five years in the Kyeamba sub-catchment
decided to amalgamate to form single, larger groups. Evidence of this is found in the
newsletters from 2003, where instead of each group producing a regular newsletter, the
Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority produced an amalgamated newsletter
for the Kyeamba Valley, Tarcutta and Oura combined (Group document, 2003).
4.3.4.2 Moving from soil and salinity problems to complex problems
The group had seen Australia-wide changes in policies as well as variations in farming
conditions such as climate change and drought conditions. Participants often talked
about pre- and post- (the 2000-2009) drought when discussing a range of issues such as
salinity and erosion and the associated on-ground activities. They had seen the effects of
continued dry seasons on the viability of their farm businesses. Wry remarks were made
about how ―if only there was a salinity problem to worry about‖ (LCM1), indicating
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that with no rain there was no elevated water table so no salinity to record or fight. The
reality was that they were not prepared to engage in tree or shrub planting activities
while the drought continued and there was no forecast of rain. The caution about
waiting for rainfall occurred because of previous project outcomes where new trees died
during prolonged dry periods. After that, project plans frequently included provision for
follow-up watering and plant maintenance. Other important effects of the ongoing
drought were that farmers had diminished farm income and thus reduced, or no, spare
money to pay the requisite co-contribution to any Landcare project. It may also have
been that they could not even commit to providing in-kind contributions such as labour
because that would require (scarce) fuel for the machinery, or that they were working
off-farm so that they were not physically onsite to do work on their own properties
(Interview, LCM3; Meeting notes, 2009).
The changing demographics of landholders within the sub-catchment community
had the capacity to influence the community of farmers because there were:
… a lot of smaller blocks in the area. The owners work in town, are active, interested –
but not that many go to meetings. Meetings are tough going at times (numbers wise)
and getting people actively involved at times is hard – and understandably so there is
obviously an underlying sentiment (even if they don‘t really know what Landcare
provides for them) that we support it as a community group, if nothing else. … We are
strong in that respect. (Interview, LCM1)

The establishment of the Landcare group in the local community prompted the local
farmers to investigate different ways of doing things:
Yes some very interesting stuff happened in the early days of our Landcare from 1988,
and you need to appreciate all that – a lot of people who went with it… to go with the
basics of it … we had a big salt issue – which we now claim is an asset! (Interview,
LCM2)

In another set of interviews and conversations, two of the group‘s newcomer
participants explained the approach that participants take as a long term view:
We haven‘t got the salinity problems we used to have. But it is because of work that
was done! Four piezometers were placed on the site (they have the readings for the last
10 or 15 years, but no-one comes to look at them!) We say to the Catchment
Management Authority bosses: ―we have remained faithful, but you have never come to
see us or talk to us!!‖ (Joint interview, LCM7, LCM8)

Even when the Landcare participants were relatively new to the business of farming
and agriculture they could describe the obvious differences in project schedules that

105

were imposed by seasonal variations of ‗nature‘ (what could be done during the
drought, for example), and those imposed by administrative structures, for example, by
financial year reporting periods.
4.3.4.3 (In)activity
Members of Group 1 had an understanding that, if an evolving project called for their
action, the dormant networks in the group would be resurrected, and members would
begin a new set of activities. In the meantime they were keeping the ‗conversation‘ of
sustainable agriculture and natural resource management alive, ready for when new
people joined, or new opportunities might call for their expertise. One member
discussed the significance of maintaining the Landcare group in the area:
When you stuff up the soil you‘ve got no base to work from. Human health will follow
and go down the spout. We‘ve got to start somewhere and so be it if we have to start on
a place like this in our valley. We‘ve got all these researchers at the University to help
us, we‘ve got all the tools of the trade, everything we need, all here; we just need to
coordinate it all and put the whole package together. (Interview, LCM2)

The lack of direction of the group is exemplified by its approach to the Landholder‘s
Guide for the Kyeamba Valley. The guide needed to be revised and updated after more
than ten years, yet there were constant delays to instigating the update ―we now have
funding to revise and re-issue this guide. However, work has been delayed several
times‖ (Interview, LCM6).
My research field notes and research journal recorded that a progress report on the
revision of the Landholder‘s Guide was requested every six months but no action had
resulted from the participants who were designated to conduct the update. As with other
groups studied in the research period from 2008-2010, and as shown in the project
Table 4.2, there were no new projects funded from 2005-2010. It seems reasonable to
conclude that, given the immense stresses put on the community and the Landcare
group participants by the prolonged drought conditions, this Landcare group was in
survival mode. Although the monthly meetings were the main indicator of any activity,
they comprised standard meeting procedures and little else. For example, the only
business conducted at one meeting in 2009 was to organise the annual dinner and guest
speaker, while later in 2009 at another general meeting a 21st anniversary ‗return to
projects‘ evaluation field coach tour (and paddock walk) was organised.
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4.3.4.4 Individual projects versus group Landcare projects
The funding changes instigated by the Murrumbidgee Catchment Management
Authority from group projects to individual projects were of particular concern to
Group 1. The summary of the key projects table (Table 4.2) noted that there were no
Landcare group projects conducted from 2005-2010. Because of the change to regional
Catchment Management Authority administration, which resulted in a move of the
focus of grants away from the Landcare group to the individual landholder, it was
difficult to know who had individual property natural resource management projects
underway. This resulted in some individual Landcare participants being funded by the
Catchment Management Authority as a solitary, private business person. Under these
circumstances, due to commercial-in-confidence agreements, Landcare participants
were not able to talk about their private business transactions. I observed one general
meeting where a member needed to collect a payment for an individual project and
during which it was apparent that the member was uncomfortable about answering
questions from other members about the progress of the project. The constraints in
discussing natural resource management activities occurred especially if the funding
received from the Catchment Management Authority had an effect on the value of an
individual‘s own property without the benefit being shared by others in the Landcare
group. The new Catchment Management Authority procedures thus created a
competition between the self-interests of Landcare participants which was contrary to
the cooperative ethos of the earlier Landcare era. Moreover, the individual property
vegetation plans required by the Catchment Management Authority included
commercial-in-confidence clauses that participants said prohibited individuals from
discussing the works on properties that were part of the plan.
4.3.5 Learning
Instances of the learning occurring in Group 1 as practices, ranged from learning
how to establish the group and negotiate with governing entities over projects, to
education and learning about improved land management incorporating natural resource
management concepts. Group 1 showed that it was prepared to conduct its own internal
education activities as evidenced by regular field trips to sites of past projects within the
sub-catchment. Examples of the land management concepts include salinity and erosion
mitigation practices of fencing to exclude stock from affected areas, combined with

107

planting new trees and groundcover. I will present further analysis and discussion of
these in the following chapters.
The approach of Group 1‘s participants to Landcare revealed by the data of 21
years of activity is one of determination to sustain the group. Historically the group was
involved in several large projects but it also worked on a smaller, Landholder‘s Guide to
natural resource management project. The Landcare activities conducted involved
landholders and the local community, but the balance between the Landcare group, and
individual property owner involvement and commitment changed over the period. This
created, to some extent, a tension about the viability of the Landcare group.
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4.4 Group 2 Tarcutta Valley Landcare
4.4.1 Background, Location and History
The centre of the Group 2 sub-catchment is located 45 minutes‘ drive from any
major town. Since the geography and flows of the Tarcutta Creek are close to the
neighbouring Group 1‘s sub-catchment, some of the members interviewed were
uncertain about precisely which Landcare group they should belong to. The maps drawn
from records dating from 1999-2000 showed that this particular sub-catchment area is
situated on the downstream, western edge of the Murrumbidgee Catchment
Management Authority highlands zone that extends to the eastern boundary of the
Murrumbidgee catchment area.
Group 2 members were proud of the experience and knowledge in Landcare work
that they had accumulated over the previous twenty years. Since 2000, the network of
groups had gradually been combined into one group of 24 members who were
committed to keeping this group active.
There are only 24 financial members of the group (of course 90% of them are from
family groups (for example, Mr and Mrs XX)). A total of 70 members now… it sounds
like it must have been very popular when it was first going! I've heard from previous
members that they have let their membership drop as the whole thing has become
political and controlled by government, whereas it used to be neighbours helping each
other out. (Email, LCM29)

Group 2 was an amalgamation of six original Landcare groups that were established
in the catchment of Tarcutta Creek. In 1989 the first two groups were formed in the
Tarcutta Creek valley after the first well-attended public meeting in the town.
Landholders who attended the meeting were particularly interested in conducting
community works to combat the land degradation problems that were being highlighted
in their valley and in the wider catchment. A committee was formed to ascertain the
feasibility of establishing a Landcare group and to establish the strength of public
interest and involvement. A pioneering member described the first meeting held in July,
1989:
We organised a public meeting, sent out flyers, invited folk to come and express their
views and their priorities. Between that and the meeting, five of us on the steering group
had listed what we thought the problems were – we listed weeds, gully erosion, smaller
things like environmental factors, economic factors, screens, creek volumes, quality etc.
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One subsequent public meeting, held in the Humula hall, in August 1989 had a fantastic
representation! (Interview, LCM25)

Four more groups were established from this initial meeting. These were based in the
sub-catchment and adjacent valleys. The overarching Landcare network (Tarcutta
Landcare Network) once comprised six large groups located in local sub-catchments
with a wide area of influence ―we had 70,000 hectares and 170 landholders!‖
(Interview, LCM25).
The area had a history of farming that dated to the 1860s with small farming
properties that had gradually been combined into larger, more economically-viable
farms. Most landholders had family ties to the area that went back at least 40 to 50 years
(post-World War II). Several of the members interviewed had off-farm agriculture
related jobs to supplement their income, as well as managing their farm as a business.
Education levels varied from secondary schooling to tertiary level - often agricultural
college qualifications. The participants interviewed had a range of skills within the
principal occupation of ‗farmer‘. This group included two families who were not
farmers but had small businesses in the township. Other non-farmer occupations of
members included wool classer, animal breeder, accountant, engineer, teacher, and a
tourism and hospitality professional.
4.4.2 Group 2 Organisation
Monthly meetings were held in the nearby town at the local club, with standard
meeting procedure being followed. The attendance book was signed by attendees,
apologies were acknowledged, previous minutes and correspondence were tabled,
business arising from these was discussed, and there was a monthly treasurer‘s report.
Meeting days and times had varied over the years because at the time of this study the
small town had essentially only one suitable public venue (the local club) and care
needed to be taken not to clash with other meetings as Landcare participants were also
likely to be members of those other groups.
Members travelled up to 30 minutes to attend the general meetings. Before the
scheduled meeting commenced group participants occasionally chatted informally. At
the conclusion of the meetings some members departed immediately while others stayed
and chatted over a cup of tea or coffee or a drink from the bar. The topics of the meeting
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were continued with conversations about issues such as natural resource management
problems, Landcare arrangements, the weather, farming activities, and other local
events. The field observations and data initially showed a lack of confidence of some
members in discussing or debating new types of project proposals. It appeared that
some meeting attendees preferred to leave decision-making on innovative ideas to the
longer term members. That trend was reversed when two new members became active
and participated fully in the discussions and decisions.
In contrast with state-wide statistics for use of digital technology in rural areas, few
members of this group had regular or reliable Internet connections: only three out of
twelve participants who were questioned used e-mail and the Internet regularly. In
particular there was a reluctance to use email for communication among the Landcare
group members or for distribution of news updates (for example for new project
funding). There was occasionally some conflict when not all members were informed
about schedules for new projects or meetings, but this problem appeared to be more
with information not arriving from the Catchment Management Authority. Regular
updates and general information were also disseminated to the local non-farming
community:
We also do a very big publicity drive for our newsletter where we tell people of
activities in past three months, plus we put coming events in the monthly community
newsletter, so all the community get that, not just Landcare people. Mailbox drops
happen as well: we send out information to tell people what‘s coming up. (Interview,
LCM25)

Although the group could be disadvantaged by not using the Internet to distribute
information, the executive of the group was diligent in ensuring that people were kept
informed within the sub-catchment.
4.4.3 Key Projects
Table 4.3 lists the funded projects conducted by the group. In this case study,
several participants pointed out that they had contributed in-kind work early in the
period, but had trouble maintaining that level of contribution. This is exemplified in the
following short quote: ―there is a lot of free work being done behind-the-scenes by
Landcare, the so-called free work does cost us because we had other commitments‖
(LCM26). This example is a reminder that Landcare projects usually require a large cocontribution in cash and/or in-kind from the participants.
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Table 4. 3 Group 2 Project Summary Table
Year

Project name

Scope

1990

Umbango Bridge

1991

Hydrology project

1992
1993
1994
1995
1996

Rail corridor

Project for stabilisation of erosion. Landholder‘s
guide.
Hydrogeological study, EM surveys,
piezometers installed
Adjacent to Humula Road
Creekscape & water movement study
(ongoing project work)
(ongoing project work)
[name] Creek Catchment Committee project
Concrete flume, fence, plant trees

1997

Westbrook Gully

1998

Land & Water
Management Plan
Gully Erosion

Rivercare project
Westbrook Gully

(continued) Grass seed, plant further 250
casuarinas, install gate
Land & Water Management Plan (L&WMP)
(1997-1998)
(ongoing project work)
Rivercare project

1999
2000

Tarcutta Creek

2001
2002
2002 2003

Rivercare project
Rivercare project
Land & Water
Management Plan

(continued)
(continued)
Reduce salinity, waterlogging, improve water
quality, improve ecological diversity, more
productive soil, and community benefits

2004

Borambola
roadside – 10
small projects

Australia Post & group volunteers planted 2,000
trees and shrubs to combat salinity

2005 2009
2010

Funding
DLWC,
WWCC
DLWC
State Rail
(unknown)

(unknown)
Section 10
Soil Con,
WWCC
WWCC
(unknown)
(unknown)
NHT
$620,000

L&WMP
Envirofund
$70,000,
$26,000
Australia
Post, Toshiba
$45,000

No projects for the Landcare group
Coach Hole
Reserve

Fencing, tree planting (historical site, public
land)

MCMA
$4,300
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The group members acknowledged that the projects that were conducted 15 years
previously, when funding was easier to obtain (for example in 1994 and 1995), were
still having positive impacts on the farming practices:
Landcare has certainly helped me here. I think I've got $20,000 from them. And I would
not have been able to afford to do the work without the help. We have put in dams,
fenced the creek, and planted hundreds of trees. The trees are really starting to show the
benefit now. You can see on the bottom part of my country, there were hardly any trees,
the cattle need protection during the winter. So by doing something about the water
problem, I was helping my livestock. (Interview, LCM27)

In describing how one of the fencing and tree planting projects was conducted, this
participant emphasised the importance of the community group working together, rather
than the more recent use of contractors to plant trees:
If there is still a place for the group and working bees, certainly it would still be useful
for the tree planting. When we did the creek at Lowlands we got the fencing material,
and then they put in the posts. Yes we paid them to do that for us. But to put the trees in
we had a group of about 30 people arrive! Everyone went around and put the trees in
and that was great. But now they've got professionals such as the tree planters, who
came and planted about 3,000 in about two hours. The CMA supplied them, they
bought the trees with them and four blokes started planting. (Interview, LCM27)

The group members acknowledge that the contract tree planters are very efficient (often
planting 3,000 trees in two hours). However, the changes in how the projects were
conducted since 2000 resulted in no community activities for the group, apart from the
2004 Borambola project that was organised by two non-government organisations. As
noted in Table 4.3, the list of key projects for Group 2, there had been no new Landcare
funded projects for landholders on private land since 2004. One project carried out in
2010 saw a small planting and fencing project on an historical site on public land.
Overall, members of Group 2 have secured a range of projects from tree planting,
and salinity amelioration, to improving stream water quality on private land and public
roadsides. The members have developed expertise in scoping and obtaining projects,
and are enthusiastically seeking new projects for their sub-catchment. They are proud of
their achievements in natural resource management.
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4.4.4 Challenges Encountered by Group 2
4.4.4.1 Tensions
There appeared to be a level of distrust between the Group 2 Landcare participants
and staff at the Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority‘s offices. Sometimes
the dialogue appeared to border on a confrontation between the Catchment Management
Authority representative and the members of the group. From the field notes and
observations it appeared that the Catchment Management Authority representative had a
single focus: that of ensuring the thinking of the group in conceiving a suitable project
outline was in the categories of the funding guidelines as circumscribed. The group
members by contrast, had differing thoughts about the types of project the catchment
and the community needed next. Factors included the evolving weather conditions of
the season, soil and land type, business plans for their farms for the next twelve months,
and priorities for freeing up the in-kind contribution of their labour that would be
necessary.
When funding applications to the Catchment Management Authority were often
rejected, members experienced disappointment and disillusionment and yet they kept
attending the regular meetings and participating where possible. There was only
occasional discussion or reflection at meetings on projects. This was in contrast to
individual members such as LCM25 who reflected on and evaluated the benefits and
drawbacks of work conducted for natural resource management. His ability to debate
issues regarding administration and funding seemed to be linked to his long-term
involvement in regional and state meetings of Landcare and other farmer groups in a
voluntary capacity. It appeared that he saw the work of the Landcare group in the wider
context of agricultural economy, the need for sustainable agriculture, biodiversity, and
issues of sustainability for the environment as well as agriculture. Not all Landcare
participants interviewed seemed as clear about how these issues were interdependent.
The records of the group illustrated the continual turnover of the Murrumbidgee
Catchment Management Authority natural resource officers whose role had been to
work with the Landcare groups by assisting with project applications, coordinating
projects, and liaising with the regional Catchment Management Authority office.
Perceptions of Landcare participants were that there were many unnecessary changes to
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the ways they had historically conducted their natural resource management activities.
At the general meeting in 2010 a member asked the meeting for the support of the
Landcare group for his proposed Caring for our Country funding application. At that
time, the application was to be in the form of an expression of interest. He told the
meeting that he had spoken to the natural resource officer, who said it was worthwhile
pursuing it and to involve the group. He was assured that the assigned natural resource
officer would then assist with writing the actual application. Tensions arose as the
motion was being worded. A participant said that the proposal needed to be very
specific so that the group would not ―find itself taking on a project worded by the
Catchment Management Authority staff officers, to fit the Catchment Management
Authority‘s goals‖ rather than the project being what the group wanted (Field notes,
research journal, 2009).
Other concerns, evidenced in meeting records, revealed that the environmental
issues that the group had addressed were deemed relevant in that they were applicable to
the farmers‘ core business areas. Group 2 participants had difficulty understanding the
relevance of new styles of funding Landcare activities. This was especially true when
the new initiatives and proposals discussed problems other than salinity and erosion.
Typically, the on-ground works the group had conducted included the fencing of creeks
and streams (particularly where there had been gully erosion) and ongoing tree planting
for erosion and salinity control.
4.4.4.2 Moving from soil and salinity problems to complex problems
Landholders in Group 2 had problems such as gully erosion, dryland salinity, soil
degradation, and combined loss of native vegetation and biodiversity on their properties.
Moreover Group 2 participants had particular concerns with pine and other commercial
forestry plantations on what previously had been farming land or native forests. This
had been a major concern in the area since the establishment of the Landcare group in
1989. The particular concerns of Group 2 members were related to the silviculture and/
or managed forestry businesses and were based on groundwater being withheld from the
streams, the decline of water quality in the streams, and biodiversity losses. Interviews
with members revealed the tension expressed by a Landcare member and landholder
whose property was adjacent to commercial forestry operations:
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Legislating to limit the water we can harvest from a place, we can only harvest 10% and
yet we have to let the rest go ... yet when they plant the pines above us, they take 80%
of the water. What they do is mound up the soil when they put the trees in and the
mounds they build catch all the water ... there really isn't much run off going to streams!
That affects our water supply to our properties. (Interview, LCM25)

My research observation notes and field notes described frequent remarks by several
participants regarding the continued effects of the commercial forestry operations on
adjacent land.
4.4.4.3 (In)activity
As might be expected after such a strong period of activity and large projects from
1991-2002, there were some of the original members who were anxious that the current
level of activity was so low. For Group 2 members during the period 2008-2009, it was
not enough to wait for the return of project funding from the Catchment Management
Authority for on-ground works. In 2009 during the data gathering phase of this study,
they were preparing to host the annual regional Landcare Forum. The group agreed to
take this on after being approached by MLInc executives who believed it was strategic
to hold the year‘s forum in Group 2‘s location in the Murrumbidgee catchment. It was
apparent, however, that participants wanted on-ground activities, not only a forum and
meetings.
There was a lack of interest in pursuing Landcare projects by participants in Group
2. It was influenced by a perception of a loss of ability to be successful, as it was seen
from the group‘s viewpoint, and as described by an agency interviewee (Agency4,
2009). There were opinions expressed by participants that the published calls for
projects and funding did not appear to directly address the particular landscape
problems of their sub-catchment. The result was that the participants became
discouraged as illustrated in the short extract: ―I'm actually a little bit disappointed now,
because I think the Landcare group is dying‖ (Interview, LCM27).
Meeting records showed instances where members discussed local issues as they
searched for project ideas. For example, from the establishment of the Tarcutta Valley‘s
Landcare interests 21 years previously, the documents revealed the members had
regularly discussed problems associated with encroaching pine plantations, soil and
gully erosion. Many of the project applications are listed under Section 10 Soil
Conservation projects. There is a variety of separate problems across the sub-catchment
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of Group 2. Participants in Group 2 have described that the levels of activity in natural
resource management have been decreasing and they did not understand why it was
happening.
A founding member described the frustration at being unable to influence all the
changes, together with the personal significance and his values around Landcare and
being involved at the farm level in natural resource management:
The top end of our valley is now under pines, right down even past Humula village. My
property is just over here [indicates map] … it‘s on three sections of my boundary. In
fact, I‘ve just bought my crown lease title so I won‘t have anyone being able to take it
over and plant pines! I have done that in the last two months. [Q: The covenant?] Yes!
That‘s what I say is putting your money where your mouth is. And yes, I‘ve got 700
acres of pristine forest, virgin country. It‘s a fairly high proportion of my property but I
love it, I take people for walks out there all the time and they can‘t believe it. I took an
Aboriginal bloke there. I told him that his ancestors and me are probably the only
people who have been here. I‘m happy with it and proud of it! But I do have a
productive farm so I did not need that land. But there are also the carbon credits ... I
believe that the government should be giving farmers some incentives. (Interview,
LCM25)

LCM25, as well as taking action on his own property to conserve precious forests,
demonstrated a strong belief in the value of involving Landcare participants in more
conservation-type projects that were relevant to the area of Group 2.
4.4.4.4 Links with the wider community
As I have noted in Chapters 1 and 2, a feature of Landcare in Australia has been its
enduring links with the local community. The networks of relationships and linkages
that the members of Group 2 had created reflected on a more isolated location within
the Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority. Individuals at a Landcare
meeting listed their contacts with National Farmers Federation, the local Wagga Wagga
Council, diverse farming and animal breeding groups, and the local rural fire brigade.
I remember I was a sceptic, I looked at it and I thought we are going to employ a
person, though each little creek had its own Landcare group then, now it‘s all in one
large area, and they then formed an umbrella organisation, now it‘s back to just one
group. I was treasurer of the local group. It was very versatile and we had some
dynamic people. We toured to Tarcutta to see what they were doing there. These guys
were doing stuff we hadn‘t thought of. We looked at some things and thought that we
wouldn‘t ever do that, plus we were coming from a much heavier rainfall than Tarcutta.
Tumut was never as long in drought as these areas. At Tumut there was a large crosssection of people from a lot of little holdings in the valley – quite a few nondescript
people, the doctors, people were hidden away – so you had really radical ideas. People
came with preconceived ideas whereas I was a pretty mainstream farmer, if I were to
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win the lottery I would keep farming until I wasted it all. There was the push for
increasing productivity for this and that. The rotational grazing concepts ... it was just
stuff you read about. How could that work, why would it work? (Interview, LCM27)

Similarly to Group 1, Group 2 members developed a Landholders‘ Guide in 1990,
and this was still made available to newcomers to the rural area in 2009. This
willingness to positively engage newcomers to the area was seen by the members as an
important factor in the ongoing success of a group. An important part of a rural
Landcare group‘s work is to provide information to any new landholders who purchase
properties in the sub-catchment. A recently arrived, new Landcare participant and
farmer detailed how useful it was to have someone with a Landcare focus who made
time to talk to him about the local environmental issues:
A neighbour [also a Landcare member] told us about it, it gave us a lot of information
when we arrived … We first met him at the Christmas party. The property had been
vacant for twelve months so he had looked after it as a neighbour. We asked him about
some of the weeds, what they were, because we came from the Northern Territory and
they were new to us. Others gave us photos of the local grasses and weeds, examples of
stocking rates for this area, plant suitability, growing seasons, climate statistics, because
we didn‘t have much actual on-ground information for the property … We met the
environmentally-concerned people. (Interview, LCM29)

This newcomer noted that even at the valley‘s Christmas party, people were talking
about Landcare. Another place where Landcare contributes in the community is the
local school. From the group‘s involvement with the local school came a widening of
environmental interests for the area and being involved in Education for Sustainability:
I‘ve been energetic while I‘ve been involved in Landcare to get the school children
involved. We started that with Greening Australia funding. We set up a school nursery
for propagation of native trees for planting in the area. We took them out for a day
planting trees in paddocks and told them why we are doing it. For a couple of years
after that I set up a syllabus for environmental studies for years 5 and 6. I taught at the
school for an hour session once a month. I covered the basics like understanding soil,
air, water, pollution, composting, creek stabilisation, salinity – various things that they
had around them but that a lot of the kids who weren‘t from farms didn‘t know anything
about. The town kids might have seen the rising salt on brickwork on the houses but we
decided that we should have a salinity control program in Tarcutta village because of
that, as it has a high water table. Then we installed piezometers and we took the kids out
to the site to show the measuring – water on soil with a low profile and a higher one –
so they could understand the water pressure was pushing up. I did that for about two
years. The headmaster at the time was on side with that, and their other teachers didn‘t
have the time to do it. I thought the syllabus was pretty good. … I did that on my own
initiative because of my studies and I knew what the kids should learn about.
(Interview, LCM25)

Participant LCM25 has spent much of his spare time encouraging school children to
learn about natural resource management. This led to a broader influence with people
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who did not have a rural background, with children taking their enthusiasm for
Landcare home and back to the cities:
Two years ago we had contact with a Sydney school that wanted to come down and do
an exchange (as a town and country program). Last year we hosted about 20 students
from two city schools of St Josephs and St Marys in Randwick. They came and spent
two days at Borambola, they were involved in basic things: mustering sheep, planting
trees, talking about gully erosion and farming activities. (Interview, LCM25)

Group 2 case study data reveal participants have a commitment to engaging with the
local community from local school children to the general community.
4.4.4.5 Landcare is important
One Landcare member differentiated Landcare as a movement from professional
farming bodies such as the National Farmers Federation:
I was secretary from 1992. I‘ve been in an executive role from the beginning — from
1989 I think? I had been involved for a long time in organisations to keep it together,
and I recognised that Landcare was vital. Just before this I was state chairman of the
NSW Agricultural Bureau [Ag Bureau] which is a collective of all farmers in NSW,
branches all around NSW. I was chair from 1996. Thus I was used to being in
organisations that worked together rather than just doing their own isolated, individual
things – independently – to get a focussed approach. The Ag Bureau was interested in
improving profitability, marketing, and production in an orchestrated way. But they
didn‘t consider that the environment was under that banner. NSW Farmers was also the
political side, but the Ag Bureau was non-political, it was targeted at people from the
Department of Agriculture, and giving us worthwhile information. But when you got
away from the production side you had all these other things that needed to be
addressed. The farm isn‘t just one target or focus; you need to produce a bit of wool to
go out the gate, but you‘ve also got all the allied activities and facets! (Interview,
LCM25)

An issue of debate and consideration among Group 2 members was the personal
meaning of being involved in natural resource management:
I can go for a walk up the paddock and although I‘ve been on this place for 40 years I
will see things that I haven‘t seen before. So that is why it‘s so important to be able to
look at things differently, to be different to other people. No, ignorance is no excuse. …
the early activities of Landcare were field walks, getting people out in the paddocks to
be able to identify and observe things. Yes even I, in a basic way, know how things
interact. I ask myself ―God, how could I have walked past that for so many years and
not even understand it? Or see what was happening!‖ It is true, I used to regard myself
as being intelligent, clever … [Q: were you always interested in nature?] Yes, I have
been here all my life, but might not necessarily help it – my eyes were closed! When
you think you have knowledge, that‘s the problem, then you don‘t leave room for stuff
you need to know, to come in, you become closed if you think you know it! (Interview,
LCM28)
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Yet there are members who describe a lack of relevance for the Landcare group:
When and why? It had been going for a while, we had been feeling those things to a
certain extent anyway and we had those things … I hate the word ―sustainable―. Like
anything that becomes used everywhere, it loses its meaning and I think a big
percentage of the time a lot of people don‘t know what is sustainable and what isn‘t! I
think that planting trees isn‘t sustainable. It‘s what Landcare is all about – planting trees
– just ticking a box. I‘m doing a bit of gully work out here, but now they want me to
plant all these trees, and I don‘t want to plant them! (Interview, LCM28)

Other participants were eager to talk about changes to their Landcare activities in their
valley:
It has changed, I did have notes of the first meeting – we had about 80 people! One of
the first meetings of the local group we had 70 people. There are 175 landholders in the
whole catchment. (Interview, LCM25)
Maybe I am still a bit naïve, but I still think it‘s a good opportunity for us, to get to
know the neighbours too (through Landcare) – it is probably the only group that does
meet here. (Interview, LCM29)
Of course you don‘t need to be in a group [LCM quotes Rick Farley] and there are
people who never go to a Landcare meeting but they do what Landcare is supposed to
be doing! (Interview, LCM32)

These are instances of how Group 2 participants understand some of the natural
resource management activities, how they continue to reflect on their reasons for being
part of Landcare, and the changes that have occurred in their group‘s activities.
4.4.5 Learning
In common with Group 1, the examples of the practices, education processes, and
learning occurring in Group 2, include learning how to establish the group and negotiate
with governing entities over projects. Some participants in Group 2 wanted to involve
the school children, and one participant regularly conducted classes based on local
natural resource management topics such as salinity, erosion, and preserving remnant
vegetation. Inside the group, the preference in education was to invite guest speakers
and organise seminars. I will conduct further analysis and discussion of these practices
in the following chapters.
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4.5 Group 3 Strontian Road Landcare
4.5.1 Background, Location, and History
The Group 3 location is about 50 minutes drive from Wagga Wagga, and 15
minutes from the nearest small town, Narrandera. The sub-catchment for this group is
located in a confusing position, with some of the properties adjoining the
Murrumbidgee River, and then spreading back towards a range of hills with slopes in
the Murray River catchment (often with larger properties than in the other case study
groups). Some landholders have found that they are allocated to two different
Catchment Management Authorities‘ jurisdictions owing to different segments of their
land holdings being situated in each catchment. At least two landholders have shared
catchments, that is, some of the property drains to the Murrumbidgee, and some to the
Murray River. This situation was the cause of some uncertainty that arose when
members wanted to apply to be part of a project and there needed to be a clear idea of
which part of the group‘s sub-catchment or the individual‘s property would be able to
have work carried out on it according to the funding regulations.
Although (or because) this group‘s geographical area is only 15 kilometres from
Narrandera, it lacks a community focus. The area has a couple of community halls, yet
no school, hotel, bakery, or general store. There are also no active sporting teams such
as football or cricket, although there were some isolated tennis courts. The lack of any
community focus or centre may be a factor in what had been the group‘s lack of activity
in recent years.
The catalyst for the formation of this group in 1991 was the awareness of increasing
salinity problems and rising water tables. The aim of the group was:
To find the source of the rising water table … to combat soil acidity and to plant
suitable species for shelter and using excess water. This area is the largest single area of
dryland salinity in the Murrumbidgee Catchment. (Archive documents, 1991)

A founding member described the early impetus and attitudes around projects:
Well I bought a property next door to here, and as soon as I bought it the trees started to
die! And the land was degraded so we deep-ripped it, which didn‘t do any good, you
could see it was salinity occurring fairly quickly, and it was spreading like a cancer into
the neighbours and two or three of us thought that the water was coming from the creek
- coming from underground because it‘s an old floodplain. The ‗powers that be‘ at the
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time didn‘t believe us – they said that it was due to the management of the valley by the
existing landholders letting water slide down the hills, in to the valleys. The government
spent over $200,000 on an electromagnetic survey. I‘ve got all those reports, results of
those surveys – in the end they had to agree with us. We were right, the water was
coming from the creek across. I suppose that always bugged me because if they had
given us the $200,000 instead, to plant saltbush it would have been better than a doing a
report. So we decided to form a Landcare group. There are about 25,000 acres, about
10,000 hectares. When we started there would have been 200 ha total of lucerne and
perhaps 5,000 trees planted, and I think about five acres of saltbush that I had planted
before buying the new property. Then we did various field trips as a group – we looked
at a property between Deniliquin and Echuca where there‘s actually an island of
230,000 ha, between the original Murray stream and the existing Murray stream. That
whole area is ecologically very fragile, the water table is very high and that causes
salinity problems. We looked at the use of saltbush, there, and around Moulamein.
Probably the turning point for the whole group was when we went to Narromine. A
business there propagates saltbush seedlings. We also went to Breeza, NSW (2001) to
see the Holistic Grazing Consultancy project. (Interview, LCM23)

The points raised by LCM23 illustrated the importance of local knowledge in
understanding the landscape. Group 3 was the pioneering environmental group for the
sub-catchment in the Strontian Road area. The original issues that prompted the group‘s
formation were still part of the conversations of members, in conjunction with
environmental concerns for their properties.
Yes, probably the most important question you have asked is, ―Why did I get involved
in Landcare?‖ It is because of that word ―salinity‖. I am proud of what we‘ve done
down there. We‘ve sustained the soil to be productive again so as to meet our needs. We
should have opened our eyes wider before we purchased it. There were obviously signs
of salinity there when we bought it. (Interview, LCM22)

Land and soil degradation was evident in the area when I travelled to interview
participants, and it was probably the result (more recently, 2002-2010) from the
prolonged drought conditions removing remnant ground covering, as well as
overgrazing by livestock (Figure 4.4). Reflecting on getting involved in Landcare, one
participant said that they were drawn into projects after seeing other landholders who
were benefiting:
We weren‘t members right from start as we didn‘t have land actually in the subcatchment. I went to some meetings but I didn‘t get involved. Why did we start? There
was money offered. If you can get a grant or funding, many farmers are interested and it
was a definite problem in that area. Not all farmers in the Landcare group had saltaffected land, but they were interested in looking after the country in general and the
‗ideals‘ of Landcare. It all started with a couple of farmers who were pretty interested in
doing it and carrying on. (Interview, LCM18)

122

Figure 4. 4 Soil Degradation

4.5.2 Group 3 Organisation
I was able to meet and interview the current and immediate past chairpersons, and
the secretary of the group. I also conducted follow-up conversations both in person and
by email with the secretary. Another previously very active member who was in the
process of selling their property and leaving the area was also interviewed. The group
was apparently reluctant to lapse into the category of disbanded Landcare groups, and
yet there was little enthusiasm for Landcare activities or for conducting regular
meetings other than the compulsory annual meeting.
The annual general meetings were held as required, but otherwise there were no
group activities as can be seen in the project table (Table 4.4). The group was still
contacted via the chairperson or secretary by the designated natural resource officers
from the office of the Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority when projects
and funding opportunities were announced.
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4.5.3 Key Projects
The key projects indicated changes of involvement over time as circumstances,
needs and funding opportunities varied. This participant described how the group
realised what types of activities were suitable:
Once we did those field trips our members hopped in and had a go! We did a selfanalysis about ten years after we started (we started about 1988 or 1989), and in 1999
we looked back at what we had achieved. For example, the lucerne increased from 200
hectares to 4,000 hectares; trees 80,000; and saltbush totalled 600 hectares probably.
(Interview, LCM23)

Several projects have featured large plantings of saltbush varieties with added benefits
for sheep grazing. This participant found that there were extra benefits apart from
salinity amelioration:
We would like a bit more planted, too. In the drought it‘s good feed, they‘ve only had to
add in a little bit of grain (barley, oats) – saltbush 20% protein, grain to add and balance
carbohydrate. (Interview, LCM18)

Table 4.4 lists the group‘s projects all of which have concentrated on salinity
amelioration including planting trees, saltbush, and monitoring water levels. Figure 4.6
shows an example of saltbush planting. The emphasis on planting saltbush continued
until 2003. As was noted in my case study descriptions of Groups 1 and 2, the activities
related to funded Landcare group projects have ceased in recent years due to changes in
funding administered by the Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority; in the
case of Group 3 there had been no funded projects since 2003.
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Table 4. 4 Group 3 Project Summary Table
Year
1991

Project name
Tree planting trial
Salt Action
Salt Action
(Catchment Plan)
NRMS

NRMS

1992

1993
1994
1995
1996 1999

1997 1998
2000 –
2001
2002 –
2003

20032010

Some 1991 projects
ongoing

[location] Salinity
and Environmental
Management

[location] Salinity
and Environmental
Management
[location]
Biodiversity and
Salinity Project
Laragh Basin
Biodiversity
Enhancement and
Salinity Mitigation
Project

Scope

Funding

Trees and saltbush
2 year program $2,000 left for sowing salt tolerant
grasses
1 year program property planning

$45,000
(unknown)

Natural Resources Management Study (NRMS)
investigate problems in catchment (included
topographic survey $9,000)
Further investigate ground water (including
drilling) $30,000; electro-magnetic induction
survey $3,000; monitoring & recording $3,000
Finding suitable areas for tree planting; saltbush
plantings; two more salt meters (piezometers);
property planning continuing
(unknown)
(unknown)
(unknown)
Lower water tables and recharge rates, to preserve
and improve existing biodiversity in our region.
Establish 73 ha of saltbush, 24 species of locally
native flora raised from local seed, linking stands of
remnant vegetation, local biodiversity; protection
and management of remnant Grey Box (Eucalyptus
microcarpa) Woodland
Establish deep rooted perennial plants. Plant local
tree species to intercept ground water and link
remnant vegetation
Add value to previous projects. Stop further
salinization of the [location] Basin and surrounding
farmland, improve conditions for biodiversity
Land and Water Management plan prepared by
DLWC for Strontian Road Landcare Group.
Establish saltbush on 75 ha of highly saline land;
5,000 native trees and shrubs in less saline areas
surrounding the saltbush.
No Landcare group projects

$45,000

$23,500

$36,000

(unknown)

(unknown)

(unknown)

(unknown)

(unknown)
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Participants acknowledged that during the years since 1991, the
Landcare group activities in the area were useful as they understood
more about initiatives and issues from the usefulness of dung beetles to
soil testing:
Yes we‘ve learnt a bit about dung beetles, pests, and weeds! Yes they
have had programs organised and at our meetings we usually get a
speaker there. We even discussed ―zero till‖ cropping, talking about
weed problems and animal/insect pest problems. Those are things that
basically affect farming too. We did a Healthy Soils program last year.
Now that was really interesting. I learnt more at those meetings than I
had about the soil, health of the soil than I‘ve read or gone to on other
field days. It was just so good. And I think because the guys doing the
course weren‘t pushing a product. No commercial or vested interest that‘s right, they just told the facts as they were without pushing
anything. And we got cheap soil samples done, probably half-price [the
cost for one soil sample analysis can be at least $120], it was a really
good program, all through Landcare. (Interview, LCM22)

Figure 4. 5 On-ground Activities: Saltbush Planting Group 3

Another participant noted the improved breeding and lambing rates
obtained by using the saltbush paddocks for shelter during joining and
lambing periods (Figure 4.5). Still another participant was keen to
emphasise that the Landcare group projects helped with efforts to
improve his family‘s properties, and now they worried about what would
happen when they had to retire from the properties:
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A big investment – my brother and dad and I have spoken about our
setup here, and whether we should look for something else to do.
We‘ve talked about getting out of farming and we don‘t owe any
money on our country or machinery. There‘s just one payment left on
one machinery item. You could probably get out of farming and have
enough to do what you needed to do. My biggest scare is ―Who would
buy the property?‖ I have seen good things and bad things happen with
‗corporates‘ [large-scale corporate property owners and pastoral
companies], who buy farms. I worry that I would be responsible if
something bad were to happen. Yes, I would really like to see
something put in place that could ever be done of corporates buying
farms: They have got to sign something to maintain the health of the
farms- that would get to me if they were to knock a heap of trees out
just to make money. We have spent a lot of money over the years to
make it sustainable in the future, not just to reap all the benefits in a
couple of years. (Interview, LCM22)

The same participant reflected on the impact of being a Landcare
participant, and explained the wider impact of the on-ground work
conducted:
Since I‘ve been involved in Landcare I take a lot more notice of natural
things that happen around the paddocks, around the farm house, and
probably more particularly birds. You know if you have got birds in the
trees outside you know they are eating the bugs out of the lawn, they
are pretty happy sort of birds. I get worried sometimes if I don‘t hear
bird noises. It‘s usually because a flock of cockatoos has flown over …
landed all around the place. And I‘ve had a magpie infestation lately
plus I know I‘ve got parrots and budgies back again because of their
noise! (Interview, LCM22)

LCM22 has developed an awareness of the significance of increasing
biodiversity as birdlife returns to the property. A drive around the
Strontian Road Landcare group‘s area showed the project signs marking
several important successes at both property level and landscape level
(Figure 4.6).

127

Figure 4. 6 Project Signs To Explain Importance of Natural Resource
Management Projects for Community Education

Overall, Group 3 secured projects that focussed on salinity amelioration
and tree planting (Table 4.4). The members developed expertise in
scoping and obtaining projects. The members are proud of their
achievements in natural resource management.
4.5.4 Challenges Encountered by Group 3
In this section I introduce some of the issues that confronted
participants of Group 3 during their activities. Issues in Group 3 centred
on attempts by members to sustain or maintain the Landcare group as a
viable community force.
4.5.4.1 Tensions
The major issue for Group 3 was an inability to conduct Landcare
activities in any form. The tension was apparent when I attended the
Annual General Meeting in 2010, when the question of whether to
continue as a Landcare group was raised. Some members said that they
should remain a group in the event that more project funding became
available. This viewpoint was rejected by several other members who
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pointed out that the group had done nothing since 2003 and to continue
to pay membership fees was a waste of money. A natural resource
officer, who was responsible for liaising with Group 3, noted in 2009
that none of the members wanted to continue regular meetings because
there were no ongoing projects to organise (Interview, Agency5).
4.5.4.2 Moving from soil and salinity problems to complex
problems
Although the group is ‗inactive‘ it is notable that the members I
spoke to had clear and dramatic recall of the salinity problems, and why
they were initially ready to be involved in projects to renew the land:
In 1993 probably, because of that salinity patch … what was it called?
The Soil Conservation people, they did a geological study and it took
readings (piezometers) and saw the groundwater coming up (of course
in the time of the 1970s when there was a lot of water, salt signs first
started appearing and trees started dying in 1978-1979) along the road,
where it joins the highway. There were trees in this guy‘s paddock,
dying in the late 70s, but they were a bit worried before that where
there had been some irrigation, in two creeks that come off the
Murrumbidgee River. They thought that there might have been a
stratum where the water was going through and pushing up the salt here
(several kilometres away), they were holding the water and pumping
into the creek. So it wasn‘t draining … they figured out that at least.
Coincidentally then the salt appeared when that happened. That was the
theory but it‘s not known either whether it was a slow build-up.
Anyway, because it happened, the Landcare group started in 1992, and
the soil conservation did a survey. People from the Department of Land
and Water or whatever continued the water monitoring … with
piezometers. But the water level has dropped out of range now because
of the dry. Someone goes and measures or reads them. It is on another
person‘s property kilometres from [LCM], I asked, who would have
thought, ―Oh we need a Landcare group‖? And I think the department
officer [agency person] at [locality] was involved from the start. (Joint
interview, LCM18, LCM20)

Not all Group 3 members were concerned by the changes that
happened when the Catchment Management Authority was given
responsibility to administer Landcare projects and funding. One member
described the changes at the state government level after 2002:
Then there was a change of the NSW Minister of Agriculture.
Following that the funding was stopped. Originally certain properties
across the state were selected as a trial to see how it went, but stopped
after the original funding. Surely all conservation practices are for
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larger benefit and not just to let the city people see that country people
are involved in conservation practices. (Interview, LCM19)

And another participant explained how it was difficult to get funding for
an integrated project:
In response to one Catchment Management Authority funding proposal
we were told, ―We don‘t supply funding for feedlotting sheep‖. In
another case involving setting up 150 acres of saltbush including
subdivision fencing, proper troughing and smaller blocks, the reply was
that they [the Catchment Management Authority] supply funding only
for subdivision fencing. I thought in both cases there was a bureaucrat
who looked at the proposals and said ―No‖ and consigned it to the too
hard basket. Whereas I had put a lot of work in, costed out the whole
fencing, rock phosphate, the deep ripping, everything. But [the natural
resource officer] got the hillside project up and running. So I would like
to revisit the saltbush one and get it going again. (Interview, LCM23)

The problem for the Landcare groups in my study to source funding for
natural resource management work that was not considered ‗useful‘ by
the Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority has been an
ongoing issue.
4.5.4.3 (In)activity
Individual Landcare participants were reluctant to conduct work
even when they had received materials to complete projects. This could
be seen, for example, with LCM23‘s stockpile of fencing materials. Only
one family still conducted a range of nature conservation work, usually
on an unfunded, voluntary basis. As I have noted earlier, there had been
no group Landcare projects in Group 3 since 2003. Some of the
participants interviewed were dismayed, and their remarks pointed to a
loss of enthusiasm for doing even discretionary or maintenance natural
resource management work on their properties.
I just don‘t know whether the Landcare group has got the legs to keep
on going. The chairperson sends out some information and asks us if
we want to organise a guest speaker but no-one answers. (Interview,
LCM21)
The problem with Landcare is you need a few ‗doers‘ to keep it going,
keep it organised because many people are pretty apathetic. We‘ve got
other things to do – even if they throw money. Yes, you‘ve still got to
have a core of people who are interested and willing – otherwise it
doesn‘t come to anything. (Interview, LCM18, participant‘s emphasis)
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It‘s been nine years of drought, just one average year, so people have
got different concerns now. And the nature of Landcare has changed,
plus the nature of people‘s interest in it. (Interview, LCM21)
Farmers here are mostly aged over 60 and not at all interested in the
environment, or saving soil, wildlife or being involved in action/
activities. For example, the field day was always well-attended but
usually by people from up to 200 km away. (Interview, LCM19)

Even this participant‘s (LCM23) fencing project was behind schedule for
the project plan, with weeds and grass growing over the stockpile of
supplied materials:
The Catchment Management Authority was wanting to see work done.
But I‘ve been busy with the drought. The materials supplied weren‘t to
specification for the fencing contractor nor suitable for cattle. Although
previous work had been supplied with longer droppers now the strain
posts are too thin and support posts are too thin and bent. (Interview,
LCM23)

I have cited interview extracts in this part to provide the range of
reasons participants in Group 3 have for why the group is not active. In
Chapter 7 I explore how the changes in administration and funding have
contributed to the inability of Landcare groups in this study to continue
on-ground activities.
4.5.4.4 Individual projects and group Landcare
As was the case with Group 1, in Group 3 there were mixed
reactions to the individual members who had been successful in
attracting funding in recent years under the Property Vegetation Plans
introduced by the Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority.
Some members would say the successful ones were ‗pushy‘ and
grabbing all the offered funding, while others acknowledged that their
pushiness was good for the group. It appeared that the pushy members
were genuine in wanting to achieve sustainable agricultural aims, but
they were frustrated by the lack of interest and commitment of those who
were seeking only economic benefits for their own properties rather than
long-term environmental benefits and landscape outcomes. There was
little indication of an interest in environmental and sustainability
concerns from the majority of the Group 3 participants. During my
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interviews, some Landcare participants described ways of adjusting their
farm management practices to allow for local conditions while still
following natural resource management practices:
I know a lot who have cropped back into their stubble, but they have to
burn the stubble every third year. That is because of the weed problem
– well that‘s better than burning every year – and a few continued to
crop with mixed results. (Interview, LCM22)

Others, however, built on what they had learned in Landcare and
discussed what activities they could conduct in the future:
In the future, if I had more saltbush, I would set that up for grazing
holistically. Holistic to me means looking at things as a whole, and I
would do the strict three day rotation. (Interview, LCM23)

This participant was prepared to resume natural resource management
activities in her property when conditions permitted in the future.
4.5.4.5 Understanding natural resource management concepts
In common with another group, the urban Group 4, that was part of
this research, several members in Group 3 had experienced some conflict
over the choices made (or offered by suppliers from the Catchment
Management Authority) for varieties of trees to plant:
We planted pepper trees to make a windbreak, to stabilise an area, an
example of how some urban Landcare groups just don‘t get it! There
were ructions and disagreements. There are people who get very upset.
We mentioned and offered other suitable plants like wilga, bought them
from NSW Forestry. The problem with pepper trees is they outcompete, grow vegetatively, spread … but the forestry advisor didn‘t
think it was a problem. It is true that they pop-up everywhere … you
can see in Wagga. There are some lovely old eucalypts struggling
because there are also ten pepper trees. The pepper trees hold on to all
the moisture and they out-compete, plus they are very tough South
American plants. (Joint interview, LCM18, LCM19)

The controversy over the trees planted functioned as an educational
process because it offered the opportunity to discuss exactly what factors
were to be considered in selecting plants for a particular area. Another
conflict was related to the location across two catchment areas. During
two projects there were questions asked by funding authorities about the
properties in Group 3 that were situated across the two major catchments
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of the Murray River and the Murrumbidgee River, and whether the work
paid for by one Catchment Management Authority was done on the
relevant section of the property:
I said ―well no, I think the funding should stay in the bank account‖,
but that didn‘t happen, so I resigned, they probably thought I had been
there long enough as chairman. I always go to the meetings but I
haven‘t participated as an office-bearer since then. (Interview, LCM23)

These problems saw a clash with an holistic approach to natural resource
management and a bureaucratic approach to structuring project
specifications to map grid references.
4.5.5 Learning
Some instances of the processes of learning that occurred in Group 3
were similar to the previous two rural groups. They included evidence of
the participants learning and developing practices concerned with
establishing the group and negotiating with governing entities over
projects. When the group was established, the basic Landcare
understandings and practices were centred on salinity and erosion.
Informal education processes occurring within groups have contributed
to the development of understandings of larger natural resource
management issues. For example, participants who discussed the return
of birds to their properties were demonstrating how their involvement in
Landcare contributed to understandings of biodiversity. There was,
however, no evidence of engagement in wider community education
activities, except for composing the information for the project signs as
shown in Figure 4.7. The participants did acknowledge how field trip
activities such as examining the benefits of sheep grazing saltbush were
exciting educational events. Group 3 prospered while Landcare project
funding was freely available, but during the research period the group
had ceased meeting or conducting funded on-ground activity.
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4.6 Group 4 Narrandera Urban Landcare
4.6.1 Background, Location, and History
Initially, the scope of this research project was limited to rural (farmbased) groups. However, at the beginning of the study, the very first
event I attended in the Murrumbidgee Catchment area was hosted by
Group 4, an urban-based group in the provincial town of Narrandera. The
event was the annual MLInc Landcare Forum in 2007 (Figure 4.7).
Figure 4. 7 Narrandera Wetlands Field Trip, ML Inc Forum, 2007

The 2007 forum included both urban and rural-based Landcare
groups, as well as other community-based natural resource management
groups such as the Field Naturalists Group from the same town. The
inclusion of other conservation groups was not surprising as the theme of
the meeting was ‗partnerships‘. I decided to revise the scope of the
research in order to include the urban group because of its willingness to
partner, collaborate, and work with all who shared the vision for natural
resource management. In fact, the group was notable for its ability to
collaborate and partner in local natural resource management projects. In
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essence, the mix of areas of activity of the Australian Landcare
movement also includes Rivercare, Coastcare, and Bushcare, all of
which work on public land (Marshall, 2008b). The result is that urban
groups are a feature of the profile of community-based natural resource
management volunteer groups in Australia. It seemed advantageous,
therefore, to highlight a wide range of characteristics by including the
urban group in the case studies for this research.
Group 4 is in Narrandera, a town that was established in the 1860s
on the Murrumbidgee River and now has a population of about 4,000
people. It is on the boundary of predominantly dryland (i.e., nonirrigated) farming to the east and irrigated land to the west. The dryland
farms historically produced wheat and wool; the irrigated land produced
a range of crops from rice to wine grapes and citrus fruit. Two major
inland highways have their junction at Narrandera: the Sturt and the
Newell highways. The Murrumbidgee Irrigation Area scheme was
proposed in the 1890s for large scale irrigation, and in 1906 Burrinjuck
Dam construction commenced (it took about twenty years to build) for
water storage to service the scheme. Large canals and a weir, the
Berrembed Weir were subsequently constructed, with the Main Canal
(Figure 4.8) as part of a channel network. In 1912 the Murrumbidgee
Irrigation Area was opened.
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Figure 4. 8 The Main Canal: Part of the Irrigation System that Flows
from the Artificially-created Recreational Lake Talbot

The Narrandera Urban Landcare group was formed in 1998. At that
time, an advertisement was displayed in the town that called for people
interested in forming a Landcare group, partly as a consequence of a
document circulated in 1998 that discussed the visible evidence of urban
salinity in the town. This resulted in a public meeting being called and
the group was formed. One of the participants described how the group
formed and has always been smaller than average, and that ―there were
only the four of us there. We said, ‗well it doesn‘t matter that much, we
are the four ‗doers‘ who work all the time‘ ‖ (Interview, LCM14). There
were 16 attendees at a general meeting in May, 1999 when the agenda
items included the Management Plan for the town‘s artificial recreation
lake and suggestions for the development of a wetland area. Since then,
the Wetlands project has been a major focus for the group. This will be
discussed further in the projects and activities section in 4.6.3.
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4.6.2 Group 4 Organisation
Landcare group meetings were held every month in a room provided
at no cost by the local ex-services and community club. Every month, a
copy of the minutes of the previous meeting was mailed a few days
before the scheduled date of the next meeting. One of the members did
have email, and this was used as an access point if required. Otherwise
the group members relied on personal contact for disseminating news,
along with the regular monthly mail-out of the minutes of the meetings.
Participants all lived in the town and managed to get transport to the
activities. When activities necessitated travel out of town, the more able
members coordinated drivers and cars so that participants without
vehicles were able to attend.
General meeting attendance was consistently around six or seven
people who usually included the local natural resource officer from the
Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority who was based in
another town. Members arrived a few minutes prior to the start time of
meetings and usually left soon after the close of the meeting, usually
without remaining for a chat or refreshments. Records from 2002-2005
showed that up to twelve members attending the monthly meetings then.
However, during the research period (2007-2010) there was only an
average of five participants in attendance. The meetings proceeded in a
relaxed way, although the standard meeting requisites such as minutes of
the previous meeting, correspondence, and treasurer‘s report were all
included.
During the meetings there was a lot of leeway given for ‗hot‘ topics
as they came to mind, and everyone was given an opportunity to table
general business. Despite the informality, the meetings held together.
Action points were resolved, and plans were made in an apparently ad
hoc mode. In one meeting I attended, arrangements were made for when
the chairperson would be away for a month so an acting chair was
organised. The general business also included planning for future
activities including more tree-planting and preparing the Wetlands site
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for installing three bird hides that are used for shelter and camouflage for
bird-watchers. A community event to celebrate the opening of the new
bird hides was also discussed. Overall, participants appeared happy with
the way their group worked, but the group lacked the ability to recruit
new members.
4.6.3 Key Projects
The key projects in Table 4.5, undertaken by members of Group 4,
provide indications of the group‘s level of involvement, overall success
and hence learning outcomes. They also indicate changes of involvement
over time as circumstances, needs, and funding opportunities varied.
Early on-ground works in 1999 included greening the rail overpass
street, owned by the NSW Road Traffic Authority (RTA) and
revegetation work including tree planting near the Grain Corporation
silos. The group is based in the town but this did not exclude it from
monitoring and other Landcare activities to assist in maintaining and
improving environmental sites up to 20 kilometres from the centre of
town. One other rural Landcare group is still in the nearby area but does
not appear to be actively pursuing monitoring activities.
Group 4 participants, in comparison with the participants in the rural
groups in my study, have developed many tactics for overcoming
obstructions to projects. For example, when there was no readily
accessible water in areas where they had planted trees and shrubs as part
of a project, they used to gather with all the garden hoses available and
connect them to a borrowed water tank on a borrowed trailer with a
member supplying fuel for the pump. As a result of building their
partnerships with the local shire council, they had free access to the
council‘s water tank, trailer, and pump, with fuel provided. The local
shire council supported many initiatives with donations and in-kind
arrangements. The Group 4 participants also established a successful
partnership with the management of the local irrigation company,
conducting work on the Main Canal, including eradication of willow
trees, and replanting local native trees and shrubs.
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Table 4. 5 Group 4 Project Summary Table
Year
1999

2000

2001
2002
2003
2004

Project name

Scope

Whitton Street rail
overpass
Town Silos

Planting shrubs to stabilise and beautify ramp

RTA

Tree planting, revegetation near the silo

Urban salinity

Various locations in town: install piezometers (five) to
monitor salinity and ground water health

Mad Mile, Paynters
Siding, Mandalay
Rd, Brewery Flats
Sturt Highway
Mandalay Road
projects (2)
Whitton Street rail
overpass
Town Rescue Club

Roadside tree planting

Grain
Corporation
NSW
Department of
Agriculture
RTA

Greenhouse
Challenge

Roadside tree planting
Fencing for stock exclusion from Landcare site, replace
and extend tree planting
Roadside tree planting

RTA
DLWC & RTA

Tree planting at club rooms

Landcare
Australia
Landcare
Australia
Trinatur
Narrandera
Shire Council
(NSC) &
Environmental
Trust
NSC
Waratah
Fencing
Community
Water grant
Community
Water grant
Murrumbidgee
CMA
Self-funded and
NSC

2005

Wetlands

Fencing at various sites with aim to fence off stock
access from Landcare planting sites
(Project name and location unspecified)
Project established for 2000 – 2010

2006
2007

Town cemetery
Wetlands

Tree planting along northern fence line
Fencing for stock exclusion

Wetlands

Willow tree removal from inlet, replant local native
species on banks to stabilise
Willow tree removal from inlet, replant local native
species on banks to stabilise
Narrandera Wetlands, water and wetlands activities for
schools and scouts
Provision of pedestrian bridge across wetland inlet
(bridge recycled from the NSC depot and restored by
participant)
Recycle old rail lines and culverts from rail authority and
NSC

2008

Wetlands
Waterwatch program

2009

Australian Panel
Bridge

2009

Vehicle ramp
construction at
Wetlands
Wetlands

2010

Funding

Provision of pedestrian bridge across outlet, provision of
bird hides: recovery, relocation footbridge from a park,
acquire irrigation headwalls for three bird hides

RTA

Self funded

Self-funded,
donations of
materials, NSC
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The major focus for the group from 2000 to 2009 had been the Wetlands project,
located on the old sewerage works at the highway entrance to the town (Table 4.5).
Members were extremely proud of that project (Figures 4.7, 4.9). It was an ongoing
and popular activity with the Landcare group members and the local community.
The records of meeting minutes show that the project was first discussed in October,
2000. A founding member recalled the early days of the Wetlands project:
The Wetlands were just a dirty hole in the ground. Originally the area was built as
an old sewerage treatment works. We had all the dirty filthy water running from the
town‘s storm water system straight into the creek and into the river. It was awful
water. The grime of the town was going straight in! That‘s why we thought it was
something we could fix. We got some free advice (the expert would have charged a
fortune). He drew up plans, and they did the earthworks to get the levels right, all
that … they needed an inlet and an outlet. It was an opportunity for NSW Forestry
who got involved. They grew and supplied quite a few thousand plants for the
project. (Interview, LCM16)

Figure 4. 9 Early Project Work at Narrandera Wetlands Site

Over the longer term, the Wetlands project‘s key milestones, as recorded in the
group‘s meeting minutes, illustrated the tenacity combined with the patience
members adopted to keep the project schedule moving despite the intervening
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drought and the constant need to raise funds. Group 4‘s documents that were
available to me did not record the project funding values. Overall, in little more than
10 years, Group 4 has secured a range of projects that focussed on public land,
involving tree planting, fencing vulnerable areas, and improving stream water quality
(Table 4.5). The members have developed expertise in scoping and obtaining mainly
small projects. They are proud of their achievements in natural resource
management.
4.6.4 Challenges Encountered by Group 4
In this section I introduce some of the issues that confronted Group 4
participants during their activities. Issues were focussed around conflicts over the
nature of natural resource management activities, the problem of recruiting new
members, and engaging with the local shire council.
4.6.4.1 Tensions
The discussions at general meetings often concerned participants‘ frequent
encounters with the local council and occasionally the Murrumbidgee Catchment
Management Authority representatives. However the descriptions revealed mainly
the confidence of the participants rather than concerns about unsuccessful
interactions. The members‘ range of experiences with other clubs and groups meant
that they frequently had inbuilt understandings of how to initiate, expedite, and
amplify actions across the community, and they knew how to use personal and
public networks to help with planning for action. They understood that expressions
of interest or requests for funding and support need to be followed up in a timely
manner with more letters, phone calls, or personal door-step calls as a case required.
The members also understood that differences of opinions may arise and that they
could talk about them.
There were two instances that had caused tensions in the group in recent
activities. One instance occurred when a heavy machinery contractor accidentally
removed an established tree during the planting preparations at the Wetlands site:
One of our members was one of the keenest supporters of the Wetlands. He wanted
to go down there and start planting even before the earthworks were done. The day
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they did start planting the heavy machinery removed an acacia decora near the gate.
He was furious and never came back. That‘s useless! I was sorry about the acacia
but that‘s life. It only takes three years to grow another one. (Interview, LCM14)

This mistake was upsetting to some members to the extent that one refused to attend
Landcare meetings or activities. Some members had the confidence (and passion) to
talk about what happened when things went wrong and caused tension. Another
conflict occurred over the planting of a species of tree that was deemed by several
members as not environmentally suitable, even though the project specifications had
suggested the species:
They disapproved of planting pepper trees. In fact one wouldn‘t even come to the
meeting, but we thought we may as well have the money we earn from planting
them. And the guy [client] watered them all through summer because we said we
wouldn‘t water anything that wasn‘t native. Well, they are doing well and more than
half have survived. (Interview, LCM14)

This incident also caused the member to cease attending the Landcare meetings,
although she/ he still supported some on-ground activities organised by the Landcare
group.
The passion highlighted by the types of conflicts described above was a feature
of the group, and this zeal was generally well directed to enhance the persistence and
resilience of the group members. This was evidenced by the minutes that tracked the
discussions with the local council over many months and up to and eight-year period
on projects such as refurbishing the area around a landmark memorial in the centre
of the town and its surrounding garden.
4.6.4.2 Moving from soil and salinity problems to complex problems
Group 4 members did not need to address the funding and administrative
changes as much as the rural groups in this study because Group 4 was established
later (1998) and the alterations in regional administration did not appear to impact
them. One reason for the reduced impact of changes in regional administration was
that the group sourced project funding from a wider range of providers. The funding
providers included the RTA, the Grain Corporation, Waratah Fencing, and local
community businesses.
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4.6.4.3 (In)activity
Since this busy urban Landcare group consisted mostly of retired people they
were available to carry out work on most days of the week and at any time of the
year. They were very action oriented, often arranging tree watering on a weekly or
twice-weekly basis; informal meetings with the staff of the local council were
arranged regularly; they held letter-writing sessions; they made appointments with a
journalist from the local newspaper for news articles and photographs; and they were
regularly involved in monitoring a variety of environmental issues in their daily
activities. They seemed to prefer activities to meetings, as illustrated by what one
member said about the meetings:
There are a lot of people who are interested and turn up. But they don‘t want to be
on committees and get tied down, but they turn out to a planting. The sausage sizzle:
that‘s what matters! Yes. Meetings are the worst part I think. You are better off out
there doing it! Better than just talking about doing it. (Interview, LCM16,
participant‘s emphasis)

The participants involved in Group 4 avoided periods of inactivity by meeting
monthly, maintaining their outward-looking monitoring of the town‘s environmental
status, and partnering with a variety of organisations.
4.6.4.4 On-ground works, projects, environmental concerns
One of the town‘s slogans was the ‗tree-town‘ that provided a focus for the
group‘s planning to look for new opportunities to plant trees. They also worked
closely with the local council on other types of greening projects. For example, the
local council was refurbishing the main street, and at a recent Landcare meeting
there was discussion about what the group could suggest to council to remain
consistent with the goals of the town and the Landcare group. Other involvement
included monitoring water for evidence of rising water levels and salinity. One group
participant completed the training for measuring water quality and worked with
school children on Waterwatch activities. This member regularly reported on the
Waterwatch activities (and water quality test results) at the monthly meetings.
The group frequently partnered with other community groups to conduct natural
resource management activities. This is evidenced in the list of projects (Table 4.6).
The Landcare group‘s collaboration with the Narrandera Shire Council is
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noteworthy. Most meetings have recorded examples of communications to or from a
council department about projects and issues such as roadside vegetation, watering
street trees, and suggestions for street beautification for the Sturt Memorial in the
town‘s centre. In a further example, in November 2004 the general meeting minutes
recorded that a letter had been received from the local Lions Club requesting the
members of the group join with them and the council to investigate a suitable site for
planting trees to celebrate the following year‘s National Tree Day. The early notice
was provided so that those involved could clear and prepare the land for the tree
planting. At the meeting the discussions covered points such as the Field Naturalists,
the Koala Friends group, and the Lake Talbot Users Group.
4.6.4.5 It just has to be Landcare
When I became involved with Group 4 and commenced interviewing the
members I was thoroughly bewildered as to why, if they already belonged to the
Field Naturalists Club, the Garden Club, the Wetlands Group, or the town‘s
Historical Society, they were signing up to yet another ‗green‘ environmental group,
with more meetings and commitments. Such was their dedication to participate in
sustainability and natural resource management activities that they were not satisfied
with activities carried out by the other environmental groups. It just had to be
Landcare! For them, Landcare was a nationally recognised and supported
organisation, where they could ‗talk green‘, without criticism of being ‗greenies‘,
and plan and carry out specific natural resource management projects.
One participant had belonged to a range of environmental groups for more than
seventy years, with a fascinating example of long-term enthusiasm for natural
resource management and involvement:
Dad wasn‘t a ‗doer‘. He just thought about it and talked about it. My mother was
always a gardener. As a result I have gardened since I was very young. I went to
university and did arts because it led to teaching. But the day I started at university I
realised I had made a terrible mistake. I was in the wrong course. I should have done
agricultural science … however women didn‘t get jobs in those sorts of things in
those days. And I did have to get a job (as a teacher) as I was only on a scholarship.
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We drew8 the Coleambally farm; it was a square mile of desert with a water wheel
sitting up on a totally bare paddock. It was a drought year and we started from there.
The nearest tree was a mile away and I began by planting a wind break - a row of
trees. Somewhere I read that everybody should plant a hundred trees in their life …
I joined Landcare originally at Coleambally when they first started it. Then when I
came to Narrandera and they started I joined that and I started a garden club here
because I was in one in Coleambally I wrote their newsletter, and I still do it … by
long distance and I still go to their meetings on the first Saturday of the month. I‘ve
got friends here who come with me because they are such nice people at
Coleambally that they are worth it. (Interview, LCM14)

This participant also belonged to the local Field Naturalists Group and the Garden
Club. Other participants in Group 4 similarly belonged to multiple local community,
service, and environmental groups.
4.6.5 Learning
Instances of the learning and natural resource management practices occurring in
Group 4 are found in their constant engagement with the local community
businesses, in the local schools, the daily life and activities of the town (from
activities around street and park beautification and improvements, to participating at
the local show), and other conservation groups (such as field naturalists and garden
clubs). I will discuss the implications of the practices in the following chapters.
4.6.6 Summary of Group 4
A feature of Group 4 was the impact of its relationships with organisations such
as the local shire council and the Murrumbidgee Irrigation Authority. A surprising
finding was that the members could raise projects despite small amounts of funding
by leveraging and collaborating with many organisations. An example of this was
found in the purchase and installation of the bird hides in the Wetlands project when
eventually, in order to arrange the order, three participants had to travel 30
kilometres to a nearby town to negotiate with a concrete pipe manufacturer for
supply and delivery of concrete bird hide structures. They succeeded in securing ‗inkind‘ donations from the supplier, and the local shire council agreed to donate one
bird hide. As might be expected in an urban Landcare group, the case study data
8

Obtaining a parcel of farming land through a system of balloting of public land.
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revealed that Group 4 had different connections, administrative procedures, and
activities to those of the rural groups.
The group suffered from a lack of members and especially younger people,
because many participants are unable to carry out heavy physical work such as tree
planting. The members interviewed were concerned by this lack of renewal in their
membership and efforts in recruitment were perceived by them as ineffectual; there
was anxiety over the number of ageing members and who would replace them. In
one instance, a new arrival in the town discussed the difficulty in finding out about
the group due to a lack of publicity:
It was hard to get information because the folk assumed that everybody knows that,
and I‘ve only been here three years so I don‘t know everything, but it‘s assumed, for
example, the lack of information regarding the Landcare group to join. If you come
from outside you don‘t know what‘s happening! I had seen some of the on-ground
work with signs, but I didn‘t know if it was still active. (Interview, LCM25)

The group was concerned it was not attractive to younger community people.
Although the group‘s meetings had a very informal structure that appeared to help
smooth administrative and meeting procedures, the lack of structure also confused
prospective new members. The case study of Group 4 that I have presented describes
how persistence and passion have contributed to this community-based volunteer
group becoming an important part of natural resource management in an urban
situation.
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4.7 Summary Characteristics of the Four Groups
Table 4. 6 Characteristics of the Case Study Groups
Group 1
Current
status

Group 2

Group 3

Group 4
Group 4 had only
a small number of
active members
(average of six),
but all were
regular attendees
at meetings
Group 4 had
received minimal
project funding in
the previous five
years, yet
managed to
obtain small
amounts of
funding for
individual
activities as well
as donations of
materials which
enabled it to
continue onground activities
The participants
were passionate
about being active
in several
conservation and
environment
groups that
contributed to
caring for their
small town

Group 1 had only a
small number of
active members
(five or six), but all
were regular
attendees at
meetings
The general
meetings mainly
followed basic
procedures, but
there were rarely
topics to get
involved in. They
changed this by
engaging guest
speakers to attend
most meetings

Newcomers to the
group kept the level
of enthusiasm high

Group 3 was in a
period of
dormancy

Willingness to
engage newcomers
positively by
providing the
Landholder‘s Guide
to the area was an
important factor in
the success of the
group

There was little
direct contact
between members

Activity
levels

The participants
carried out very few
on-ground works as
a group, but some
individual Landcare
participants had
projects

There was only
sporadic on-ground
work occurring, but
some individual
Landcare participants
had projects

No on-ground
works

Member
concerns

Due to lack of
funding the group
was unable to plan
group projects and
on-ground works

There was
disillusionment
among members with
the current regional
administrative body
(the Catchment
Management
Authority) despite
ten years of
successful
collaboration under
the previous
administrative model

At the 2010
annual general
meeting the
chairperson
explained that
they wanted to
keep the group
alive in case there
was a future call
for Landcare
projects for which
the group could
qualify

Member
engagement

Group 4 members
worried about the
ageing
demographic of
its members and
tried to recruit
new members
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In this presentation of four Landcare group case studies I have used participants‘
narratives to illustrate how they explain the issues they have encountered (Table 4.6).
The main picture that emerges from the case studies is that of participants who
worked hard to represent their Landcare activities as benefiting the land in their
community. These participants were keen to seek out projects that emphasised onground activities. They were hopeful of being able to work through any funding and
administrative problems they encountered. In Chapter 5 I respond to research
question 1 regarding understanding and theorising Landcare groups‘ learning
practices. I discuss the salient points of the cross-case analysis, preceded by the
analysis of the major themes encountered by the case study participants during the
21 years of Landcare and my three years of data gathering with the groups.
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Chapter 5: Cross-case Understandings, Contemporary Practice
Theory Considerations
5.1 Introduction
In this chapter I highlight themes and particular understandings of the cross-case
analysis to address the first research question that is concerned with how Education
for Sustainability can be understood and theorised in practices of Landcare groups.
The four case studies presented in Chapter 4 illustrate some common issues among
the groups but it is apparent that group participants have developed a variety of
different responses to these issues. To explore these it is necessary to know the
context in which they arose, so this chapter begins with my analysis of the
overarching context of 21 years of policy, information, and Landcare activities.
Central to this analysis is the matrix of temporally organised information (Figure
5.1) that:
offers the sources of natural resource management information that group
participants were most likely to have read,
notes the themes of the information/ knowledge that participants were
expected to manage as they considered projects and on-ground activities,
gives the overarching timeframe showing the accompanying policy and
funding structure implementations, and
indicates the breadth of themes, together with an increased sophistication of
concepts.

5.2 Major Points from the Case Studies and Analysis
5.2.1 Research Approach
As I described in the methodology chapter a multiple case study approach was
used to characterise informal adult Education for Sustainability in the groups. The
research was conducted with four Landcare groups geographically adjacent to
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Wagga Wagga, NSW. There were three rural-based groups and one urban group
located in a small regional town. The data were collected from 2008 to 2010. The
data comprised transcripts of semi-structured interviews of Landcare group and
agency members, field and journal notes from participant observations of meetings,
and the groups‘ historical documents such as meeting agenda and minutes, project
descriptions and reports. The size and the activity levels of the groups are
summarised in Table 5.1. In order to distinguish meetings from on-ground works and
workshops, the word ‗activities‘ was used to denote specific on-ground works, field
trips, seminars, or workshops.
Table 5. 1 Summary of ‘Organizational’ Activities of Four Landcare Groups in the
Murray-Darling Basin (2008-2010)
Group Number of
financial
members
1
2

102
28

3

32

4

15

Meeting frequency

Monthly
2008: 2-monthly; 2009,
2010: monthly
Dormant, only
obligatory Annual
General Meetings
(no general meetings
since 2007)
Monthly

Average
Regular
Average
meeting newsletter activities per
attendance
year
7
9

Yes
No

1-2
1-2

0

No

0

6

Yes

10 - 12

Note. The 2009 financial members‘ figures from the groups‘ archives are used.
Landcare membership was often paid for as a family group.
Since the case study presentations reported only rare on-ground works being
conducted by the rural groups during the research period, the activities recorded for
Groups 1 and 2 were field trips, seminars, and workshops. Average yearly activities
in the study period varied from zero, one or two, to ten or twelve per year. Group 4
held monthly meetings as well as weekly or monthly on-ground activities. Average
meeting attendance varied from zero to six to nine members even though the number
of financial members was from 15 to just over 100.
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5.2.2 Matrix: Understanding the Complexity of Information
The data were obtained from documents that were identified as being readily
available to the Landcare members in the Murrumbidgee catchment in the 21-year
period between the establishment of Landcare in NSW in 1989 and 2009. This
excluded academic papers and reports, as well as documents that were available only
in other states. The data analysis was performed on available texts and printed
material, and for that part of the analysis I did not include the material that I
generated from the interviews and conversations, or from the participant
observations made at the groups‘ meetings.
The textual materials analysed included groups‘ newsletters, meeting agendas
and minutes, project descriptions, and Internet web page landholder‘s guides; local
newspaper clippings and reports; NSW and Australian Landcare newsletters; and
agricultural extension notes that were available from the individual groups‘ archives.
Over the period of the data reviewed the distribution of information from the
agencies increasingly concentrated on electronic and digital forms. As the use of the
Internet became more widespread, the range of information available increased.
However it is not known how much of that information is used by the groups, so I
relied on the meeting information (records) to guide my data collection. As noted in
the case studies, Group 2 members were slow to react to the fast-changing world of
electronic sources of information and administrative structures. This could be seen,
for example, in members not readily adopting and using emails to manage the
business trend to shorter scheduling and notifications for meetings, project requests,
and in-group communications.
Curtis, Cooke, McDonald, and Mendham (2006) reported on an extensive survey
of 550 landholders, conducted in a Victorian Catchment Management Authority
region. Respondents used information from a variety of sources. In order of usage
these were:
#1 Newspapers = 76% of respondents
#2 Books, magazines, journals = 65% of respondents
#3 Mailed brochures, leaflets = 60% of respondents
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#4 Friends, relatives, neighbours = 52% of respondents
#5 Landcare group = 51% of respondents
#6 Radio = 46% of respondents.
The Internet was #17 of 25 categories, and 23% of the respondents used it as a
source of information. There were particular years when more material (for example,
research information documents, projects, and Landcare and agriculture department
newsletters) was available for analysis. This is demonstrated, for example, in 1991
when large amounts of information were distributed to the groups for the launch of
the Decade of Landcare. In 1997 the launch of the Natural Heritage Trust program
resulted in another large distribution of project and funding information. The
National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality was released in 1999 with a
large number of themes appearing in the matrix.
The absence of recorded data in particular years and in particular themes should
be interpreted with caution. The material may have been lost from the groups‘
archives or destroyed. Or, for example, it may have been considered as tacit
knowledge that did not need to be explicitly recorded or retained for future
documentation. There could be latent processes similar to taking the topic ‗off the
table‘, that is, where the theme is part of the discourse away from meetings and only
happening over a kitchen table or across a neighbour‘s fence.
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Figure 5. 1 Matrix: 21 Years of Landcare Topics in Four Groups in the Murrumbidgee Catchment

Note. The cells with the heavier fill indicate a recording of topics documented, while numbers are the case study groups that recorded activities based on
the topics. The ‗Key Periods‘ timeline indicates the program and funding activities conducted federally, and some of the NSW state departments that have
been influencing Landcare activities and projects. The ‗Key Events‘ timelines indicate the establishment of the Landcare groups.
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In Figure 5.1 it can be seen that occasionally groups have recorded
projects even though the matrix figure has no data for a topic. This is not
incongruous. The anomaly merely reflects the time lag between the
introduction and promotion of a theme, and possible uptake of that theme
by a Landcare group, and subsequent success in obtaining project
funding. An example of an activity or project without a theme data
anomaly is found in the rows for Native Grasses 1991, 1992, 1997, and
for Direct Drilling 1992 and 1994.
The themes identified by the topics in the matrix, gradually
broadened from the 1989 focus on salinity, erosion, and soil degradation,
to include biodiversity, ecology, and vegetation management issues
(Figure 5.1). This also meant that the members‘ discourses broadened
and some concepts became project ideas initially, and then firm projects.
The more complex themes are now part of the everyday conversations as
participants go about their daily activities. New discourses include
themes of soil conservation or biodiversity with participants talking with
their families, their neighbours, their wider spread of friends and
colleagues, and in their business conversations (such as with an
agronomist or fencing supplier), as well as in the community more
generally. Although the data in the matrix (Figure 5.1) show that in 1991
there was information on ecology and environment available, those two
themes did not appear again until 1997, confirming that the original aims
of the National Landcare Program were focused on agricultural
productivity concerns of salinity, erosion, and soil degradation.
As the number of topics broadened in the period 1989-2009, the
complexity of the topics also increased. The increased complexity was
accompanied by an increasing range of possible activities that at the
same time were constrained by drought conditions. Whereas the
discursive conditions for and of Landcare practice became broader and
richer, the material conditions, especially the weather, became harder and
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narrower. During the drought some activities such as revegetation works
had to be postponed, so less could be done, and opportunities for rich
discussions about doings were reduced.
Landcare participants were forced to increase their knowledge and
understanding of the expanded topics and new on-ground activities and
to involve their local community. Since the local community people may
not have been concerned with particular problems that were localised on
Landcare participants‘ properties, the discourses occurred across the
broader environmental domains of soil, water, air, education, and
biodiversity. Thus it can be understood that, although they acted in
different ways, most groups were doing informal education activities
with the local community and for themselves. Similarly Carr (2002)
explained the value of the information held by Landcare-type groups,
and noted that the gathering and dissemination of information is most
efficient when conducted at the local or regional level.
5.2.3 Understanding Project Themes and Group Activities
In this part I discuss the matrix data and the links between themes
and projects that the case study groups conducted. As can be seen from
the matrix (Figure 5.1), I have taken data from the individual groups‘
project tables in Chapter 4 and cross-referenced the topics of the project
activities being run with themes from the document analysis. An
examination of the matrix reveals that from 2004-2009 there was
information on a wide range of themes but there were very few projects.
Urban Group 4 was active in areas related to erosion, tree planting,
school liaison, weed awareness, and water quality. The three rural groups
had no funded on-ground activities recorded after 2004.
The matrix has a second aspect and this is where I have added the
groups that documented what on-ground works they were conducting.
The group numbers inserted in particular years and a corresponding
theme indicate that the group ran on-ground activities, related to a
funded Landcare project. As evident from the data on themes, an absence
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of group activity may be due to the group records not recording the work
rather than no activity for that theme. From the matrix it can be seen that
there were two clusters of project activities in 1991-1992 and 2002-2003.
These can be cross-referenced with key periods of the beginning of the
Decade of Landcare and the introduction of the National Landcare
Program, and the launch of the second version of the Natural Heritage
Trust program.
Consolidation of Landcare as a result of policy changes during 1990
and 1991 showed that one priority was the development of both property
and catchment plans, with early projects in that period including
extensive catchment, sub-catchment, and property surveying. In addition
to the 1989 themes, as projects were scoped and as funding became
available into the 1990s, the newly established environmental groups
including Landcare groups were considering issues such as weed and
pest animal control. For the three rural Landcare groups in this study, the
years from 1990-1995 were busy with the members occupied carrying
out the projects on their land for which they had obtained funding. As
noted in the introductory chapter, in the first ten years of Landcare in
NSW, the groups mostly had the help of full- or part-time project
coordinators who carried out monitoring and reporting tasks, maintained
contact and relationships with the regional and state level agencies, and
ensured that materials and contractors were available as required. This is
exemplified in the case study of Group 1 where a dedicated Landcare
coordinator supported the group between 1991 and 2003. After 2003 the
Landcare coordinator‘s role became a general role of community support
officer.
To explore the intersections of the historical data in the matrix with
case studies, I will discuss the cross-case data in the following section.
As might be anticipated, there were characteristics common to all four
groups, and other characteristics that were found in only some of the
groups.

156

5.3 Group Backgrounds, Locations and Histories
In this section I summarise the data from the four groups regarding
their location, the history of their establishment and any administrative
information. The groups are located in the Murrumbidgee River
catchment area, although Group 3 participants do have some parts of
properties that are in the Murray River catchment area. All are located
within one hour‘s drive of Wagga Wagga. Although Groups 1, 2, and 4
are all located in a valley of a river or smaller creek and have that as a
focus; Group 3 is located around a road and some minor roads that lead
off that main road. Its focus is not defined. The first groups mentioned
here either have a local village or a town centre as a cultural focus,
whereas Group 3 does not. Veldkamp, Polman, Reinhard, and
Slingerland (2011) highlighted the inconsistency of imposed boundaries
and found in The Netherlands that governance units were frequently
inconsistent with social or ecological system boundaries. They stated
that: ―Mismatch is the archetypal scale problem in that human
institutions do not map coherently with the biophysical scale of the
resource in space and time‖ (p. 3). The lack of geographic and therefore
social focus for Group 3 has resulted in a loss of the sense of a
community and contributed to the loss of an active Landcare group when
projects were not readily obtainable.
The difference in types of on-ground work carried out by the three
rural based groups and the town-based group is centred on the work on
mainly privately owned land in the rural groups, and public land works
for the urban group. The rural groups began with projects for salinity and
erosion that were located on mostly private agricultural land and some
adjacent creeks and roadsides. The urban group began with projects
about urban salinity, the loss of street and park trees, and concerned with
beautifying the town. The division continues between rural groups
working on mainly privately-owned land, and the urban group working
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mainly on public land. On-ground projects are also different in the size
and characteristics of the landscapes. The rural groups worked on large
areas of land compared to the urban group, although the Group 4
Wetlands project is a larger area than say, roadsides along streets. The
river and creek catchment focus of rural groups is an open landscape that
can consist of large fenced paddocks with long boundaries, whereas the
urban group mainly has smaller, closed or ‗fenced‘ boundaries that
contain their work areas.
The history, traditions, and culture of the groups are again divided
by the rural and urban differences especially in the physical and social
aspects. By physical differences I mean the different locations, on private
or public land, combined with local soil and climate conditions. The rural
Landcare groups began with a focus on the individual properties where
although there was an in-kind contribution made by the participants for
work on their property, the Landcare activities did add value to the
participants‘ properties. The work conducted on public land in the town
added value to the town‘s landscape, but not usually to the participants‘
properties. The locations have impacts on the history and culture because
of the different approaches required to combat the salinity and erosion
problems. The qualitative data reveal differences that quantitative data
are unable to highlight (for example, consolidated data from surveys).
For this reason it is important to focus on some of the ways that groups
in my study have managed changed conditions as part of informal
education processes.
There are notable common characteristics in all four Landcare
groups in this study:
All were established to combat salinity and land degradation.
Three of the four groups had a significant local community focus,
including local schools and small businesses in their activities.
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Participants wanted to improve the landscape by active natural
resource management and were prepared to contribute their
labour and machinery to complete the projects. They contributed
their time and experience to preparing project applications and if
required, to organising and conducting the projects.
As noted elsewhere, the knowledge, skills, and planning/ project
contributions were distributed among participants with not all
possessing all skills for any one project and its tasks. Participants
were drawn into understandings of natural resource management
activities in informal educative settings. The groups conducted
community education activities such as classes with local
schools, erecting signage at project sites, and organising field
trips for themselves and visitors.
The common characteristics and the differences may have impacted on
existing and developing Landcare practices (together with informal
education and learning) with some of these being explored in Chapter 6.

5.4 Group Organisation
In this section I provide salient data and analysis relating to the ways
that the groups conducted the business of organising and running the
groups. I include discussion of meeting attendances and invited speakers
at meetings to provide instances of the practices that were integral to the
activities of managing a community-based environmental group.
When the monthly meetings were the only activity being conducted
by a group they risked being the only point of contact for the participants
to discuss natural resource management and other Landcare-related
topics. Table 5.1 records the average number of attendees during the
observations. Group records from the 1990s indicated that numbers of
members attending meetings decreased by half in the 2000s. Using
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combination analysis, and comparing the number of interactions or
discussions between two people, it can be understood how smaller
numbers of participants can threaten the life of the groups. When there
were 20 participants at a meeting, the number of combinations possible
was 190. With only six meeting participants the number of combinations
possible was 15. These calculations assume one-to-one contact and do
not account for combinations of larger numbers of people interacting, say
three people in a discussion, or four. As the numbers of participants at
meetings decreases there is decreased potential for interactions between
and among participants and reduced flow of information. However, there
could also be more time for the smaller numbers of participants to
interact. The significance of maintaining attendances at group activities
will also be discussed in Chapter 7.
The general meetings and the practices they revealed provided rich
observational data. These data included material about the culturaldiscursive, social-political, and material economic dimensions within the
practices of the groups. The meetings also provided me with
opportunities to understand the interactions of members as they
contributed ideas and participated in discussions. I was frequently
included in the informal conversations that flowed before and after the
formal parts of the meetings. The conversations provided opportunities
for me to better understand the impact that Landcare was having on the
members‘ lives. During the meetings there was time for the members to
exchange thoughts and information on natural resource management,
often as a follow-up to items that had been discussed during the
meetings.
Standard meeting procedure was always employed by the person
chairing the meetings, although the chairpersons were flexible if the
discussions led into other agenda items or if, for example, a question was
asked about the financial status of a project. In three of the groups
(Groups 1, 2, and 4), the procedure was for the chairperson to go around
the table asking each person individually if they had anything they
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wanted to say. I was included and given the opportunity to speak. This
meant that all participants knew that they would have time to speak. The
participants were given individual time to raise and discuss ideas and
information they deemed important. Many general meetings included
time for updates either on a special project or report, or time for a guest
speaker. Members who had travelled to relevant field days or workshops
would report on those events and describe the applicability of the new
information and knowledge they had obtained. Guest speakers (such as
Landcare representatives from the overarching network or another
Landcare group, natural resource officers from the Catchment
Management Authority, or a researcher from an agency or a university)
were welcomed and given adequate time during the meeting for their
presentation and discussions.
Between 2008 and 2010 the historical data revealed changes in
approaches to conducting Landcare activities and practices. Archive
documents from the 1990s showed that for Group 1, newsletters and
meeting agenda contained correspondence and discussions of:
Sub-catchment maps; reports of GIS mapping days for the
sub-catchment and on individual properties.
Costs and benefits of fencing off and planting trees in salineaffected areas; field trips to current project sites where
projects were conducted.
A 1992 letter to the then Australian prime minister, Paul
Keating, complaining that, although the Group 1 area was a
designated Soil Conservation Project Area, it failed to be
eligible for 1992 funding from the National Landcare
Program, and inviting him and government ministers to visit
the group.
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Reports prepared for the group on the costs of the salinity,
erosion, weeds, and soil degradation problems in the subcatchment.
Save the Bush grant field days; Salt Action field days with
guests from the Australian national science agency, the
CSIRO and NSW Conservation and Land Management; a
visit by a Chinese delegation to salt recharge sites; field days
and meetings to learn about perennial pastures.
The changes in activities and practices during my study (2008-2010)
could be identified from the examples of the agendas and discussions at
the monthly meetings. For Group 1, these included the following:
Correspondence (incoming and outgoing) contained, for example,
a report on the project called Place Stories that was organised by
the region‘s peak body for Landcare; information on new funding
models; a request for progress on the update of group‘s
Landholder‘s Guide; a letter from the Wagga Wagga City
Council that asked for input to Landcare Week celebrations and
activities, and seeking input to the Council‘s Sustainability
project; and a notice from the region‘s peak body for Landcare
requesting participation in a funded resilience project.
Arranging new guest speakers. For example, an agricultural
consultant who was interested in, and gave talks about, the
concepts around the significance of ensuring microbial balancing
in the soil and reasons for the degradation of farming systems;
another speaker could return to refresh the knowledge of
applications for dung beetles; Dr Christine Jones speaking on soil
carbon enhancement.
The treasurer‘s report described the unspent funds totalling up to
$30,000; advice from the Catchment Management Authority
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Natural Resource Officer on how to utilise the funds on more tree
planting projects.
The chairperson asked for feedback from those at the meeting on
the group‘s innovative web-based newsletter that had been
prepared with great enthusiasm by LCM7.
The guest speaker from the Murrumbidgee Catchment
Management Authority presented the benefits of property
revegetation. That person noted at the meeting that there was the
contrast between the way that the Holbrook group had regained
its strength, and the way that Group 1 appeared unable to regain
its strength or viability. Reasons for this included the aging
demographics of Group 1 members compared to the Holbrook
group, and the much lower farm incomes in the Kyeamba Valley.
At the same meeting, a second guest speaker, a forestry nursery
expert and commercial native seed and plant supplier, talked
about the types and suitability of trees. He also detailed benefits
of revegetation activities at the landscape level. Interestingly, at
the beginning, he asked whether the members present would
prefer to hear about the mechanics and skills of planting trees, or
whether they would like to listen to a story on habitat recreation
using trees. They chose to learn about the habitat recreation
concepts (Field notes, general meetings, 2010).
The comparisons of meeting topics show how Group 1 had moved
from large on-ground projects, very regular field trips and visitors, and
representations to the federal government leader in the 1990s to having
no funded projects, arranging their own field trips for only local
members, and inviting guest speakers in order to maintain their
educational activities ‗in-house‘ in 2010.
In Chapter 2 I described indicators of groups that signify to them as
being communities of practice. Two indicators are ongoing mutual
relationships and engaging in activities together. Evidence of these
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occurring and of members maintaining the discourse and local traditions
have been found in the groups. For example, participants of urban Group
4 meet and communicate at least weekly, informally, and regularly
conduct small activities. Group 1, as described above, meets in the
community hall and organises a rich array of guest speakers. The
members continue to engage the local community as often as possible by
ensuring that they advertise their events monthly. On the other hand, the
participants in one rural group, Group 3, did not meet or even chat on the
telephone between the obligatory annual general meetings. Using
Wenger‘s indicators in section 2.5.1 Group 3 did not appear to share
factors that could classify it as a community of practice. Participants in
Groups 1, 2, and 4 have formed communities of practice that share many
of the factors, albeit with differing practices and various outcomes.

5.5 Key Projects
The case study narratives presented in Chapter 4 include summaries
of the major projects that the groups had conducted since their
establishment. Many projects listed in each rural group‘s funded
activities were focussed on remediation of dryland salinity and land
degradation. The projects conducted by group, year, and theme are also
summarised in Figure 5.1. Some of these projects were funded under Salt
Action Grants and Save the Bush funds. A Group 2 Rivercare project
was funded by the Natural Heritage Trust program, whereas a Group 3
project involved preparing property plans called a Land and Water
Management Plan that was funded by the Department of Land and Water
Conservation. The urban group‘s projects, as previously noted, were for
largely tree planting and fencing on public land and were funded by
organisations such as the NSW RTA and the NSW Environment Trust.
Within the Landcare group projects that were presented there were
examples of shared, participatory projects that engaged the local
community. Images of Landcare groups at work frequently depicted
164

people digging holes and planting trees, however there were exceptions.
Not all of the projects that Group 1 engaged in were for on-ground
works. In contrast to the other groups in this study, Group 1 was
involved in two social impact assessment projects known as rapid rural
appraisal. These were participatory action research projects. Document
analysis showed that a team of researchers from the local university, a
Sydney university, the shire council, and agricultural sector groups
carried out the two rapid rural appraisal projects in 1991 and 1994 to
help members find focus in targeting and improving rural sustainability
issues. The workshops were held in the local Ladysmith community hall.
The rapid rural appraisal workshop program was designed to
highlight the grassroots approach for problem solving within the
community. Thirty landholder families participated. The outcome of the
first workshop conducted in the Group 1 area was that the participants
assembled a set of themes in which they were interested. These themes
were summarised by the research team as:
managing local resources,
sharing a tradition on the land,
shared local community, and
identifying opportunities for economic stability (adapted from
archive documents, 1991).
At a subsequent workshop, topics and issues were identified by the
participants as common issues and as opportunities for action in the subcatchment of Group 1. These topics and issues were:
government and policy,
social and community,
soil erosion,
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marketing,
economics,
pollution and associated land degradation,
Landcare, and
rising water tables and salinity.
A second series of rapid rural appraisal workshops was held in 1994 to
develop and expand the members‘ understanding of Landcare. Founding
members whom I interviewed recalled their participation in the rapid
rural appraisal in 1991 as being an important group activity with long
term impacts. LCM2 described how members still used the concepts for
planning their Landcare activities.
Landholders in Landcare groups across the catchment shared similar
problems such as gully erosion, dryland salinity, soil degradation, and
combined loss of native vegetation and biodiversity. The natural resource
management problems are reflected in the types of natural resource
management practices revealed by the analyses. Overall the projects
conducted by the Landcare groups were indicative of the existing
programs and strategies that were being promoted by the government as
shown in the timeline in the matrix (Figure 5.1).
Activities had been modified due to drought and changed funding
structures, as exemplified in the case studies. At the end of my research,
there was less emphasis on the length of fencing constructed or the
number of trees planted; with more emphasis on the monitoring and
evaluation of past project sites. There was less emphasis on subcatchment mapping and planning, and more emphasis on inviting guest
speakers to build discussion and information on biodiversity. Finally,
there were new relationships being built with soil carbon proponents,
biologists, and plant nursery experts. Some of the practices associated
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with the projects of the 1990s have changed as new knowledge and
understandings are learnt.
The change in focus and purpose of Landcare members and groups
was highlighted also by the participants:
When Landcare first started it was focussed on tree-planting for
lowering the water tables. However, now people plant trees for
different reasons. Now we are doing it for carbon credits or we are
using saltbush for regenerating saline areas. So there are different
reasons now than lowering the water table as originally happened. The
funding that you get for carbon credits you can ‗see‘; you are not going
to get that from Landcare. You get that from other sources, and people
are finding those other sources. (Interview, LCM21)

The plantings of saltbush on this participant‘s property were originally
talked about as helping to lower the water table and reduce dryland
salinity, but in the interview she (LCM21) added the value of the
saltbush plantings for obtaining carbon credits. This is an example of
how Landcare members have adopted a new discourse of natural
resource management projects while using terminology and concepts that
relate to ecology and biodiversity as themes, with other discussions about
the plant-life being regenerated and wildlife returning to their areas. The
adoption of new discourses is an indicator of the evolution or changing
of practices. Importantly, the adoption of new discourses is an
educational process where participants are learning about the meaning of
the new terms, how to incorporate the new terms as concepts in their
evolving narratives within themselves, and with other people. The new
discourses will also become part of the changing practices that are
conducted by participants.

5.6 Challenges Encountered by Groups
In the case study chapter I introduced various organisational
challenges and issues that confronted the Landcare groups during their
activities. I explore those issues in this section of the cross-case analysis
discussion. As found in the case study presentations, issues vary from the
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demands of administering projects and meeting statutory requirements,
changing practices to adapt to more complex natural resource problems,
and sustaining or maintaining Landcare groups as viable community
presences.
5.6.1 The Red Tape Becomes Sticky Business for Volunteer
Groups
I use the term ‗red tape‘ to refer to the commonly-held problem of
what the Landcare group members view as unnecessary regulations,
overzealous bureaucracy, and numerous official forms. Carr‘s 2002 book
Grass Roots and Green Tape has a chapter on red tape and the intrusions
of government in natural resource management volunteer groups (Carr,
2002). One of the issues that Landcare groups confront is that of
government red tape, especially where volunteers are not adept or used to
government procedures. For example, reporting on the projects often
became onerous and frequently required participants to meet until late at
night to meet deadlines. In more recent years, when project
specifications specifically excluded funding for a project coordinator, a
member or members of the group had to be the project manager and
project auditor. That sometimes created conflict within the groups. To
exemplify, one farmer was carrying out a Landcare funded activity,
while another group member was acting as the project coordinator to
authorise the project payments. In this role, the member had to go to the
farmer‘s (and neighbour‘s property) and insist on viewing the on-ground
works and evaluating the project. It caused problems because the
participants being audited found the inspection intrusive and felt that it
implied criticism of their ability to reliably conduct the work.
5.6.2 Change of Focus in Natural Resource Management
Practices
External factors influenced the scope of activities carried out by the
Landcare groups in this study. During 2001-2010 many properties in the
168

study area experienced drought conditions, and this resulted in planting
of trees and shrubs being cancelled or delayed, while previous plantings
suffered from the lack of water. The impact of this has been described by
Allan, Curtis, Stankey, and Schindler (2008) when delayed tree plantings
also caused variations in work schedules determined by the funding
authority. As can be seen from the matrix, emerging themes promoted by
agencies included improving soil quality, and progressing from salinity
problems alone. Landcare participants also realised that there were new
directions for their activities that could take the place of tree plantings
and field trips:
No, no more field trips, really Landcare should do more with pasture,
and then when the CMA started there was a request that pastures be
included in their work. We were talking about that for the funded
projects. Of course pasture would take up a lot of the water that is
causing problems with the high water table, but now they weren‘t
interested in that! I don't think the government gets good value for their
money (from the CMA) but we do as landholders. (LCM31)

The increased awareness of the significance of pasture management is
linked to this participant‘s group inviting speakers to discuss improving
soil carbon. This participant had also observed the introduction of the
regional entity (Catchment Management Authority) and subsequent
change in funding as connected. A similar view about reduced group
funding opportunities was expressed by two participants who were
agency representatives.
Although the urban Group 4 had sourced project funding from a
range of government and non-government agencies, it was apparent that
some other groups experienced difficulties understanding those new
areas to source funding. For example, Group 1 participant LCM1
understood that non-government funding from companies such as
Woolworths focussed on the local communities:
Companies like Woolworths who have money for funding and groups
have had to apply, with a project proposal, they don‘t want individual
farm focus – although there may well be a focus farm. Community –
that‘s the way it will be – business groups will want to be able to
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identify what has been achieved. It won‘t just be beautifying.
(Interview, LCM1)

Observations revealed that whereas some participants made suggestions
at meetings for new types of activities, a few older, established
participants felt that some of the project proposals were irrelevant for
their farming conditions, especially when they did not match the
previous projects they had been involved in during the 1990s.
5.6.3 (In)activity
The lack of funded project activity was evident in all three rural
groups. From the establishment of the Landcare movement in the late
1980s, field trips, visiting project sites and other Landcare groups have
been essential components of the educational activities of the Landcare
movement. They are categorised as monitoring and evaluation, and are
also essential components of project reporting specifications (Carr,
2002). In the groups in this study a common activity was to conduct a
field trip even when there were no other projects. Over the 21 years of
Landcare, the groups have built their traditions and histories by
maintaining and updating information on projects conducted. Before and
after project photographs are valued by members of the groups for their
historical information on soil and water quality, as well as plant varieties
used. The photographs are valuable data because they provide evidence
of changes in practices with evidence of the educational processes
occurring as participants reflect and learn about the outcomes from their
practices. This shows the groups striving to maintain the culture and
traditions of their Landcare group and their practices in and for their
local community and the participants. This aspect of informal learning is
a process of observing the outcomes for others in the group in the local
sub-catchment. The observation and subsequent reflections are informed
through discussing what others have experienced, through observing the
on-ground works and activities conducted, and through the connections
to the participants in the group and in the local community.
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There have been challenges with continuing to hold general
meetings regularly, whether the challenges were finding a suitable
meeting room; or encouraging members to attend when the cost of fuel
to drive to a meeting was a low priority in the reduced personal budgets
of members. Group 2 participants discovered that even after the number
of members attending meetings declined, it was important to maintain
regular monthly meetings, as my research journal records:
In 2009 they returned to monthly meetings after a trial period of
meeting only every two months. At the meeting where the trial of twomonthly meetings was discussed and rejected, three members felt it was
too long between two-monthly meetings to keep up to date. Plus if they
could not attend a particular meeting it might be four months before
they could attend next, and they lost continuity with issues. (Field
notes, research journal, 2009)

Group 1 and Group 4 members maintained the regular routine of
monthly general meetings whereas Group 3 members held the annual
general meeting only. As I described in the case studies, Group 4 wanted
to increase its membership, particularly of more physically capable
people. The rural groups did have an occasional new member. Group 2
had newcomers to the local community, some of whom appreciated the
opportunity to join Landcare. Importantly, I observed that newer
members were enthusiastic about being involved in Landcare, and their
enthusiasm assisted other participants to maintain motivation. If groups
were unable to maintain a core level of members there would be a risk
that the historical traditions, practices, and their understandings would be
lost.
The older, pioneering members did provide momentum to keep alive
long-term issues such as the threats posed by pine forestry plantation to
the sustainable management of the resources of the individual
landholders. While the longer-term members were ready to talk at
meetings about their experience concerning the validity and viability of
new ideas, they maintained the group‘s traditions, culture and history.
They relived the first meetings when the many Landcare groups were
formed in the sub-catchment. For example, they liked to remember that
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there were 80 interested people who crowded into the local hall,
continuing on with another public meeting the following week, the
excitement of new sub-catchment groups forming as more landholders
realised the impact of being able to work together on natural resource
management challenges.
5.6.4 Multiple Roles of Landcare in Communities
As noted previously, Landcare as a local environmental and
conservation organisation is a valued part of many Australian
communities. The caring culture of the Landcare movement in local
communities helped encourage continued involvement, even when
participants moved to a new property. A new member described how his
family joined Group 2 because they had previous experiences with
Landcare in other areas: ―I had been at Landcare in [town], that is, the
[town] Valley Landcare Group. We had just started to learn about the
phosphates and all that, so I knew it would respond well‖ (Interview,
LCM27).
The same participant valued the range of activities he experienced in
Landcare and reflected on the educational aspects of trying new natural
resource management ideas:
We have learned a heap. I guess that‘s how things work! It‘s funny
because my parents were … when you look at the background, they
were snow-lease graziers back then, so they actually rotationallygrazed! But you couldn‘t comment – it‘s only looking back you see
they shifted them – moving the cattle took a week – as a seasonal thing.
So at a certain time ‗this‘ went; ‗that‘ went later, and the reverse for
coming home — all on a seasonal basis. If it snowed we moved them.
Now we just do it to our own place here. So when we came here to this
property, we found we had more grass than we could handle. That was
after we started splashing super [superphosphate fertiliser] out and
things changed dramatically. We had an abundance of feed, and by
moving the stock around in a paddock we could maintain the green; or
by moving them from paddock to paddock. (Interview, LCM27)

However, whereas people in the local communities appreciated the work
of Landcare, it did not always have an immediate impact in terms of the
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environmental appeal to traditional farmers. One participant admitted he
joined Landcare for economic benefits:
Part of it was pecuniary. I wanted to plant trees and I thought if I can
get a bit of financial assistance I‘ll go along with it – honestly. When
did it start? 1989 in my area, and I joined probably mid-1990s! That
was probably five or six years later after the rest of the group. Now we
have all our creeks fenced off, we have a fair bit of running creeks,
permanent creeks fenced off. And we have fenced off all our ridgelines. The open country we are working on different things – yeah,
heaps of different things, part of is a permaculture concept. (Interview,
LCM28)

Here the participant responded to my question about why he had become
involved in the local Landcare group. LCM28 admitted that he started
Landcare activities because he and his family could see the financial
advantages, and that had gradually developed into a passion for natural
resource management activities on his property. He went on to describe
educational benefits. He is now involved in inviting conservation
farming experts to present workshops on his property and is
endeavouring to secure Landcare funding for more projects in his area. In
this example, even though the participant started in Landcare for the
financial benefits, he was drawn into informal educational processes and
into learning about changing practices.
In Chapter 4 I described my amazement at the persistence of
participants in Group 4 who were active in other conservation and
wildlife groups in the local community, and yet still needed to be active
in the Landcare group. In Landcare, participants are allowed to talk about
issues concerning the environment, conservation, and biodiversity
whereas in other arenas such as the volunteer fire brigade, the natural
resource management talk is not necessarily valued. The discussion at a
fire brigade meeting might be related to clearing trees and shrubs rather
than preserving remnant vegetation for its biodiversity values (Interview,
LCM1).
At several interviews with me, a number of participants raised the
issue of whether Landcare remained an important organisation in natural
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resource management, and whether the participants were motivated to
continue with Landcare activities. The participants of Group 1 wanted to
maintain their status and sense of viability, together with retaining the
capacity to keep the community engaged and staying aligned with their
goals to improve the environment. This is an indication of a change in
focus, with members talking about their perceptions of new roles for
them developing in natural resource management policy. As Marshall
(2008b) pointed out, describing the group‘s role in this manner would
not have been feasible ten years ago. In the interview extract the
chairperson of Group 1 explained his understandings:
The role of Landcare has changed. As a community group if we‘ve got
to stay going we‘ll need to re-define our role. That will change again,
sooner not later, as to what that role will be. At the moment we‘re just a
community group who doesn‘t have a very clear direction in what our
role is in natural resource management. Basically we‘re just trying to
present as many opportunities and topics of interest –as well as having
some influence in the projects which the Catchment Management
Authority are promoting or suggesting. (Interview, LCM1)

Some urban Group 4 participants described how they knew that they
were a significant part of the local community‘s efforts to improve their
town‘s streetscape.
I think the council are more receptive now with the work that we‘ve
done. We have got that history now. I think that‘s the reason why we
were getting some good grants. Because they knew we were right in the
job and we would fulfil it. For example, that fencing grant where we
just had a $20,000 project for willow removals in the Wetlands.
(Interview, LCM13)

Overall, participants in the study were positive about the impact of
Landcare in natural resource management and on their local community.
The data provided information on how being part of the local community
was significant for (informal) Education for Sustainability processes in
Landcare.
5.6.5 Cross-case Analysis and Collective Active Participation
As I described in the discussion of natural resource management
theories and policy in Chapter 2, the Landcare groups in my study were
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deeply involved in the local communities where they live, work, and
socialise to varying extents, with the possible exception of rural Group 3
which was at one boundary of the Murrumbidgee Catchment area. By
gathering for community-based field days and seminars or workshops,
the group members were participating and learning by means of
legitimate peripheral participation (Lave & Wenger, 1991).
The Landcare participants collectively were learning concepts and
skills such as those required for no-till farming projects, and gaining
knowledge about what is involved. As well, they were learning
sustainable practices. As I explored earlier, the practices develop and
evolve during the legitimate peripheral participation processes, while the
participants are simultaneously forming and strengthening the network of
social relationships. As told in the case studies, the participation
processes were not solely peripheral, but also active as participants
understood practices and became energetically involved. At the
catchment and landscape level, attendance at farm field days usually
required at least some of the participants to travel to another property,
which also exposed the visitors to the characteristics of the landscape on
the neighbour‘s property, and how the roads, paddocks, and waterways
are located in relation to the visitor‘s property. The participants travelling
around their catchment constitutes opportunities to enhance the farmers‘
understanding and knowledge of the landscape, and the overall
community of people that is gathered for a field day.
The strategies chosen by the groups when confronted with changes
in administrative and funding arrangements demonstrate each group‘s
uniqueness. As I noted in the case studies in Chapter 4, Group 1 chose to
provide education opportunities by arranging their own field trips to past
project sites and organising regular guest speakers; whereas Groups 2
and 3 appeared to continue with trying to find projects similar to
previous projects. The different strategies have been used to maintain
group viability, to continue with community engagement, and to recruit
new partners or collaborators to assist with funding activities. The new
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strategies evolved after 2003 when the regional Catchment Management
Authority reduced support to the groups. Agency participants in my
study described their inability to fulfil the functions requested by the
Landcare groups to support them while conducting the functions required
by the regional body. For example, an agency participant related:
It must be confusing for people, the Catchment Management
Authorities traditionally would have been Landcare facilitators as fulltime positions, but now they are employed by the catchment
management authorities as natural resources officers. They can‘t go to
all meetings, they can‘t be involved as they were, but they have to say
‗oh no we‘re here to help you still‘ even though the job specifications
have changed. (Interview, Agency2)

A representative from the peak Landcare body (MLInc) agreed that some
of the rural groups appeared to have lost their motivation to compete for
project funding without being able to fund project coordinators
(Interview, Agency4). The view that the natural resource officers were
inadequately prepared to assist Landcare groups was shared by agency
participants and Landcare participants.
Some groups used meetings and guest speakers to facilitate
information and knowledge acquisition (Groups 1 and 2); some used
their own projects and history to provide knowledge (Group 1). Members
of one group, Group 4, used local community partners to fund projects,
whereas some have members who engage with the problems of changes
in administration and policy by joining related groups and peak bodies to
exchange ideas and information about how to improve the situations (for
example, Group 2). For two Group 2 participants, attending regional and
network meetings and reporting back to the Landcare group was a vital
facet of their participation in natural resource management.
The individual participants made choices on how they supported
their Landcare group as part of the community and as part of the
catchment profile. Telling their stories as part of the case studies also
provided many participants with an opportunity to reflect on their role
and encouraged them to share knowledge they have in their community.
176

This also can be seen in observations of the groups over the duration of
the study. Many of my interviews with Landcare participants were
conducted in the early stages of the data collection. Subsequent
interviews, as well as impromptu remarks, emails, and telephone
conversations yielded data that confirmed that the participants were
continuing to reflect, talk, and seek further information on themes from
the original phase of the data collection process. For example, during the
data analysis, while I collated the projects for tabling for the groups, I
would take the draft tables to a general meeting and ask for participants‘
opinions on the accuracy of the data. An invitation to discuss my
research prompted collective discussions and reflections on the projects‘
goals and outcomes, and on funding and administrative processes.
Finally, to conclude this section, I will explore the on-going
educational effect of Landcare activities. In this section I highlight the
understandings the participants in Group 3 have of their particular
situation as they endeavour to continue as a Landcare group without
funded projects. Some participant reflections revealed uncertainty over
the full impact of rural Group 3‘s on-ground works at the landscape
level, while the discussions and interviews revealed learning was
occurring ―you do learn a lot from being involved in a group like ours‖
(Interview, LCM22). There were benefits from the projects that were
carried out, such as improving the condition of the sheep, especially in
drought years when the animals would have otherwise struggled to
thrive:
For trees, fencing for a shelter belt … most of the 42 hectares of
saltbush planting was supplemented by Landcare subsidies, which did
push us into more and more on-ground work. We found saltbush to be
beneficial in maintaining a sheep‘s condition. Basically that was the
reason we as a family got involved with the Landcare group – and it
turns you a little bit green – you realise after that the shelter belts down
there too, how good it is for the lambing ewes (especially on days like
yesterday when it was only six or seven degrees, with a strong wind) …
you can see the benefits, we have proved we have higher lamb
percentages by lambing ewes in the shelter belt areas, and joining them
in the same areas. (Interview, LCM22)
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Here the Group 3 participant described the gradual process of
understanding the benefits of natural resource management projects on
his family property. As might be expected, during a prolonged drought it
can be difficult to find new natural resource management topics to
discuss. Other groups in my study organised field days at least on a
yearly basis; whereas Group 3 attempted to organise a field day every
three years only. Positively however, some of the group‘s members
continued to reflect on past projects and the learning generated:
The group‘s executive tries to organise a field day every three years …
they had a really good saltbush day three years ago … people said it
was one of the best field days they‘d been to – on grazing saltbush and
sheep nutrition. They had an agency expert over, and had a fresh-killed
sheep that they displayed the gastro-intestinal tract. With what was
happening as the saltbush digested in the different stages (they have a
video of the process). Very useful and they appreciated it … initially
they planted it only because there was a salinity problem. It wasn‘t on
our land but just to the north and if it had spread it would have affected
our land too. Others planted saltbush because there was a salinity
problem to the north. (Interview, LCM18)

In this example, participant LCM18 described the advantages of sheep
grazing on saltbush plants. The saltbush was planted to repair salinityaffected soil but the quality of the meat from the sheep was also
improved. Several participants in other groups expressed similar views
about the benefits of the targeted educational field days and of the
saltbush plantings. For the participants in Group 3, although dormant,
reflecting on the past history demonstrated transformations that were
important if or when new opportunities presented themselves in the
future.

5.7 Informal Adult Learning Practices Overview
The matrix (Figure 5.1) demonstrated the expansion of natural
resource management themes that have imposed changes on the ways
Landcare groups understand their work. To continue being successful in
Landcare and make adjustments to their work requires that participants
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learn about the new and more sophisticated themes. This section uses the
practice architectures framework with particular emphasis on using data
from the case studies. I explore how Landcare practices can be analysed
using the sayings, doings, and relatings dimensions that are found in the
framework of practice architectures.
5.7.1 Saying Landcare
As might be anticipated, the participants‘ narratives reveal a wide
range of experiences with Landcare activities and the administration of
Landcare activities. The sayings I analysed ranged from the semistructured interview as a conversation with me, dialogues between
participants, and group discussions. Sayings were also found in letters
and emails. These discourses as part of the Landcare practices were also
expressed as understandings, questions of clarification on knowledge,
and debate over understandings.
A challenge for the Landcare movement in general has been for
participants to engage in the natural resource management problems
‗outside the farm gate‘ and plan projects that impact on problems in their
wider area at the landscape level. Landcare group members have
demonstrated an understanding of the landscape level problems. They
talk about the need for more projects across their sub-catchments and
often seem unwilling to talk about the individual projects for which they
have received funding. They know the impact of the salinity on the larger
Murrumbidgee river system. The next chapter will continue with the
analysis and interpretations of the case study data, and how it guides the
reflections on the theories used in this research project.
5.7.2 Doing Landcare
Analysing the ‗doings‘ of Landcare, I found that the doings as
components of practices are obvious in on-ground activities and
attending meetings but are also found in:
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planning the meeting or other activity,
telephoning to arrange a guest speaker,
preparing the group‘s monthly financial statement,
arranging to share a car to get to the meeting,
negotiating with the natural resource officer to present a new
project, and
discussing and reflecting on a past activity.
Group 2 members benefited from guest presenters and forums. In 2009
they hosted Dr Christine Jones, an expert on soil carbon, discussing
approaches to, and the benefits of, pasture cropping and accumulation of
organic matter in soils; a few months later they hosted the annual MLInc
forum. The approach of Group 2 to learning and knowledge production
by inviting external speakers and experts can be contrasted with some
other groups who appeared to take an ‗in house‘ attitude to learning by
emphasising farm walks or field trips of projects on their own properties
and thus maintaining control of their own learning.
The forum was great and reported to be the best yet, but of course I
can‘t compare. Bob (LCM) thinks it was too. We even covered costs
which is also a first. There were 108 attendees, 10 sponsors, and 18
speakers. A big day! (Interview LCM29)

In 2005 the group members organised that year‘s MLInc forum at which
there were more than 100 attendees who travelled from all over the
Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority catchment, including
from Hay in the west and from the upper Murrumbidgee catchment near
Canberra in the east.
5.7.3 Relating Landcare
The participants formed relationships in the Landcare groups as
business colleagues (agricultural), as Landcare members, as neighbours,
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and as the myriad of personal connections that occur. Some only met and
talked at Landcare activities whereas others met in their daily lives in the
local community for other reasons. Relationships between participants at
the meetings were usually as peers and colleagues. However participants
formed other types of relatings at meetings such as between the
Catchment Management Authority‘s natural resource officers, the local
council‘s representatives, and university researchers. More difficult to
evaluate were the relationships the participants formed as Landcare
practitioners away from the Landcare activities. Some of the data
demonstrate the members‘ engagement with their local community,
especially those from the Group 4 case study. Figure 5.2 shows the
results of data collected from participants where I asked them to list their
connections to people and groups outside the Landcare group.
The urban group‘s members regularly joined and formed
relationships with members of other conservation and natural resource
management groups, the local schools, local newspaper, local business
suppliers, and the local council (see Figure 5.2). They had a rich set of
connections that they nurtured. The size of the networks influences the
richness of interactions among participants, and the efforts to maintain
connections provide rewarding relationships.
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Figure 5. 2 Group 4 Participants’ Connections in the Local Community

The two most active rural groups (Groups 1 and 2) also maintained
their connections to the local community. The local connections were
evidenced when rural group members invited other landholders or other
Landcare groups to large field days to demonstrate innovative practices.
The connections were seen in working with local schools, meeting at the
local clubs, participating in local events such as the agricultural show,
and organising or participating in national days such as Tree Day or
CleanUp Australia Day. Since the establishment of Landcare in NSW
more than twenty years ago, the on-ground works and education in the
form of seminars or workshops conducted by rural Landcare groups
reveal new understandings of the farming practices at the catchment and
sub-catchment levels.
5.7.4 Moving to Complex Problems
Understanding the nature of the informal adult learning taking place
within the Landcare groups requires understanding the changes in
discourses, activities, and relationships of the individuals and the groups.
Landcare groups‘ practices are creative in that they maintain the groups‘
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viability by discovering new ways to interact. For example, some
comparisons in the case study data of the activities and meeting agenda
from the first decade of Groups 1 and 2, and the second decade reveal
particular survival actions. Both groups‘ on-ground activities in the
2000s were restricted by the ongoing drought compounded by the
changes in funding and administration. Group 1 made the conscious
decision to provide regular guest speakers at the general meetings and to
offer field trips to view their past project sites. Group 2 reduced the
frequency of general meetings but the trial was abandoned after
participants complained that they risked losing continuity because
meetings were only every two months. Group 2 organised seminars and
workshops but did not promote field trips. Nonetheless many meetings of
both groups were simply following standard meeting procedures without
focus, except that participants could talk the talk and continue the natural
resource management discourse. Maintaining the Landcare discourse
was important for the survival of Landcare in both sub-catchments, as
was maintaining the image that Landcare was still active in the local
communities. In this way the practices associated with natural resource
management have been sustained.
In this chapter I have presented my discussion of the data from the
case studies, and cross-case analysis features. In the second section I
introduced the emerging themes identified from the data using the lens of
practice architectures to contextualise the sayings, doings, and relatings.
It can be seen from the narrative excerpts in the case studies that some
participants recognised that they had moved with the times in their
expectations of future Landcare projects and activities. Furthermore, they
recognised that when there were no projects they could work to maintain
unique fragments of Landcare traditions and culture by arranging
educational activities at meetings or on field trips. Other participants in
Landcare groups were content to reminisce on the ‗way it used to be‘
with on-going projects and well-attended meetings without being able to
find alternatives to maintain the Landcare culture. Nevertheless those
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groups were still in the Landcare movement and waiting for the
opportunity to return to on-ground activities. My experience has been
that agency people who are working with Landcare groups are interested
in engaging with the participants and would like to understand the
processes with the view to expanding learning opportunities.
In Chapter 6 the themes I analysed in Chapter 5, section 5.7 will be
further explored by using the lens of practice architecture theories, with a
concluding reflection on the role of the theory of communities of
practice. The two research questions regarding the significance of
informal community-based education practices on natural resource
management and on the theory of social practice provide the overarching
structure of the interpretations. In Chapter 7 I will explore the
implications of the case study data as they relate to the policy and
governance issues that impact on the functioning of community-based
environmental groups and the informal learning important to the ongoing
success of natural resource management. The third research question
regarding policy implications of the understandings of Education for
Sustainability, as characterised in my study, guides the interpretations in
the chapter.
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Chapter 6: Perceptions of Informal Adult Learning in
Landcare
6.1 Introduction
In Chapter 4 I presented the case study data with emphasis on the
narratives and my observations of participants, group archive documents,
and field notes. Chapter 5 comprised data analysis of the historical
documents based on the information that was disseminated to Landcare
groups in this study, and interpretation of the cross-case data analysis
themes to explore research question 1. The matrix in Chapter 5 also
presented themes of historical and current information disseminated to
the groups. This was achieved by plotting the information by themes, and
noting what particular themes (areas) groups and participants were able
to transform into on-ground works and learning activities.
In this chapter I address research question 2, the understanding of
education for sustainability and sustaining practice as it contributes to a
theory of social practice, by exploring the emergent themes from the case
study data with the emphasis on informal adult learning and social
learning. Analysis within the case studies indicates that despite the
changes and developments in natural resource management
administration, participants in the Landcare groups are learning
informally. As a result of their continued involvement in Landcare,
participants are involved in wider community activities that promote
education for sustainability and informal learning. Following the
structure of Chapter 2 to provide thematic consistency, I begin with
exploring how the participants are learning in the community groups.
Then, consonant with the theorising of communities of practice, I discuss
the group of themes concerned with communities of practice.
To demonstrate what the participants are learning, I will introduce
the domains of practices and evidence from the case studies. I present a
discussion on the framework and analysis of the data in terms of the
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practice architectures. Addressing research question 2 provides a
contribution to social practice theories in the context of my research
study. My discussion describes the practice components and emphasises
specific processes to offer a new way to understand educational
practices. However, it should be remembered that the components of the
practices are always interwoven and exist as complete practices.

6.2 Contributions to Social Practice Theories
In this section I discuss aspects of the study that contribute to
understandings of communities of practices and education for
sustainability. The role of the community is very important in social
learning. The literature discussed in Chapter 2 suggests that to date few
connections have been documented between the theoretical context for
this thesis and the (educational) practices of community-based natural
resource management in Landcare groups. Thus drawing comparisons
between the findings in this study and other literature is limited to those
studies that acknowledge that social settings are important places where
informal learning can occur. In business organisations and in social
groups Lave and Wenger‘s community of practice theory is frequently
referred to as the mechanisms for demonstrating social learning (Aguilar
& Krasny, 2011; Brown & Duguid, 1991; Cox, 2005). The data are
examined through the lens of extant communities of practice theory in
relation to the ways that practices in Landcare groups are arranged.
6.2.1 Social Learning and Communities of Practice
Data from the case studies reveal that in three of the four groups
studied, Landcare participants are centred on the local geographic
community. Although Group 3 had no geographic focus and was based
on an area bounded by roads, Groups 1 and 2 were in valleys and Group
4 was situated in a small town. Using a geographic type of classification,
it could be conceptualised that the practices of natural resource
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management performed by these Landcare groups and farmers is situated
on their properties and adjacent roadsides, with firm boundaries enforced
by the scope of Landcare projects and funding restrictions. However, the
town-based group had a different scope (enhancing the town‘s natural
assets), and boundary (in that it was concerned solely with public land
rather than private agricultural land and adjoining roadsides). Both
categories of Landcare groups encountered a variety of agencies in their
interactions, although the urban group members worked almost daily
with a local government agency (the local council) and the members of
the rural groups appeared to work more often with state and federal
agencies.
As synthesised in Chapter 2 a community of practice relies on
continuing relationships and interactions between members. When
people cannot find the time or reasons to associate with other
participants, a community of practice can become dormant. Occasionally
the lack of time or interest can be attributed to demographics including
an ageing population, or tensions within the group, and the drought and
low incomes that limit finances for travelling. The absence of a
community focus in the area can also be a problem. A participant from
Group 3 identified a lack of families in the local community as part of
the cause of decreased social activities in the area:
This Landcare group doesn‘t mix socially at all. For example, the
treasurer is a religious ‗creationist‘. Therefore talk of holistic land and
ecology doesn‘t sit well with him! One member is single, 50-ish, and is
more interested in footie in town. Another member is quite religious:
that is, a Uniting Church member, an almost full-time teacher,
divorced. Then another is a single man too. [Question: are there local
sporting groups?] No, one locality had a tennis competition, [locality]
has football and cricket teams but the players are from all over and play
more as a social oddity. I don‘t recognise any names of players as being
from our local area. (Joint interview, LCM18, LCM20)

As in many small rural communities, members of Landcare groups are
also likely to be involved in other community groups such as the
volunteer Rural Fire Service or the primary school. Other local
community groups such as the primary schools have been part of the
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environmental sustainability efforts over the past 21 years and longer.
The Landcare movement is unusual in the Australian rural community as
it crosses boundaries such as religion, education, and age:
I think because we have this Landcare group and no other group
encompasses so many boundaries … it is not just a church group, we
have church once a month, eight people come – most are at least as old
as me! (Interview, LCM25)

Several members in Group 1 showed pride in being outward looking and
inclusive, evidenced by their acceptance of people from outside their
community:
There is engagement with a variety of external entities: researchers,
universities, private organisations and non-government environmental
organisations, tours of their sites by senate committees, students, other
environmental groups, welcoming guests at meetings. For example, at a
2008 dinner meeting there was soil conservation and water quality
speaker. A 2010 general meeting was attended by a Cargill Meats
education officer who wanted to involve the group in his company‘s
natural resource management program. (Field notes, 2008, 2010)

The members of rural Group 2 reflected on their own past
environmental work as well as on other successful groups‘ work. It was
notable that the participants proactively sought guest speakers with
innovative backgrounds, the guest meetings were well attended, and they
discussed the topic and invited the visitors‘ opinions. The focus of Group
1 members on organising regular local activities, which included bus
trips to visit the sites of previous projects, also demonstrates an ability of
the members to reflect on activities as well as the future. In this manner
Groups 1 and 2 were effective and motivated to promote group educative
activities using their own resources and the resources of their invited
presenters. Although Group 3 had become dormant, individually Group 3
participants were eager to describe and reflect on their activities when
asked. Their evidence of their involvement in Landcare was found in the
past projects where roadside signage pointed to the fenced off,
revegetated areas. Participants pointed to the signs as evidence that their
Landcare presence persisted in the local community.
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Group 4 members were able to participate in other groups‘ activities
as well as promote their own open days and projects that functioned as
educational opportunities. To publicise their Wetlands project, the group
invited the local general community to the final phase of a pedestrian
bridge construction, including a community barbecue. Explanatory
signage was discussed at meetings and included in all project plans and
cost estimates. Because of the proximity of the town to the projects and
its involvement in a variety of community events in a small town, Group
4 has a high profile in the local community. Tilbury et al. (2005b) noted
that visitors to environmental sites were engaged in learning processes
by means of interpretative modes such as signage. The erection and
composition of explanatory project signs at Landcare project sites
provides evidence of the community education conducted by Landcare
groups (as shown in Figure 4.7 and Figure 4.8).
It was possible that members of some Landcare groups did not
realise the importance of continuing to meet without projects to plan and
evaluate. By meeting regularly the members were maintaining their
group‘s traditions and culture by sustaining their sayings, doings, and
relatings. Only the urban Group 4 members organised regular on-ground
work such as tree planting in the twelve month period 2008-2009, and
maintained regular activities with some of the local schools. As noted
earlier in this section, unlike Groups 1 and 2, Group 3 did not have a
community focus such as a school. Members were mostly working on
their individual properties, and they met together only for projects related
to Landcare. Groups 1 and 2 continued to have regular monthly or bimonthly general meetings. The members‘ attendances were recorded;
any apologies, and the last meeting‘s minutes were read; matters arising
from the previous meeting were discussed; correspondence in and out
was tabled and discussed as necessary; the treasurer‘s report was tabled
and discussed as necessary; and general business occupied the remainder
of the meeting. The proceedings just described are the obligatory
elements of conducting a meeting of an organisation such as Landcare
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and, significantly, action outcomes or decisions are rarely needed. This
does provide evidence of the functioning of a community of practice as
defined by Wenger where participants ―share a concern… for something
they do and learn how to do it better as they interact regularly‖ (Wenger,
1998, p. 1).
Each of these points demonstrates characteristics of Landcare
processes active in the local communities. The processes vary from overt
active engagement with a range of local community groups such as
found in Group 4, to the remnant signage and individual reflection of
participants in Group 3. Among the Landcare groups observed in this
study, Groups 1 and 2 had survived and sustained Landcare practice in
various adapted forms, while Group 3 had declined in levels of activity
to the point of becoming dormant. Differing outcomes can be seen in
successful continuity of groups such as Group 1 and Group 2, to a
decline and stagnation in activities and outputs in Group 3. It may be that
Group 3 did not manage to accumulate sufficient human resources to
sustain itself as a community of practice.
6.2.2 More Than Legitimate Peripheral Practice: Collective
Active Participation
Lave and Wenger (1991) have described the adaptation of
individuals in a community of practice to learning new skills. Landcare
groups, with new people coming into a community, are like the
apprentices learning from existing ‗old‘ members as the skilled experts.
Together with this is the concept of the ‗old hands‘ inducting newcomers
to skills, again similar to apprentices that Lave and Wenger described
(Lave & Wenger, 1991). According to the theory the learning that occurs
is based on acceptance as a new member together with a readiness to
observe, discuss, practise, and understand a new skill or practice. In the
case studies presented legitimate peripheral participation occurs when a
group takes on new types of projects and on-ground activities. As I have
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described above, the participation is active as Landcare participants are
quickly drawn in to the group and drawn in to collective action.
Many of the characteristics of communities of practice presented in
Chapter 2 are in evidence in the data in this study: from the theory of
learning, meaning, doing, and identity; to sustained mutual relationships
and to conversations, a flow of information and dissemination of
innovations. In the data in my study, there is evidence of the
characteristics introduced in section 2.5.1 of Chapter 2‘s review:
things that are talked about and in conversations that correspond
with sayings,
learnings that are based around skills and around the wider
perspectives such as skills that correspond with doings, and
connecting up with other learners and educators that correspond
with relatings (adapted from Lave & Wenger, 1991, emphases
added).
Aguilar and Krasny (2011) described similar characteristics when
they studied high school students involved in an environmental club.
They analysed their data using what they referred to as a ―communities
of practice framework‖ that described students‘ learning skills and
community values (Aguilar & Krasny, 2011, p. 228). Furthermore, the
informal adult learning processes do not cease at the completion of
activities such as workshops, field trips, or on-ground projects. Group 1
members organised an annual field trip or bus tour of past projects as a
way of monitoring progress of completed projects and evaluating the
successes and drawbacks of past projects. The field trips provided
opportunities for existing and new members to discuss the thinking and
activities employed at the time of the planning for the project and during
its implementation. The discussions continued at the Landcare group‘s
monthly meetings, where the continued sayings (as discourse) expanded
on learnings accumulated throughout the projects.
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It made so much difference when we were actually doing something
with the Landcare group and I would remember reading about this in
the course. When I was doing my own soil tests in the paddock, I didn‘t
know whether I was doing it right … so it would be lovely if those
types of courses could be done in conjunction with Landcare groups
because they were completely separate and yet they had the same title –
Landcare. I thought it was such a shame, it would make a huge
difference, it would really encourage people if there was an option to
take up with something like that. Maybe nobody would be interested …
but anyway, nobody‘s gone down that path… There is overlap with the
stuff DPI offers anyway, and the Prograze courses too, but there are
aspects to the Landcare one over and above soils, pastures, and things –
which was basically monitoring your property … environment and
that‘s where I felt I needed someone on each side of me and doing it
together. That‘s where it would be ideal for a Landcare group activity.
Most people have done soils and pastures, weeds, stocking rates, etc.
But the unit that‘s missing is being able to go out into your landscape
and observe the evidence of what works! (Joint interview, LCM4,
LCM5)

During conversations that reflected on past projects, participants
were frequently interested in new ideas for sustainable farming while
investigating options for scientific research to help them manage their
properties. Some participants in Group 1 discussed conducting more
participatory research in partnership with universities and /or commercial
groups. One participant described a priority of starting with improving
the sustainability of the soil ―in which we grow our crops‖:
I want to go right from the soil microbial activity right to examining
and testing the people who consume the products to see whether we can
see change in humans‘ health caused by the soil conditions being
adjusted – microbes, fungi in the soil etc. We‘ve been pouring on the
fertilisers (and pesticides, chemicals) for years – that‘s what has it done
to the soil. […] I tell them I want to eliminate the vets by overcoming
metabolic disorders if we can ‗tweek‘ the soil, that‘s my gut feeling,
I‘ve always worked to that, I think I‘m right … I need the scientists to
prove or disprove it. (Interview, LCM2)

This participant was explaining his understanding of an holistic approach
to his animals by maintaining their health via improvements to the soil
and pasture. When approached by the other participants for information,
he and other older group members responded by talking to them and
showing them salinity in-situ. He also described the educative activities,
including some that were participatory and adaptive learning practices:
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The essence of the whole Landcare thing was … for them to come out
and say that yes they had salinity problems. They weren‘t thinking
about the salinity – they were thinking about their farm values! […] We
got started doing what we did, with a trial paddock, we bought the drill
and sowed 200 acres of pasture. We were getting good results; we had
field days here; we planted 30,000 trees. Later a neighbour said ―Gee
the trees are looking good, I think I‘ll put a few in too‖. I was also
getting the phone calls for advice. No-one would get up in a meeting
and admit they had problems. No, I would get the phone call because
they knew that we had it here on our property, they knew what we were
doing. (Interview, LCM2)
We developed them as we saw things happening – observation again!
We‘ve ‗piezos‘ over there to indicate the water level. They still show us
what‘s happening, but we‘ve increased productivity by 30%.
(Interview, LCM2)

LCM2 noted that participants who had the courage to admit that there
were issues of salinity on their properties began to use the new
understandings and knowledge to explain to other farmers about how to
identify salinity. This provides evidence of Landcare practices drawing
in participants to learn existing and new practices; similar to the
descriptions of Kemmis et al. (2010), of participants in education being
‗stirred in‘ to the practices and becoming active rather than remaining on
the periphery. Informal learning activities conducted by Landcare groups
are discussed in the subsequent section in the exploration of education
for sustainability domains. In the next section my focus turns to how the
more inclusive practice architectures theories can be used as a lens to
explain the informal learning occurring in Landcare groups in my study.

6.3 Practice Architectures in Natural Resource
Management
6.3.1 Domains of Projects and Practices
This section aims to explore the topics and concepts about which
Landcare participants learn. When Landcare participants are engaging
with natural resource management there are distinct domains of activities
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that nonetheless have common and, at times, overlapping practices.
Taking the data presented in Figure 5.1, I have allocated the themes to
environmental domains where I am using the term ‗domain‘ to describe
an area of natural resource management interest. Instances of the
domains of salinity, soil, water, vegetation management, community, and
biodiversity are included in Figure 6.1. The topics documented in my
analysis are represented in Figure 6.1 as a dot. For example, a dot in the
soil domain for 1991 refers to where my analysis of documents found
that during 1991, one or more of the case study groups used erosion
themes in their discussions and on-ground activities.
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Figure 6. 1 Themes Related to Environmental Domains

Note. The cells with a dot indicate a recording of topics documented
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6.3.2 Domains in Natural Resource Management
Using the case study data I have assigned practice bundles to
domains to link the practices associated with the overarching domains
such as salinity, soil, water, vegetation management, community, and
biodiversity. Each of the practices in the domains involves different sets
of discourses, activities, and relationships, even though the underlying
base components may be the same (Figure 6.1) at a moment in time.
These are the Landcare practices and, by virtue of the practice
architectures, it can be seen that the different bundles involve distinctive
discourses, activities, and relationships (Figure 2.3). Taking Figure 2.3
and encapsulating the practice dimensions results in the template shown
in Figure 6.2. I inter-relate observations and perspectives of the temporal
dimension in section 6.4.
Figure 6. 2 Domain Template Containing Practice Bundles

Kemmis et al. (2008) explored the ways that environmental domains
can be grouped with practice bundles. I have expanded on this concept
using the data from the case studies and analysing the particular
discourse, activities, and relationships from the data. Table 6.1 gathers
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together the overlapping dimensions of natural resource management and
some agricultural practices to demonstrate how natural resource
management activities in a Landcare group can be interpreted in a larger
social context. The table describes practices, activities, and discourses
pertaining to separate domains such as soil, water and vegetation
management (expanded from Figure 2.1). The practice bundles
constantly overlap (Figure 6.1) so that the remediation of salinity, for
example, involves all three of those domains.
The representations in Table 6.1 are concerned with examples of the
practices. In the example under the domain of soil, the Landcare groups
are concerned with practices such as conservation or no-till farming.
Exploring the characteristics of these practices reveals the components of
discourses such as soil degradation, soil quality, and soil carbon. There
are particular skills, activities, and material setups associated with no-till
farming that will also appear to overlap in salinity and erosion practices.
Furthermore, relevant soil domain relationships and social-political
connections have commonalities with other domains. In the domain
concerning salinity, all Landcare groups in my study recorded projects.
The practice bundle containing the key activities has discourses
concerning planting saltbush and monitoring the water quality at key
sites.
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Table 6. 1 Activities as Practices and Bundles: Examples of Domains and Types of Natural
Resource Management Practices
Domain

Practice Bundles

Salinity

Salinity (salt-tolerant Groups Saltbush planting
plants,
1,2,3,4 Monitoring water
monitoring water
quality
quality)

Salt-tolerant
plantings
Piezometersauditing

Catchment Management
Authority, local council,
researchers

Soil

Organic agriculture,
no-till farming
(including soil
testing, permaculture,
organic farming
courses)
Salinity, gully and
soil erosion control
Water environments
e.g. Wetlands
development,
management

No-till farming
Monitoring,
sharing
information
Guest speakers
Field days
Planting trees
Fencing
Planning and
participating in
programs e.g.
Waterwatch

Experts- soil, plants,
biodiversity
Community members
Media

Water

Salinity
Air and air
quality

Dust and wind
erosion
Stubble burning

Biodiversity Revegetation
(landscape
restoration,
biodiversity)
Weeds and pest
animals
Education
Field trips to sites (to
local or other groups‘
sites)

Community actionlobbying

Community
participation

Case
Landcare Discourses Landcare
Studies
Activities

Groups Soil quality
1, 2
Soil carbon
Biodynamics
Community action
Biodiversity
Groups
1,2,3,4
Groups
1, 2, 4

Tree selection
Stock access
Nutrient runoff
Ecology
Water
Waste, recycling
Conservation
Groups Monitoring water
1,2,3,4 quality
Groups Conservation farming
1, 2, 3 Direct-drilling
Soil carbon
Groups Biodiversity
1,2,3,4 Ecology
Biota

Groups Reflection, peer
1,2,3,4 tutoring
Sustainability
Community action
Groups Environmental
1,2,4
monitoring,
remediation,
prevention
Groups Curriculum (e.g.
1,2,3,4 Wenger, 2008, ―the
meeting agenda can
be the curriculum‖)

Piezometersauditing
Minimum and
no-till
Native pastures
Planting, bird
identification
Seed collection,
propagation
Monitoring
weeds, pests
Learning,
evaluation and
monitoring, soil,
water testing
Letter writing,
personal
delegations
Attend meetings,
workshops,
explanatory signs
of projects

Landcare Relationships

Catchment Management
Authority, local council,
researchers, media

Conservation farming
proponents, consultants
Health professionals e.g.
experts on allergens
Experts- soil, plants,
biodiversity

Local council, Pesticide
experts
Group participants, older
and newer members
Community members
Experts- water, soil,
biodiversity
Local council
Government bodies
Commercial organisations
Group participants
Schools
Community members
Experts- water, soil,
biodiversity
Media

Note. I have adapted the first two columns from Kemmis et al. (2008) and expanded the
analysis with discourses, activities and relationships of the Landcare groups.
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The domain of soil as shown in Table 6.1 has a set of practices together with
particular (Landcare) activities and particular discourses, although these particular
practices, activities, and discourses (or components of them) are also used in other
domains. Participants in Landcare groups are learning the whole practices, not simply
individual skills. The informal learning occurs as they are learning the different features
that are involved in the whole practice bundles in the informal adult education settings.
This demonstrates what the participants are being educated about and how their
knowledge develops over time. That is, they are being educated about the different
discourses shown in the fourth column in Table 6.1. The different discourses include
saltbush planting, soil carbon, nutrient runoff, and conservation farming. These
discourse themes can also be compared with the themes analysed in the matrix in
Chapter 5.
The sayings in, for example, Group 1, hold particular meaning about the causes and
effects of salinity, the selection and planting of saltbush seedlings, and the significance
of the piezometer readings that are used to monitor salinity in the groundwater. As
evidenced in the data, sayings include justification for the projects by talking about the
benefits to biodiversity in the sub-catchment for example. The sayings were specific to
Group 1‘s sub-catchment situation of soil type, land form and typography, and
vegetation. Activities for Group 1 in the salinity domain were choosing salt-tolerant
plants suitable for the sub-catchment, planting and maintaining plants, and monitoring
salt levels using piezometers. Relationships in Group 1 that applied to the salinity
domain were with natural resource and water officers from the local council and the
regional Catchment Management Authority, groups of researchers collaborating in
salinity projects, and other landholders. As I noted for the sayings, there were specific
networks of relationships constructed and maintained for salinity project bundles. The
description of the practice bundle and its complexity for a salinity project demonstrates
how the participants have constructed a social practice around the salinity project.
Group 2 data provide an example of practice bundles in the soil domain in Table
6.1. Figure 6.3 takes the general depiction of a domain (Figure 6.2) to provide an
example of the practice architecture bundles for conservation farming practices. The
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discourses evidenced by the sayings in the data involve soil quality, soil carbon,
biodynamics, community-based actions, and biodiversity. As part of learning about soil
carbon, Group 2 was very proactive by organising an all day seminar with a soil carbon
expert. This has been followed by site inspections with the same expert returning to
present and discuss on-ground exemplars of improving soil carbon. As found for the
salinity domain practice bundles, the soil domain sayings are shared among the
participants with shared understandings of the project benefits and justifications in
terms of natural resource management. The discourses continue during the on-ground
activities with participants becoming drawn into new activities that involve new
techniques such as using a specially-adapted tractor and equipment for direct seeding
pastures. Understanding and learning about practices to improve soil quality requires
developing new relationships with soil experts, machinery suppliers, landholders and
networks of proponents of, for example, ways to increase soil carbon. The description
of the practice bundle and its complexity for a soil improvement project demonstrates
how the participants have constructed a social practice around the soil project (Figure
6.3).
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Figure 6. 3 Soil Domain Containing Conservation Farming Practice Bundles

The domain of biodiversity can be explored using the data from Group 3. Although
as previously noted the group has not conducted Landcare projects since 2003, when I
interviewed participants three described the improvements to biodiversity after
Landcare group projects such as the Laragh Basin Biodiversity Enhancement and
Salinity Mitigation Project (Chapter 4, Table 4.4). Their sayings demonstrated clear
understandings of the impacts of the extensive saltbush and tree plantings that were part
of the activities and doings involved. The discourses were around both biodiversity
concepts and salinity problems. Document analysis data recorded the extensive
discussion on designing and placement of information signs at the completion of the onground activities. The relationships established as part of the project were with project
consultants with expertise in biodiversity and salinity amelioration, the local council
and Catchment Management Authority, visitors who inspected the sites, and private
suppliers of project resources. The description of the practice bundle and its complexity
for a biodiversity and salinity improvement project demonstrates how the participants
have constructed a social practice around the biodiversity project and domain.
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The education domain is included in Table 6.1 to describe the wider context of
Education for Sustainability, together with core elements of learning. Information and
learning, together with the interactions of participants, are ‗central‘ to influencing
natural resource management practice transformations (Pannell & Vanclay, 2011) even
though, in general, landholders need to see a benefit to their productivity as well. Some
observers might suggest that Landcare groups contribute to participants‘ learning about
new trees and shrubs to plant, however, there is a broader curriculum that includes
learning to interact and learning to succeed with bureaucracy. This form of education
and informal learning occurs when the group members work collectively to explore
alternate and innovative methods to secure projects. Recent examples included the work
of Groups 1 and 2 in conducting workshops and field trips.
The community action described in the education domain in Table 6.1 was evident
in Group 4 with a history of letter writing and arranging personal delegations to the
local council‘s officers. The data from Group 4‘s meetings describe participants
planning writing letters and making telephone calls to the local council regarding native
vegetation that is in danger of losing its biodiversity qualities. The sayings demonstrate
the participant‘s understandings of the issues, with one participant noting a problem
with erosion caused by over-stocking, another listing the birdlife inhabiting the area,
and yet another explaining to the group the problem of insects attacking the native trees
if the birds were not there to eat the insects. During the activity of writing a letter, for
example, the choice of words and emphases are discussed together with the decision on
who will be the recipient. This leads to highlighting the relationships in which the
education practice bundle is connected. Some issues require the attention of Group 4‘s
local council and newspaper, or a government department officer, or the local irrigation
office in the case of water quality issues. The description of the practice bundle
complexity for an educational project demonstrates how the participants have
constructed a social practice around the educational project.
These interpretations of Landcare practices by focussing on the practice bundles by
domains provide illustrations of how individuals were learning about discourses,
activities, and relationships. In the examples of practice bundles I have shown what they
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were learning about and how, by way of the complexity of the bundles, how they
became involved in the practice. The participants were drawn into the collective activity
by the sayings and the relatings in the informal settings of the meetings, the planning
and arrangements made for projects, and by the informal activities of the on-ground
works where they would meet, chat, work, share a meal, and reflect on the value of the
project. I will now explore the discrete elements that I have called dimensions, of the
practice bundles and discuss changes that have occurred over the 21 years of Landcare.

6.4 Social Learning and Practice Architectures
In the previous section I explored the domains that contain the different practices
where informal learning occurs. This section continues describing what is being learnt
by discussing the dimensions of the practice bundles as though they were able to be
separated into dimensions. In my discussion in Chapter 2, Schatzki (2010) and Kemmis
(2008) highlighted that the changes taking place in the practices, described here as
learning, are always occurring over time. Although the observations of the sayings,
doings, and relatings highlight practice dimensions, the data reveal fluctuations and
overlapping that may not be readily documented or described until there is an occasion
for reflection. Theorising a practice suggests it should be reconstructed and described as
a ‗dynamic whole‘ that is constituted over time. The temporal dimension of a practice
involves the historical and cultural characteristics. To explore this further I will turn to
the practice dimensions to provide the lens to explore the social learning and
transformation elements that I observed.
6.4.1 Social Learning Dimensions of Landcare
In the case studies and the cross-case analysis I identified emergent themes in the
data that are linked to how learning is occurring in the community-based environmental
groups. These themes were analysed using the practice architectures framework in
Table 6.2 to build on the communities of practice theorising which concentrates on
learning skills. Taking a then and now scenario, based on the data from the case studies
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(using as a baseline 1990-1991 for ‗then‘ and 2008-2009 for ‗now‘), there is evidence of
alterations and adaptations in the practices of the groups as shown in Table 6.2. The
following discussion combines the data of the practice architecture dimensions with the
then and now transformations in order to understand the context of the social learning
that occurred. Using Table 6.2 I suggest that, if education for sustainability is occurring,
it should be manifested in three ways: first, as individuals in the groups adopting new
sayings (discourses) that contain new ideas, understandings, and perspectives about
their world; second, as they develop new ways of doing things in response to the needs
of sustainable agriculture; and third, as they develop new ways of relating to each other
and to the landscape in the course of their activities in the groups.
Table 6. 2 Cross-case Examples of Transformation of Practices Demonstrated by
Changes in Social Learning Dimensions
Dimensions

Projects Then

Projects Now

Sayings,
knowledge,
thinking
Doings,
activities

Salinity, erosion, acid soils:
individual simple problems.
Project planning
Projects. Meetings
Monitoring water levels,
fencing, tree-planting

Relatings,
interacting

Government funded
projects, facilitators,
neighbours

Ecology, biodiversity, soil carbon: as
unpredictable complex issues
Seminars and information collection
Meetings
Remnant vegetation protection and
regeneration, biodiversity, changing soil
management
Government and non-government
organisations, new experts: native seeds,
conservation farming, biologist,
agronomist

In the previous section, I found that Landcare groups have particular bundles of
sayings, doings, and relatings of practices (and dimensions) that they require in order to
carry out sustainability activities. The bundles have particular meanings concerning the
practice that is being conducted. The sayings, doings, and relatings of Landcare can be
explored using data from my research.
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6.4.2 Saying Landcare
Practices involved in knowledge development have particular sets of sayings
around an activity. For example, when a group meets to discuss a project such as
revegetation work along a creek, the discussion may be initiated by a new round of
funding that has been advertised, and the group members meet to decide whether there
is an opportunity within their sub-catchment to take up the funding. From the feasibility
discussion a tract of degraded creek might be identified. The group members will need
to assess the area by visiting it and assessing the problem (sayings and doings). In that
manner, they might calculate the length of fencing required, determine the area required
to be planted for trees, and use their knowledge of their landscape to nominate the types
of vegetation to be ordered. Farmers deal with different consultants for advice, and
while this is occurring the farmers‘ thinking has changed as they see perhaps better crop
yield, an improvement in the water-retaining capacity of soil, some remnant vegetation
regenerating, or the return of a bird species. Moreover, while Landcare participants
connect with others in their sub-catchment they are learning about wider catchment
problems and projects that might be relevant to their property (upstream or downstream,
for example) and to which they can contribute by continuing their activities. ‗Now‘, the
discourses or sayings are still congruent with the theme of the example of erosion
control; however, the vocabulary and the discourses have become more sophisticated.
These are the sayings as shown in Table 6.2 that presuppose knowledge of someone (for
example, a Landcare participant) about the various elements of the discussion. It is
important to note that the knowledge required will probably be distributed among the
members. That is to say, not all members have detailed knowledge of the varieties of
trees that will be planted in that particular section of the creek; not every member may
have detailed understanding of the number of trees required to be ordered, and so on.
In Chapter 5, I explored the rapid expansion of themes with the increase in the
complexity of natural resource management issues, and the corresponding
sophistication required of Landcare groups to deal with, and conceive of, activities to
include increased complexity (refer to the matrix, Figure 5.1). As shown in Table 6.2,
the ‗now‘ learning themes that have evolved since the 1990s comprise inter-related
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issues that are complex problems with compound and inter-related solutions - if indeed
solutions are possible. Although social learning and adaptive management have
achieved results in improving soil degradation, for example, the impacts on climate
change issues are uncertain (Bardsley & Rogers, 2011; Freudenberger & Langston,
2006; Marshall, 2008a; Pannell & Vanclay, 2011). Together with most natural resource
management groups, Landcare groups have not been alone in confronting and seeking
ways to manage complex problems and solutions in their work. As might be expected
when new discourses enter the sustainability debate, such as when soil carbon is being
discussed, further key relationships are created as group members learn to ‗talk the talk‘
and ‗walk the walk‘ (see Table 6.3). Previously, the discourse focussed on the activity
and/ or the set of skills involved in an activity. That was still occurring, especially when
there were new members or a new skill connected to an activity, but the discourse
included talk about the environment, the selection of the trees or shrubs, and what type
of bird or animal life would be attracted by the new plantings.
Table 6. 3 Sayings: Then and Now
Then
Sayings

Planning a Landcare
project, preparing quotes
for materials, arranging
working-bee days

Now
Arranging guest speakers
on soil carbon implications,
sourcing information and
experts

Issues that prompted the establishment of the Landcare groups in the case studies
were mostly described in single words such as salinity and erosion. The problems
highlighting the issues were easy to see (such as a bad salt ‗scald‘ in a paddock, or the
dramatic gully erosion where there was once an ephemeral creek). The practices to
combat these problems were conceived of in basic actions of monitoring water levels,
fencing, and tree plantings in the instance of salinity. The discussions accompanying the
activities included topics around the significance of water levels and choosing salttolerant plants suitable to the project. Slowly, over time, the basic topics have developed
and evolved to include not only salinity and soil erosion, but also biodiversity and ways
to conduct projects to enhance an holistic approach (as opposed to a monoculture of just
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one plant type, for example), including what type of animals and birds might be
attracted to the regenerated area as well as adjustments to the types of chemicals and
fertilisers used in order to protect the new insect and bird species.
Landcare members are now talking the discourse of natural resource management
fluently using terminology and concepts that relate to ecology and biodiversity as
themes, with other discussions about the plant-life being regenerated and wildlife
returning to their areas. Activities had been modified due to drought and changed
funding structures, as exemplified in the case studies. At the end of my research, there
was less emphasis on the length of fencing constructed or the number of trees planted,
with more emphasis on the monitoring and evaluation of existing project sites, and
inviting guest speakers to provide discussion and information on biodiversity. Finally, at
the end of my research there were new relationships being built with new and different
types of regional administrative agencies, biologists, and plant nursery experts. The
change in focus and purpose of Landcare members and groups was highlighted also by
the participants:
… when Landcare first started it was tree-planting, now people plant trees for different
reasons. Now we are doing it for carbon credits or using saltbush for regenerating saline
areas. So there are different reasons now than lowering the water table as originally
happened. The funding that you get for carbon credits you can ―see‖; you are not going
to get that from Landcare. You get that from other sources, and people are finding those
other sources. (Interview, LCM21)

The plantings of saltbush on this participant‘s property were originally talked about as
helping to lower the water table and reduce dryland salinity, but in the interview she
stressed her interest in the potential value of the saltbush plantings for obtaining carbon
credits.
6.4.3 Doing Landcare
The second dimension shown in Table 6.2 is concerned with the doings. As for
sayings, doings involve relatings. Maintaining general meetings for all groups was the
most visible activity that many participants conducted. This can be demonstrated in the
same manner for doings, where the action (the on-ground work) has distinctive features
related to sustainability practices. Collectively, a group has the skills and
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understandings for preparing the area to be planted, carrying out the fencing activities,
and planting and later monitoring and reporting on the site, but not all individuals have
all the skills or all the knowledge.
When the groups were still meeting regularly, even though there may not have been
any planned projects (as one critical form of doing for a Landcare group), they were still
enacting the practices of Landcare. In continuing to enact historical practices they were
ensuring that the historical meaning of Landcare for their group, and for their
community, was perpetuated until such time as there might be new projects. That might
occur when appropriate funding became available, or when there was sufficient rainfall
to permit tree planting. The relevant activities of Landcare groups (doings) ‗then‘ in the
1990s were fencing off erosion areas (for example, to restrict stock access so allowing
the groundcover and bushes to regenerate) and tree planting (again to allow for
regeneration). At that time, participants‘ interactions and relationships would have been
with extension officers from the state agricultural sector, the Landcare members, and the
group‘s paid coordinator. In the 2000s (‗now‘) there have been changes in the sayings,
doings and relatings as seen in Table 6.2. ‗Now‘ doings can be similar to ‗then‘ doings.
Activities such as fencing and planting trees and shrubs have added complexity when
the accompanying sayings and relatings include understandings of regeneration as
improving biodiversity, both on the local property and at the sub-catchment and
possibly the larger catchment scale. As part of the doings, there are agency relationships
that are broader (government and non-government organisations, new consultants and
industry experts: native seeds, conservation farming, biologist, and agronomist). The
discourses and sayings involved in the broader relationships of the doings are more
complex. As shown in Table 6.4, the now doings may not be on-ground activities at all the traditional activities of fencing and tree-planting have been replaced with meetings
or workshops. Relationships and interactions are significant constituents of people‘s
activities and practices. Previously, (that is, ‗then‘), farmers conducted a series of soil
preparation stages such as scarifying and ploughing prior to sowing. Now, for example,
they have modified the seeding equipment and the material set-ups to direct drill the
seed into the retained pasture. There are now new and different chemical and fertiliser
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protocols for applications and schedules. Over time, the content and the structures for
understanding the practice of natural resource management have increased in
complexity. Many landholders modified their farming practices, for example, the
components of the practice associated with sowing a crop.
Table 6. 4 Doings: Then and Now
Then
Doings

Working-bees for fencing
erosion or salinity problem
areas

Now
Arranging guest speakers;
attending a dung beetle
workshop

In Chapter 2 I introduced theories of practice architectures and described that
practices are purposeful, dynamic in nature, and are more than just the skills involved.
For example, no-till farming (Table 6.1 in the soil domain) is a practice that consists of
skills such as ploughing, applying chemicals, and harvesting a crop. Before farmers
adopted new practices involved in no-till farming, they needed to understand the factors
associated with previous trials, the time scales involved in realising benefits from the
new practice, the risks of failure, the costs of establishment, and even how they would
be able to observe impacts of the changes (Pannell & Vanclay, 2011).
6.4.4 Relating Landcare
The final dimension in Table 6.2 is the relationships dimension. Participants in
Landcare groups who conducted more complex issues that required new technologies
reacted to the need for new information sources by developing connections with a wide
variety of experts. Relatings in the theoretical context can be between individuals,
between groups, between a Landcare group and people in the local community and the
wider community (Figure 5.2), individuals and groups and the range of government
entities, individuals and groups and a range of consultants and experts, and so on. Carr
and Wilkinson (2005) have described the increased involvement and participation of
farmers in research projects, which can also be seen in the data for Landcare groups in
this study. Some levels of relatings of the groups studied are shown in Figure 6.4 (these
also signify influences on groups from three levels).
209

Figure 6. 4 Examples of Landcare Group Relationships at Three Levels: Government,
Organisational, and Community

As shown in the matrix in Chapter 5, with the increased complexity of themes,
relationships have also become more intricate. Whereas in the 1990s advice of a plant
expert might have sufficed for choosing a native shrub, now in 2012 the advice of an
entomologist and ornithologist might be needed in conjunction with the plant expert.
The individual group participants may also have networks of relationships (relatings)
outside that particular group where they access extra information. The social networks
are essential in the social dimension, as evidenced by the participation in Landcare
groups. Landcare participants relate in new ways to each other, to people external to
their group both in their local community and at the regional level, and to the
environment both in their local sub-catchment and catchment-wide (see Table 6.5). New
ways of relating are evident in the relationships both with one another and the world.
Such changes appear to be happening in the four groups I studied in this research.
Different Landcare groups have different areas of activities that evolve over time and
are influenced by factors such as drought and government policy directions.
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Table 6. 5 Relatings: Then and Now
Then
Relatings

Consulting the group‘s
Landcare coordinator for
project funds

Now
Participating in local
council‘s surveys and
initiatives

Another example of relationships is concerned with groups interacting with local
government (see Table 6.5). Landcare group participants had varying responses to
requests to cooperate with local government officers. In one instance, a Wagga Wagga
City Council officer requested a time in the agenda at a Landcare meeting to ask
members for help with surveys and a session of opinion gathering. She came to ask for
ideas as to how the council could include Landcare groups in natural resource
management projects as part of an overall council project. Some members discussed the
council‘s objectives, and said that they were uncomfortable with that type of request for
cooperation as the council had not been proactive, or not necessarily cooperative, in its
dealings with landholders in environmental matters (for example, rubbish and
household waste collection services). Although some made points about the failings of
the council, other members made suggestions, but still others seemed perplexed about
the purpose of the council‘s project. The members appeared at times, to be wary of
regional and state and federal bureaucrats wanting to intervene in their area of interests
(Interview LCM2; Interview LCM7; Field notes, 2010).
The urban group (Group 4) demonstrated expertise in creating partnerships and
forging new relationships to gain project funding. As described in the case study for that
group, and in the cross-case analyses that were discussed in Chapter 5, Group 4
managed to create both small and large projects by involving local organisations. The
participants draw on their personal experiences, the successes of the group, and the
traditions and culture of Landcare as a national movement to navigate the complexities
involved in the relationships. Furthermore, Group 4 always provided information and
signage acknowledging the donations and organisations that had collaborated in the
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projects. Open days celebrating the group‘s achievements were well publicised by the
local newspaper. There was a conscious effort to promote Landcare and natural resource
management efforts by using a variety of means. These included lobbying for action
using letter writing, displays at the local Agricultural Show day, and inviting guest
speakers for public community events.
The group members frequently worked with the local council and frequently
discussed the inadequacies of the interactions they had. For example, at one meeting
participants described how there should have been maps in the council records of the
pre-tree removal and other works around Lake Talbot. Problems were also associated
with local government relationships. One Group 4 participant described the limitations
of the local government support for environmental activities and gave a recent example
―national tree day was last Sunday but nothing was planned or done by our council‖
(LCM13). She noted that the council did not have an appointed environmental officer
and so the town‘s community groups conduct work that she thought should be instigated
by the council. The lack of support was also confirmed by my research field notes and
analysis of the group‘s archive documents. At a general meeting a participant reported
that the council had identified a roadside area that had significant remnant vegetation
and that council had referred the area to the Landcare group ―for preservation and
enhancement‖ work (LCM17). It was apparent to me that the council expected that the
Landcare group would conduct the necessary on-ground work. Finding ways to work
with difficult organisations is an element of Education for Sustainability.
In this section I have explored the practice architecture dimensions of sayings,
doings, and relatings to provide insights into the learnings that have occurred in the
Landcare groups over time. In section 6.2 I discussed the data from the cross-case
analyses in the context of communities of practice. Group 3 was found to be lacking the
necessary interactions to be described as a community of practice. Significant
interactions result from casual meetings at the local shop or school, or during a tennis
game for instance. In the participant interviews it was apparent that the flows of
information and sharing activities described by Wenger as factors in a community of
practice were missing. Using the data analysis of the sayings, doings, and relatings it is
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now feasible to describe the four groups in the context of practice architecture theory in
Table 6.6. The evidence shows that the practices of Landcare groups 1, 2, and 4 contain
the sayings, doings, and relatings; whereas the practices of Group 3 lack characteristics
of doings and relatings.
Table 6. 6 Analysis of Sayings, Doings, and Relatings in Case Study Groups
Group 1

Group 2

Group 3

Group 4

Sayings









Doings







Relatings







Being a member of a Landcare group allows participants to engage in the discourse, the
activities, and the relationships surrounding their versions of natural resource
management. They do this by being involved in discussions, planning, and interactions
on particular projects such as salinity and erosion in the 1990s and by transforming the
sayings, doings, and relatings to encompass complex projects such as biodiversity in the
2000s.

6.5 Chapter Conclusions
In this chapter I have discussed how the framework of practice architectures is used
to depict transformations (and thus learning) that occur in Landcare groups in this study.
The social learning was introduced via communities of practice and I explored how the
Lave and Wenger theorising contributes to understanding social learning situations by
the legitimate peripheral participation concepts. This was followed by discussion about
the informal adult social learning in the natural resource management setting using the
practice architectures as the lens to describe features from the data analysis. Table 6.6
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highlights the value of sayings, doings, and relatings in the practices of Landcare
groups.
As I discussed in Chapter 2, adaptive management is one process that is used to
transform or adapt historical activities into new activities to effect the changes to natural
resource management that are wanted. Since changes to natural resource management
practices are often instigated by information, discussions, and reviewing current
research and ideas, one issue is how Landcare groups adapt to the changes. In my
research journal I queried whether Landcare groups were aware of the changes they
were adopting. Landcare groups in rural Australia tend to be involved in activities such
as tree planting and fencing damaged areas. Certainly, many Landcare participants find
learning challenging, or are said to deny that they are in Landcare to learn. As noted by
Allan, Davidson, and Curtis (2007):
Ideas of research, and even learning, do not necessarily come easily to everyone,
especially the ‗drivers‘ and ‗doers‘ in any community. This is exemplified by the
Landcare case; some participants stated that they were not there to learn, but rather to
prove what they already knew so that they could influence policy makers and budget
managers (p. 8).

Argent (2009) highlighted ―the Doing [sic] of adaptive management involves exactly
that- manipulating weir gates, harvesting in certain ways or places, spraying pests at
particular times‖ as part of the learning that takes place during on-ground activities (p.
27). This local knowledge and understanding is found situated:
...where the theory-practice nexus is most keenly felt ... hearing and heeding
practitioners when they say ‗it can‘t be done that way‘ is important, as is understanding
the limitations of on-ground activity (Argent, 2009).

The significance of the local Landcare members‘ experiences of what can be done in a
particular group‘s sub-catchment is reinforced in the theory-practice nexus. This is also
important for the policy considerations that are explored in the next chapter.
Traditionally agricultural extension has been popular, especially as a one-to-one
method of delivering information. It relies on a method used to deliver information
about technological innovations in tractors or harvesting, without being adaptable for
the complexities of environmental problems. However, Pannell et al. (2006) were
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cautious about using Landcare to provide Education for Sustainability other than as an
efficient means of group extension. Agricultural extension was one method criticised by
Freire because there was no attempt at establishing a dialogical process to communicate
with the farmers to understand the local knowledge and local conditions. Finally,
adaptive management is a useful method to approach the complex natural resource
management issues when there is no one, absolute answer and where there is a need to
increase understanding of how local conditions affect possible solutions. However there
is no understanding of the social features of the learning that occurs in adaptive
management in Education for Sustainability.
The practice architectures model provides a lens for examining the outcomes of the
educative processes occurring in Landcare groups. Through the dimensions of language,
work, and power (or cultural-discursive, material-economic, and social-political
dimensions), that are conceptualised in this thesis as sayings, doings, and relatings, it
can be seen that informal education processes are occurring. The purpose of using these
three dimensions in this study is to provide a way of thinking about the ways that
individuals in the groups learn as they progress to problems of increased complexity.
In Chapter 7 I explore the issues related to research question 3 and informing
natural resource management policy. I use the theory of system and lifeworld as a lens
to understand the effects of the changed Landcare funding and administrative structures
in place since 2003 in the case study groups. I continue to synthesise the interpretations
and incorporate a discussion of research question 3 to show how the responses to
questions 1 and 2 contribute to natural resource management and agricultural policy
development and implementation.
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Chapter 7: Effects of Changed Landcare Funding and
Administration
In this chapter I discuss the study‘s community-based natural resource management
groups and social learning/ informal adult education in the context of the theories of the
Habermasian system and lifeworld concepts and communicative action theory. The
discussion arises from the finding in the case studies that the three rural groups were
unable to initiate new group projects in the period of 2004-2010. The foci are the issues
surrounding regional administrative and funding structures as they influence the
successful operations of Landcare groups, and subsequently impact on Education for
Sustainability.

7.1 Lifeworlds of Community Groups
Neo-liberal thinkers suggest that Habermasian systems and lifeworlds can be
theorised as the two dimensions of a chart: that is one dimension is on the x-axis and
one is on the y-axis. Timespace as described by Schatzki (2010), and introduced in
Chapter 2, is a dimension that could be on a z-axis. Practices such as those I am
discussing are occurring over time. System relations are between people in the roles
they have, within an organisation, for example, and also as they function within the
organisation with the institutional procedures that are part of the operations of the
organisation. That is one dimension of the social life - for example in my life as a
doctoral candidate I have the role of being the candidate with my supervisor in his role
as principal supervisor. We also have personal roles with each other when we meet at
the university coffee shop and we relate on a personal level. Our system relationship is
affected and mediated by our personal relationship and vice-versa. Our lifeworld
relationship is affected, that is colonised, by our role relationships. Both parts are
arranged in our social life. Neo-liberal philosophy describes the whole set of roles and
relationships as only the components of systems, with no intersecting lifeworlds
(Habermas, 1987a).
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In opposition to neo-liberal theory are philosophers who describe lifeworld
relationships as occurring only among human beings. They describe institutions as
irritations that may intervene between individual people, but posit that institutions and
the system are external to the realities of the lives of people. Thus, in this
conceptualisation (sometimes called action theory), the institutional role that I have as a
doctoral candidate and the role that my supervisor has to myself is irrelevant in our
lifeworlds. The theory disregards the intersections of people and systems. Habermas
rejects both the so-called systems theory and the action theory briefly outlined above
because they both ignore the implications of the intersections of the system and
lifeworld (1987a). A Habermasian viewpoint on lifeworlds is that systems and
lifeworlds co-exist and interact albeit in contested modes.
The original Landcare structure of the early 1990s placed emphasis on the social
relationships of communities and participants. That original conception of a local
community-based movement gave high priority to the role of the social life in the
community (see for example, Carr, 2002; Marshall, 2008a; Marshall, 2008b; Prager,
2010; Woodhill, 1999). In this way the Landcare programs sought to develop natural
resource management via the lifeworlds of participants: their person-to-person
relationships with one another in catchment-based communities. In the Murrumbidgee
catchment at least, with the development of the Catchment Management Authorities in
NSW in 2003 (as the regional entities responsible for delivering the natural resource
management programs), a significant change occurred. Rather than addressing
community groups through the voluntary Landcare arrangements, the Murrumbidgee
Catchment Authority addressed itself to individual people and projects on individual
properties, excluding or diminishing the emphasis on local community. The result has
shown transformations in the way people interact among themselves and with the
system.
In the system established under the Catchment Management Authority, the goals of
the regional entity are to assure that changes occur according to its plans. The system is
constructed as the mechanism for producing changes in the world. The two different
phases of Landcare policy implementations in the 1990s and the 2000s reflect different
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emphases. In the 1990s the emphasis was on lifeworlds; in the 2000s there was a
distinct shift to reliance on the imperatives and functions of the Catchment Management
Authority system and its goal of changing individual landholders and landholdings. In
the 1990s, from the lifeworld perspective, the groups/ individuals were given the
authority to conduct Landcare projects, in their community-based setting, with
assistance from coordinators employed by them. These groups and individuals
established small factional sub-systems, integrated with their lifeworld aspirations
towards shared understandings of sustainable agriculture and development, locally
legitimate interpersonal and social arrangements, and their identities as people
committed to caring for their catchment and communities. Their view was that they
were working together in mutually-understood contexts (Habermas, 1987a).
The issues of communications failures between the administrating entities and the
local groups are frequently seen as top-down versus bottom-up incompatibilities in
discourse. This has been a problem, for instance, when the policy implementations
move down from national Landcare programs used to address regional Landcare
problems. Furthermore, according to Habermas (1987a), since the system is looked to as
the provider of services, participants will view themselves as clients and consumers who
are receiving the services. Participants understand themselves as clients of
administrative power and consumers of administrative power. In taking these theories
and applying them to the case studies it is clear that a Landcare group is an
administrative system and structure; it is also a lifeworld. The intersections of these are
particularly interesting in this study.
The members of Landcare groups have relationships within the group and the
relationships may be characterised at times by normal social life dealings such as
conflicts and cooperation. There were different balances in the administrative structures
in the early 1990s where the data from this study described supportive structures
provided directly to groups, and the characteristics of the support structures were mainly
determined by the groups themselves. The support involved funding for group
facilitators, and was devolved directly to Landcare groups under principles determined
by the natural resource management concepts of Landcare.
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The later administrative structures under which the groups in this study were
working since 2003 have involved the funding transiting through the regional structure
of the Catchment Management Authority and arriving indirectly at the Landcare groups.
The Catchment Management Authority had overarching catchment and water
imperatives that influenced the distribution of funding to Landcare groups. The natural
resource management funding principles were more general in that the money could be
distributed to individuals (for example, via Property Vegetation Plans), to a range of
natural resource management representatives, as well as to Landcare groups. The
funding for the Landcare support structure changed so that one of the Catchment
Management Authority‘s natural resource officers was responsible for administering the
individual property funding, other agencies or groups, and at least two or three Landcare
groups for a sub-catchment. Therefore, the Catchment Management Authority was
making funding and support decisions under a different set of priorities, compared to
the Landcare groups of the 1990s and the national Landcare interests setting the earlier
priorities.
The Catchment Management Authority structure in place since 2003 resulted in a
clearer impact on private interests in natural resource management activities. The simple
administrative structure of the early 1990s resulted in simpler relationships for local
Landcare groups. That administrative and economic system meant that Landcare groups
were able to accept the priorities and understand how to apply for projects that
addressed their particular local problems. The regional structure has meant that natural
resource funding has been able to bypass part of the Landcare groups, and that the
individual property owners could be contracted directly with the Catchment
Management Authority in a client relationship. In that set of circumstances the local
community structure is not necessary for funding natural resource management. This
may result in an apparent more efficient distribution of funding, and in terms of
property holders it may deliver better outcomes. However, the effectiveness in
achieving local actions is in doubt.
The current structure does not deliver local community outcomes, rather it supports
regional catchment projects. The risk of moving natural resource management to the
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regional, catchment level is that it is no longer so much a community interest or
concern. Under both models of administrative structures the lifeworlds were important.
In the previous, more supportive model of the 1990s, participants were able to work
together relatively unhindered. The model did provide benefits to the participants‘
individual properties and the adjacent roadsides, but there were concomitant community
benefits and catchment benefits. The participants in the study described the involvement
as altruistic and improving local community situations. While there were conflicts and
disagreements, participants described the period as exciting and fulfilling for themselves
and the local communities. However, participants described the breakdown of those
lifeworlds when the more regional model was introduced in 2003. Landcare participants
were discouraged from attending meetings because they were disillusioned and did not
know what they could do about the changed structures that did not offer the previous
support. The breakdown of the lifeworld relations was indicated by the participants
removing themselves from the meetings of Landcare groups. In Chapter 5, section 5.4, I
calculated the decrease in combinations of possible interactions when the median
participants attending a meeting decreased from 20 to a median of six. The implications
are that the richness of the lifeworld is dramatically reduced when there were only six
participants present. This is especially significant when the reality of the social life is
that not all six people would have wanted to interact due to personality or cultural
differences, irrespective if they were competing or cooperating. The lifeworlds of
participants are mediated by communicative action in Landcare. Habermas (1987b)
described ideal communicative action as:
mutual understanding (seeing each other‘s perspectives),
intersubjective agreement (both about the discursive relations with another
in the semantic dimension, mutual agreement, and aimed at reaching
consensus about what to do as activities in the physical dimension of space
and time), and
relations in the social dimension that are egalitarian relationships that
connect to the mutual understanding.
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Strategic action also is a part of the Landcare groups‘ work, where technical details
are planned and include logistical planning and support. For example, the lifeworld
portion was highlighted when participants were using mutual understanding to learn
about new ‗tools‘ (such as such as introducing dung beetles for soil improvement) for
natural resource management. Intersubjective agreement occurred when the Group 1
members agreed that it was not just one species of dung beetle needed, rather they
needed to arrange for the supply of eight species of dung beetles. Finally, the consensus
about what to do was highlighted when the participants, after discussions, decided to
carry out a dung beetle project and decided that the project should be conducted at a
particular site because of its specific needs. The colonisation of the lifeworld occurs
when the system, the Catchment Management Authority, appends criteria on what
project types are permitted, and when preference is given to individual projects rather
than group projects. The strength of the 1990‘s model was in the emphasis on the local
community participation as opposed to the 2003 model where the emphasis swayed to
regional involvement to the detriment of the local participation. Morrison (2009)
described the effects of the Caring for our Country funding that has promoted efficiency
in applying funding by forcing so-called ―less competitive regional bodies‖ to compete
with ―local governments and other organisations‖ (p.230). This had the effect of
diverting funds away from communities (Morrison, 2009). Woodhill (1999) earlier
lamented neo-liberal trends reflected in economic and political forces shown in, for
example, continued land degradation and the inability of government programs to halt
its progress, Armitage et al. (2009) highlighted the problems arising from weakening
the local and regional organisations.

7.2 Landcare Policy and Timeframes
7.2.1 Inconvenience of Time
A frequently raised source of tension between Landcare participants and
administrative entities is that the timescale of ‗nature‘ and levels of administrative
timescales are not consistent. At the national, state and regional levels of government,
funding and reporting schedules are based on financial year or program constraints that
221

may require results within a one or two year period. Landcare groups need long-term
projects, for example, five years or more, to report on effects of on-ground work.
Administrative entities have reporting and auditing cycles that are based on twelve
months, usually one financial year. Even if a project is funded for a longer term, say
five years, the administrative requirements are for an annual report. This is one example
of differing timescales encountered by Landcare members. The chairperson of Group 1
explained the approach that farmers take as being a long-term view:
The way nature works is on a different scale. Time to me (as a farmer) is something
which is either completely misinterpreted or never defined by the government. Landcare
is in the same boat – we can only see changes now that Landcare has been going for
twenty years. We‘ve got mature trees, we have the benefits of mature plantings. But at
the same time the years have dried out so we don‘t know what benefits they have had
on our salt levels and ground water spaces. It‘s fairly obvious that they have had some
sort of impact, although we can‘t say they forced the drought. But the timeframes of salt
issues and fixing the problem is long-term – the project, the Kyeamba Action Plan, was
to reduce the salt-load into the Murrumbidgee – wasn‘t ever going to happen in twelve
months. Even if you fence a creek out, nothing in twelve months will change. You need
a minimum two to three years, realistically five or more years to see changes.
(Interview, LCM1)

As noted in the case studies in Chapter 5, participants also managed inconvenient
variations to project schedules that were imposed by seasonal fluctuations (shortages or
excesses of rain for example), and those imposed by administrative structures when the
funding was only delivered when the project was completed:
You start something and you can‘t do the planned things … and certainly from the
Landcare point of view that‘s certainly been a problem. For us it‘s the drought and just
not having enough hands (workers) to comply with our in-kind contribution to the
project, or the finances to actually do the fencing, because it all takes time and it‘s
something we don‘t have a lot of! I put in a lot of time doing the fences and digging out
posts. I think I dug 17 fence post holes and ran out the wire and did all the hard work.
I‘ve got a PhD in Post-hole Digging. That was our first year here and it was hard. (Joint
interview, LCM7, LCM8)

Landcare participants wanted to continue with the successful on-ground works such as
more tree planting and erosion control whereas the funding bodies were not offering
funding for those works. The Group 2 members were aware of their need for a new
project to keep active. They were also aware of their inability to develop a project to
comply with the funding guidelines. The uncertainty was compounded by the
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impatience of the natural resource officer to be able to report that she had informed the
group. At one meeting the natural resource officer told the members and guests present:
Well, you need to hurry up. We have to have your applications in by next week or even
next month, but certainly before the next meeting. (Research field notes; Agency7
interviews, 2009, 2010).

This example highlights the tensions created by inconsistencies in timescales at the
boundary between the group‘s and participants‘ lifeworlds and those of the Catchment
Management Authority‘s system.
Members of Group 2 struggled with administrative interactions at the regional
level. This was evidenced in Chapter 4, section 4.4.4 where members of the group were
reluctant to engage with the proposed projects and ideas. Evidence of a dislocation in
the regional administrative timeline and the grassroots timeline became apparent when
Group 2 members complained that the new timelines for advertising project proposals,
and even seminars or field days, precluded their participation because they did not have
sufficient time to adjust their work schedule and arrangements to travel to the seminar.
Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority‘s staff who attended the monthly
meetings and who undertook to steer participants in particular strategic directions were
not able to develop alternate mechanisms to help the Landcare group.
7.2.2 Horizontal Tensions
There are various problems with regional policy implementations that are related to
the interactions of the individual‘s lifeworld with the organisational system. In the
context of this study the interactions involved Landcare members/ groups interacting
with the regional funding and administrative entity, the Catchment Management
Authority. In the previous sections I demonstrated boundaries where tensions arise.
Rather than the traditionally-held complaint that when talking with bureaucrats there is
a failure in upward communication, in this study I have found there is a sideways (or
horizontal) break down of communications. Traditionally the Landcare groups had the
coordinators to act as the conduits between the system and their lifeworld and manage
horizontal communications. The natural resource officers, as representatives of the
Catchment Management Authority, were expected to be able to communicate with the
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Landcare groups in their language and on their terms. Unfortunately, the evidence in
this study reveals that the dialogue between Catchment Management Authority and
groups missed the target due to a lack of engagement and commitment to responding to
the needs of the Landcare groups. Since the policy models in the first decade of
Landcare permitted employed coordinators, the groups were able to approach the
regional entity through the Landcare coordinator. The appointed coordinators usually
had similar experiences or background to the natural resource officers from the
Catchment Management Authority and were able to talk as peers or colleagues. After
the removal of specified Landcare coordinator funding in the early 2000s, the
participants representing groups were required to approach the regional entities
themselves and were not always capable of successful communications. One participant
summarised how the groups were disoriented and disempowered over the loss of the
Landcare co-ordinator in that ―you can see our chairperson is way out of his depth and
we can‘t make decisions on our own‖ (Interview, LCM2).

7.3 The Boundaries of Systems and Lifeworlds
7.3.1 Administrative Structure Arrangements
The Landcare groups do not operate in a vacuum. They exist under administrative
and policy structures as varied as the climatic and soil conditions in which their
members live and work. Ross and Dovers (2008) noted that whereas program guidelines
are important to establish goals and targets, there is a need to ensure that the regional
entities do provide support to the local groups by ensuring that they have the necessary
resources to conduct their work. These are not only physical resources such as
equipment and supplies, but also resources that support the groups as they complete all
mandatory aspects of projects such as auditing and reporting. In the natural resource
management context, Landcare participants are rendered powerless when they cannot
participate in appropriate discourses with government agencies, and where reporting
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structures, for example, are not in alignment with the reporting style needed to report on
environmental outcomes resulting in loss of communicative power.
7.3.2 Natural Resource Management Policy
Funding and administrative structure changes, together with launches of new
natural resource management initiatives, have resulted in increases in the number and
the sophistication of themes tabled by the groups. As shown in the matrix (Figure 5.1),
changes were implemented at the federal level. In 1991 there was the announcement of
the Decade of Landcare as the new way forward, while in 1997 there was the launch of
the Natural Heritage Trust program. States and territories also adjusted their structures
to include regional administrative entities (the example of the structures in NSW was
introduced in Chapter 2). When the Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority
became involved as the regional administrator for the Landcare groups in 2003, the
emphasis in themes evolved to include issues around water management. Prominent in
2003 data in this study were the categories of planting trees, nutrient management9,
water quality, and water flows.
The matrix in Chapter 5 aligns the changes in structures and funding support
with the themes presented to Landcare groups over a 21-year period. As previously
described in Chapter 6, the range of themes expanded from six main topics to at least
20. The environmental complexity increased from learning about salinity and loss of
soil fertility to learning about catchment and property planning, protecting and
revitalising remnant vegetation, understanding the significance of biodiversity in
species, and adjustments of water flows for environmental purposes. The increased
complexity of natural resource management themes increased the uncertainty of
Landcare members in knowing what types of new projects they should be conducting as
described by Curtis and Sample (2010). Attempts by Landcare participants in this study
to understand changes over the 21 years of Landcare resulted in some participants
reflecting on the situation and administrative arrangements before the Murrumbidgee

9

Nutrient management is primarily concerned with reducing the runoff of fertilizers (for example,
from pasture and cropping activities), and animal waste/ excreta (from intensive farming such as dairy
farms or feedlots) into streams and rivers.
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Catchment Management Authority took over the management at the regional level. The
changes from the first ten years, where the group could make their own decisions on the
focus of projects, to the years since 2003, when they have had less control of activities
have been difficult for the groups to find funding as the Group 1 chairperson stated:
We haven‘t been in a position recently where we‘ve had to decide. We‘ve just been
presented with projects … but that might come back again in time. Recently we have
been working with the Catchment Management Authority, and funding devolving in a
new model. That is, the Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority has been refocussing, and setting new priorities. Who‘s to say that in a future time, five to ten
years, the government will just say ―well catchment management authorities aren‘t
working, we‘ll scrap them and bring in something new‖? And to date we have been
relying a lot on government funding. They do have that control as to what they do, who
they put in control of the funds they‘re distributing. Being government, they don‘t trust
anyone but themselves. They sit in their offices, the give the funding to more people
who sit in offices … eventually there will be more funding coming from other areas,
such as from corporate donors, and they don‘t want to give their money to the
government. Then those sorts of projects will get tighter. (Interview, LCM1)

In describing the instability of the administrative arrangements, LCM1‘s comments
were based on his frustration in unsuccessful efforts to maintain stable relationships
with the officers from the regional entity. It was clear in my case studies that the other
rural groups in this study had experienced similar issues over the same period.
7.3.3 Loss of Communication
In the groups studied, there was a sense of powerlessness, of being unable to
influence policy and regional management. For example, in Group 2, there was disbelief
among members that, what was once a network of six Landcare groups, had been
reduced to one group. That loss of the network resulted in a decision to hold the general
meetings on a bi-monthly basis for a period, as they struggled to conceive suitable
projects to attract funding. The perceived loss of impact was manifest in explanations of
participants who repeated the history of the networks, and individual groups, with a tone
of ―disorientation, loss, and sometimes even grief‖ (Interview, Agency8, 2008).
Furthermore, the powerlessness experienced by groups influenced their willingness to
be reflective and progressive; to consider different ways of acting and thinking. Carr
and Wilkinson (2005) suggested that, for transformations to occur, participants need to
be able to reflect and develop new ideas. One participant reflected on the effectiveness
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of Landcare as a means to conduct natural resource management, and how change in
policy can have uneven effects such that:
The intent of Landcare is good, people are doing it for the right reasons, I think at least
you are getting people to think differently, to think out of the square, and people start
looking for new ideas…
…one of the things that irks me, that the government is doing more of it now, is locking
up the country for national parks, and they are going to finish up ―monoculturing‖
themselves … or cypress pine will take over. That will happen at the expense of the
balance of the other things. If they selectively log those places, that is sustainable. It is
just a natural thing. You don‘t have to take the habitat trees out, you can just put the …
it seems we are so polarised – you have the mad greenies on one side. (Interview,
LCM28, emphasis participants)

The same participant lamented changes in approaches to policy where it is now more
heavily top-down and appearing more regulated, with less horizontal grassroots
consultation:
I don‘t know ... it has deteriorated, got worse – before it was driven from the ground up
… for example in the recent seminar topics – can Landcare inform policy? How to get
the communications working between grass roots and bureaucrats … I don‘t know what
can be done … things don‘t work anymore … now it‘s hard to imagine what it will take
to change, or how it will change from the top-down model. Another thing is that
farmers have become so tired – look at the wheat growers – I‘m not a wheat grower but
this year I have put a bit in – it was the greatest organisation, farmer-controlled, a bit of
a problem in Iraq, but that‘s got nothing to do with the marketing system, it was so good
– they just let them take it over! There was a bit of a token protest the week before it
was a fait-accompli! It would never have happened ten years ago, there would have
been marching up and down streets etc. something has happened to it now – oh well,
that‘s the way it is … I don‘t know what has happened, as it is a society, I think it is
probably society in general, you don‘t see university students marching, we need that
polarisation, we need anarchy, to get that balance of protesters, we haven‘t got it.
(Interview, LCM28)

This participant described the lack of success of inputs from the Landcare group to
policy and talked about the top-down model of administration, and it was significant
that the Landcare participants had been accustomed to having the appointed facilitator
or coordinator speak on their behalf to the regional entities responsible for devolving
funding and distribution of projects. The traditional facilitators and coordinators were
able to interact and communicate with the groups ‗horizontally‘ using discourse and
language that was common to all.
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The reactions of participants in this study to changes in administration and funding
can also be compared to reports from Campbell (1991), Carr (2002), and Lockwood et
al. (2009), all of whom found issues with the rigid vertical structure, multiple layers of
governance, and the difficulties of interacting with the grassroots Landcare groups‘
expertise. As I previously described, the Landcare facilitators were accomplished in
achieving horizontal communications and collaborative organisation with the Landcare
participants. Thus when the regional structure was applied, the Landcare groups
expected a similar mode of interaction. Their expectations were reinforced at that time
by reassurances that facilitators and coordinators would continue to work with the
groups. These reassurances were part of the policy statements from the Catchment
Management Authority. During the study period the same reassurances were regularly
communicated in newsletter updates, and were communicated to the groups by such
things as the appointed natural resource officers attending monthly meetings, and
offering to help with project applications. In a Hunter Valley, NSW, case study, Martin
(1997) explored techniques to overcome and improve communications between the
administrators and Landcare groups by increasing collaboration with greater
participation between the key groups. In my study, in Group 1, several major projects
had been carried out in the groups‘ catchment areas by organisations such as CSIRO,
and several universities (an example is the previously mentioned Heartlands project that
involved several areas across the catchment including Kyeamba Valley and Billabong
group). In these projects there was always a project leader and a coordinator or
facilitator available so the Landcare group participants were not carrying the
administrative burden. The contradictions in an external, public appearance of
supporting Landcare contrasted with actual experiences of the Landcare groups. The
lack of support that was encountered by the Landcare groups in this study has resulted
in the accusations of poor management and communications between the Catchment
Management Authority and the groups (Interview, Agency2; Interview, Agency4; Field
notes, 2009, 2010).
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7.3.4 Policy Action is Slow
The concerns raised by Landcare participants over the leisurely pace of action in
natural resource management are important to researchers and commentators such as
Marshall (2008a, b) and Pannell and Vanclay (2011). The participants in this study are
aware that Australian governments are interested in agricultural productivity and slow
to react, whereas the groups want to preserve the land for the future generations.
A farmer is concerned with future generations‘ well-being. If we could mine this place
for minerals we would make a lot of money, but would we die happier? (Interview,
LCM2).

This Group 2 participant has been active in lobbying politicians for policy changes
to preserve the agricultural lands, and has presented papers at seminars and conferences
on Landcare activities to combat salinity. On a wider scale the issues of climate change
and fears that on-ground action is too protracted and gradual, affect Landcare
participants:
We are talking about climate change. People will have to take on the fact they can no
longer farm in the way that they have farmed traditionally unless they do certain things
to the land because the land will not tolerate it any longer! The land doesn‘t have the
capacity to tolerate it any longer. What is interesting, and one has to remind oneself, we
get a bit ragged here and we look across at the property across the road and its all green
and things … then we have to remind ourselves that things can look good but they can
lack vitality. (Joint interview, LCM4, LCM5)

Landcare group participants in this study described some ways that the system (the
Catchment Management Authority) contributed to the slow rate of action. The
Catchment Management Authority continued to tell the participants that it was there to
work with the Landcare groups. In addition, the presence of natural resource officers
from the Catchment Management Authority at Landcare group activities, such as
general meetings, gave the appearance of a partnership. However, the consistent lack of
funding for any on-ground works and large projects, as indicated by the four groups‘
project summaries (Chapter 4 case studies), gave a different message to the groups. The
participants in the groups knew that the Catchment Management Authority was
responsible for management of Landcare; yet they observed that the management was
conducted from the regional offices. There was infrequent direct contact with the groups
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in their local communities. Instead the funding designated as Landcare support was seen
to be diverted to training and courses for the natural resource officers from the
Catchment Management Authority (Agency2, Interview, LCM6).
7.3.5 Loss of Assistance with Administration of Projects
During the first decade of Landcare the Landcare groups and participants were
given the lead to decide on projects and the assistance they needed to carry them out and
report back on the projects, often using a paid coordinator to take on the challenge of
unfathomable paperwork and the time-consuming project management tasks:
So that‘s how we‘d get funding, we would design the project, say what we were trying
to achieve and apply for the funding, so it would be up to us who would qualify for
work, pin-point the areas … that‘s how I recall it worked. It is no longer in our control
… the need for a Landcare group had changed but in my opinion personally I‘m not
sure exactly what the role of Landcare is at the moment. (Interview, LCM1)

Before, with Landcare groups making decisions on the focus of projects in the subcatchment, the participants such as those in Group 1 understood the scope of projects.
Because of the changes the participants asked questions and reflected on the changing
administrative structures and the underlying policies:
We do get tied down in the bureaucracy as well and hang on, how many mobs of
bureaucrats and politicians can just wander on to our farms whenever they feel like it?
And they go and have a bit of a look at the trees and plots or whatever. The new
governments down the track when things change slightly will want to do the same.
Meanwhile the rules keep changing! You go and you apply for something and that‘s all
well and fine, but the next year you end up with a property vegetation plan or something
else! Ever so slightly different but it‘s so well sealed up from a legal point of view that a
farmer (you know, a regular farmer) is not going to understand it. And their so-called
bit of give and take, but it seems much more give on the farmer‘s part. (Joint interview,
LCM4, LCM5)

Funding in the beginning of Landcare seemed easy to apply for and gain. Farming was
profitable, so participants could afford to contribute the requisite 50 percent in cash or
in kind (as labour) and it continued like that for some years:
Whilst initially we just got a few cents funding from the Catchment Management
Authority, we made a conscious decision that we had to do something about the
salinity. It was great to see a fair bit of research into that … back then we could afford
contributing our share. (Interview, LCM2)
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This evidence of the changing funding models was also seen in the way the projects
allowed for and used external earthmoving and fencing contractors, supplied by the
Catchment Management Authority, for ripping soil and tree planting. The use of
external contractors reduced the amount of time members spent working together in the
field on landscape-wide problems. The funding emphasis transferred to work on
individual properties that added to the uncertainty of the participants and their future as
members of Landcare groups.
The changes in the funding model have really changed the dynamics. There are
definitely pluses and minuses for the two types of funding delivery mechanisms. Group
funding was good as it forced them to come together as a group and really be active in
their projects. (Interview, Agency2)

As well, pressure had been applied to the agriculture sector to improve efficiency
and increase productivity, without consideration given to the long-term effects of
chemicals on the soil profile:
We are telling them they have to get better but their thoughts drift to artificial fertilisers,
to increase it. Really there‘s nobody telling you that you are physically stuffing up your
soil! … if you‘ve got federal politicians driving the state politicians who are then
driving the Department of Primary Industry they try to justify their positions. They have
to have runs on the board and increased productivity! Do the politicians really care what
else is happening? (Interview, LCM2)

Group 1 had some outspoken members who worked with the levels of government on
committees and consultations, and were aware of the importance of engaging policy
makers. Their discussions and comments at meetings had encouraged other participants
to understand the significance of being able to contribute local knowledge to policy
development:
We thought back in 1988 that something was going wrong with our land and soil, but
nobody could tell us what to do. Then when I was invited to talk about what our
Landcare group had done, I went to the Dubbo 2000 salinity conference and I got put in
with the policy people group. That‘s where I found out so much about the bureaucracy
cycle (going) up and down. It just blew me away. The then Minister for Agriculture was
there – he had all the boxes he wanted to tick that he had done a consultation with us…
that was all. It was the pits. It was a big table of professors etc. and I was in the group. I
was told to sit down and shut up and not speak until I was asked to … [Q: were you
paid for your time?] No, I even had to pay for the motel! The federal government
member was there … You had time for a three minute speech, so I took that chance to
say what I wanted. I made some notes to be ready, but I was distracted by another
speaker so when I got up I had inspiration and I started off with salinity was the best
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thing that ever happened to me, the bloke from Cootamundra was shocked, and I
explained it, what remedial action we‘d done, and turned it around as an asset,
improved production by 30% on those paddocks. (Interview, LCM2)

There were participants who questioned whether the policy developments and resulting
project scopes were serving the interests of the members of the Landcare group as the
restrictions and legal conditions that were imposed created problems later10:
… in a recent Landcare funding model where the Landcare group had to find or grab a
certain number of properties in order to procure funding, and whilst I‘m not qualified to
give legal advice, I did advise them that they‘d be f*** mad if they signed this thing on
behalf of everyone in the group, because it was a piece of velvet over the hammer I
suspect! (Joint interview, LCM4, LCM5)

Impacts were seen, in the institutionalisation (or system colonisation of lifeworlds) of
agricultural lives with examples in the case studies. An example of bureaucracy as
explained by a participant:
These include disparate problems such as surrounded the introduction of compulsory
courses, such as for chemical handling. These were run by registered trainers, who
charged high fees, all for a piece of paper plus time involved for the participant. They
had to organise a time to attend the course, and to comply with training provider that
added further impact on the farmer-as-businessperson. The participant needed to attend
the course, but it was conducted in a training room that was away from the property and
daily activities. Plus, the certification obtained on the course required regular revision in
ensuing years. (Field notes, 2009)

Already the system, in guises that included National Action Plan for Salinity and
Water Quality, the Natural Heritage Trust programs versions one and two, and the
Department of Soil Conservation, market forces, and economic forces – has had an
impact on Landcare groups and individual farmers. Participants wanted to know how
they could continue to reproduce their activities for the future and in the immediate time
period where climate change forces were already impacting on their (life)worlds. The
issue was how to build on the Landcare community philosophy by changing the policy
that governed programs. As might be expected in community engagement with
bureaucracy, there were differences in opinion between participants about development
of the funding policy and governance, and administration, with one participant saying:

10

This may also be important when the group members have to manage and coordinate projects –
previously the employed coordinator would take responsibility for ensuring legal constraints were taken
into account.
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They only feed down what they are dictating to you to do. That is, ―This is how it's
done and this is what you'll do‖. We keep doing what we've been doing for years. Why
haven't they got the message? I think Landcare should be listened to higher up in the
pecking order. Give us better quality fences/ materials and less wattle trees. Be more
specific with what sort of trees, listen to Landcare, don't waste money with contractor
bulldozer drivers, change the funding. If you give us more money we can get more
things done with it! … We could deal directly with the drivers and get better rates.
(Interview, LCM31)

As illustrated by this comment, the extant vertical or top-down administrative structure
did not always ensure that Landcare participants received feedback from the policy
communications directed to them. The impossible timelines (as explained by
participants) also impacted on participants who needed longer lead-in times for
attending workshops and conferences.

7.4 Systems and Lifeworlds in Action
7.4.1 Policy and Administrative Changes in the System
In Chapter 2 I introduced Habermas‘s theory of the system-lifeworld boundary. I
have already noted the overlap or, more likely, the incursion (colonisation) of the
system on the area of responsibility of Landcare groups (lifeworld). In the cases
investigated in this study, the regional administrative body, the Catchment Management
Authority, thwarted the groups‘ efforts to remain active in the natural resource
management activities with which they were previously familiar and in which they
regarded themselves to be ‗expert‘ practitioners.
The data in historical documents described the approaches of some successful
participants of Group 3 who found ways of operating through the system. They did this
by applying for projects on their properties as a means of obtaining increased money to
make improvements on their own properties without engagement with the landscape
vision of natural resource management. The members in the group were also able to
make administrative connections to get projects funded, whereas some members of
other groups appeared unwilling to engage with the administrative system in a similar
manner. The other rural-based groups in the study wanted funds and projects and they
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wanted to be effective in their on-ground work on their properties. However, from the
analysis of the data, the rural-based groups also appeared to be more understanding
about the relevance of the work at the landscape and sub-catchment levels. Importantly,
now there is the understanding that they are aware of participating in the wider
catchment management, together with an understanding of the connectedness of what
they are doing. Because of their collective active participation, they are not just being
‗held together‘ in community groups by merely being co-inhabitants of the groups. The
urban group members, as active participants, were also connecting with a variety of
external organisations as illustrated in the group‘s case study.
The participants who belong to urban Group 4 are the people who probably interact
or intersect the most with the system (usually local government) because they
understand how to use the system to improve and beautify their town. The case study
for Group 4 describes the passion and commitment of the participants. This can also be
understood in the way the participants selected tasks and projects that they believed
were necessary to sustain the town environmentally, and they worked in terms of their
lifeworlds and their environment. In contrast, the data show that the rural groups had
less successful interactions with local government. This was apparent in the
consultations with Wagga Wagga City Council‘s community officer who was inviting
Landcare members‘ input to the proposed local environment plan. Field observations
revealed a lack of confidence (or an element of diffidence) in collaborating with the
council:
The council was preparing an environmental plan and the representative came to the
meeting to ask for the Landcare group members‘ inputs. Some members asked
questions about long-standing problems of roadside weed management and rubbish
removal, but mostly the members seemed to be quite astounded that the council wanted
to talk to them. The participants proceeded to talk about general non-Landcare issues
such as roadside rubbish bins and roadside weeds rather than engaging with the council
in natural resource management activities such as erosion on roadsides and tree removal
from roadside reserves. (Field notes, research journal 2009)

Participants in the rural Landcare groups appeared to avoid creating a connection with
the local government organisations historically. New relationships and connections
were initiated only as new members with different experiences and backgrounds joined
the groups.
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The urban group adopted the approach of staying involved in the town by enlisting
the local council and building on the importance of the local council‘s responsibility to
maintain and improve the town‘s environmental assets. At a monthly meeting of Group
4 members, it was proposed that the local council should be approached about a new
activity, so ideas were sought about who should be approached and what needed to be
said. In one instance when I was observing, it was minuted that one or two people
would write a letter on the subject (Field notes, 2009). At the next meeting there is a
record of the letter having been sent out. The letters, and sometimes the replies from the
organisation concerned, demonstrate the writers‘ passion. Below is a letter to illustrate
this point. The letter was written to the regional manager of the Department of Lands:
Our Landcare group has heard that strip development is planned for the Newell
Highway just past the 50/110 km sign heading towards Narrandera. The land concerned
is a small area of natural Cypress or grey box woodland and we consider that the area
should be retained as it is an asset at the entrance to the town. There is plenty of cleared
private land only half a kilometre further along the road, so retention of the woodland
should not be a problem. It is inevitable that development will eventually occur in this
area but it should definitely be further along the highway, past the woodland, (sic) This
piece of woodland is part of quite a considerable corridor of natural habitat from [town
lake] and heading north. Future citizens will be grateful that someone had the foresight
to retain a charming pine woodland within the town limits and visitors will be
impressed by our natural asset. As this area is Crown Land it definitely should not be
released unnecessarily for commercial development. (Archive documents, 2004)

In fact, letter-writing was an activity that members discovered they could do when
there was a lack of other projects (for example, when the soil was too dry for treeplanting owing to the prolonged drought). The letter quoted above is one instance of the
approach Group 4 implemented to remind the council or relevant body of neglected
areas while requesting cooperation to remedy a problem. The group had taken on
‗greenification‘ of areas of public land that were often ugly in small towns in rural
Australia, such as land around wheat silos or town cemeteries. As a result of grazing
damage to the project by straying cattle, an extra project was conducted to fence the
Wetlands and augment tree and shrub plantings on the banks of the main irrigation
canal. The offer to remedy the problem of straying animals built on the partnerships
rather than alienating the council by criticism and reminds key collaborators of the
priorities of natural resource management in the community. Urban Group 4 was always
prepared to contribute to community on-ground activities. The on-ground activities
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included helping with organising the parade marshalling for the town‘s annual major
festival, assisting with the annual koala count, lobbying the local council directly, and
writing to the local newspaper about issues that were in danger of being ignored or
overlooked, for example, roadside travelling stock reserves.
An agency participant in the study supported the data from Landcare participants
who were concerned about too-frequent changes in funding models, especially the
recent change of emphasis from group to individual work. An overview of the
procedures and the new funding mechanisms was described:
That is the mechanism, that the money then gets rolled out with tree planting, erosion
control to help any groups, particularly Landcare, in developing projects …They needed
advice, and then if they got something that they are interested in then she might provide
them with guest speakers, ideas about how they might get going, but they could not
work as a project manager for individual Landcare groups. The natural resources
officers can only be an adviser … in that Landcare network, a lot of groups had the
funding that was through the NSW Environment Trust funding … they are fully
competitive grants, therefore they needed to be a Landcare-type group to manage it as a
group. (Interview, Agency8)

There was confusion even at the Catchment Management Authority level because the
emphasis changed during the planning phase from the group project to individual
property planning projects:
But when the natural resource officer started the plan, all of a sudden the structure was
more the individual plan (the Property Vegetation Plan), so the participants in the
groups thought ―oh well, we‘ve finished those, group funding, and since the season‘s
not very good – if any one individual is interested we can do a PVP, but we‘re not really
sure what we can do as a group‖. (Interview, Agency8)

Thus the group was deterred from continuing with a larger project. These data from
agency participants provide examples of the ways that groups experienced changes to
administrative structures.
7.4.2 Regional Administration System Falls Flat
Despite the existence of National Landcare Facilitators, administrative and funding
changes have resulted in the groups in this study operating without the previous level of
support of facilitators. The first decade of Landcare funding supported paid group
facilitators or coordinators (Campbell, 1992). However, after 2003, funding programs‘
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specifications stated that money was not available for facilitators. Tilbury et al. (2005b)
advocated the continued support of facilitators to enhance learning because they offered
... a more democratic approach to sustainability by assisting greater participation and
assisting in developing the community capacity to achieve the changes they want (p.
30).

The replacement model from the regional entity was to appoint a natural resource
officer to oversee areas rather than groups. The implementation of the new model was
flawed with insufficient numbers of natural resource officers employed, some with
inadequate preparation for the tasks.
I found it challenging working with the groups because I only had textbook training,
and only a little fieldwork – not enough training in facilitating with farmers. It was a bit
tiring really. In fact my position is mostly developing PVP 80% and only 20% work
with the Landcare groups. The groups is actually a 100% task and it is often a trick
trying to juggle it, doing what you are supposed to be doing, deadlines from the CMA
get in the way. (Interview, Agency1)

Participants of all four Landcare groups commented that they were ‗never quite
sure‘ who they should be contacting when they needed to discuss an issue with a natural
resource officer and pointed out the uncertainty in knowing with whom they would
speak if they telephoned the head office of the Murrumbidgee Catchment Management
Authority. When members of a Landcare group were struggling with adverse on-ground
farming conditions due to drought and unpredictable seasons, it was confusing and
dispiriting to have to also struggle with disruptions and turnovers in the regional staff
with whom they had invested their limited time and energy to build up working
partnerships. Participant LCM31 described the experience of the group being assured
continued support by the Catchment Management Authority and how that was eroded
over a five-year period:
I have all the financial details – one year we had $130,000 to run the project, employ
the facilitator, to help us finish that project. About five years ago that was swept under
the carpet and funding stopped. They said that the Murrumbidgee Catchment
Management Authority board would have a coordinator, employed to be responsible for
our case, [Landcare groups] – and they would be responsible to us for one day a week
… only that and so on – and then it went even worse! Three years ago that stopped
completely. The Catchment Management Authority decided that they would employ a
coordinator to be responsible to Landcare for just one day a week, and the rest of the
time allocated to Catchment Management Authority office to oversee and be involved
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in other projects over the whole region. These were, for example, salinity projects that
covered large areas … or else the Box Gum projects. (Interview, LCM31)

The group to which participant LCM31 belonged had lost the assistance of a Landcare
coordinator and the natural resource officer who previously could assist the group
members in small projects in the group‘s sub-catchment. As the agency participant
described above (Agency1), the workloads of the natural resource officers and other
demands made interacting with small groups very low on the priorities.
Traditionally, the natural resource officers for Group 2 had been located in the
Catchment Management Authority‘s regional office. The higher rate of staff movements
in general had been reflected in frequent changes of natural resource officer. This
resulted in problems of Landcare groups needing time to re-build the relationships with
each changeover. A member explained this problem:
Back then they used to rely on direct contact – that is, you would ring up the
Department of Agriculture guy one day to ask if they could come out and have a look –
―ok next week, I‘m busy today …‖ but with the organisations you could say that we are
having a meeting 21 July – we‘d like to look at the creek erosion problem, can you
come? And I could say that we were expecting 50 people – so they would be happy that
it would save them time having to do individual visits – besides they can ask questions
that help all the participants. (Interview, LCM25)

Within Group 3 there were participants who had opinions about how this and the
reduction in funding for Landcare group projects had eventuated:
Even doing things individually, the funding isn‘t the same type available as was
previously. Things like riparian activities, or like the one in Narrandera, employing the
young aboriginals, that‘s where a lot of dollars are going, and into training their own
staff. Because of the high turnovers! (Interview, LCM21)

The same participant added that there was evidence that less funding for on-ground
projects for natural resource management was being distributed to Landcare groups:
I don‘t know the numbers, but I estimate half the funding dollars are going to training
staff within the Catchment Management Authority, and what those staff are going to do
with the training I don‘t know, but they just go and work in other areas! (Interview,
LCM21)

Finally, there was the very obvious problem faced by groups of the Catchment
Management Authority‘s high staff turnover. Between 1990 and 2000 Group 2‘s annual
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reports indicated new natural resource officers coming and going, including where one
was ‗let go‘ because of a ‗hiccup‘ in the funding. During the research period in
September, 2008, the natural resource officer associated with Group 2 had recently
moved to another location. Members of Group 2 were notified of a new natural resource
officer (unnamed by the management) arriving ‗soon‘; and later (in December, 2008) a
new natural resource officer and an existing natural resource officer from Tumut were
job-sharing, plus the main Wagga Wagga office-based Catchment Management
Authority administrative officer was attending Group 2 meetings (Field notes, journal,
2008-2010). These data provide evidence from both agency and Landcare group
participants of the competing demands between system imperatives for natural resource
officers to be responsible for a number of Landcare groups, and the lifeworld needs of
Landcare groups for coordinators. The system had taken over but failed to deliver the
promise of more effective funding for on-ground works.
7.4.3 Less Funding, Fewer Projects, Fewer Participants
With the drying up of funding and lack of relevant projects, participants used the
solidarity built up over the previous 21 years to continue the routine practice of monthly
meetings. They could continue being able to speak about the natural resource
management issues that were of importance to them, and to reflect on the past problems
that they were able to combat successfully as a Landcare group. There were
philosophical tensions when some participants had a strong sense of loyalty to Landcare
principles (of group-focussed works). These tensions can be seen in data from
participant interviews and in meeting observations. It was frequently acknowledged at
group meetings and during the research interviews that there was less emphasis
concerning on-ground work that groups might be involved in, and that the focus was
returning to individuals working on their own properties:
Probably we‘ve become less interested in group activities because now we can get
individual subsidies for on-ground works – including other farm practices outside of
salinity based issues. It has taken the focus off the group and made it more for
individuals. Because we can still get the benefits without being in a group! We can just
pay the $10 membership fees and we don‘t need to worry about doing activities.
However, it is good to get together at times and talk about things. But really the group
has diminished, just the same as the rural fire brigade. (Interview, LCM22)
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Underlying this, the participants knew that they could still access extra funding for work
on their own properties if they contracted the Murrumbidgee Catchment Management
Authority to provide them, as individual landholders, with funding. Data showed that
some members preferred the opportunities to work at a local creek level or at the larger
landscape level where they were also involved with their neighbours, and where they
could work in the tradition identified as Landcare ‗doings‘ in the form of on-ground
works.
The reduction of available funding led to more demands on the individual
participants both at the Landcare group level and at the local community level. Yet, as
has been described in the data analysis, the reduction of members attending meetings
resulted in increased demand on the remaining participants‘ time. In all of the four
groups researched the members said that there were too many community groups, all
with committees that needed office-bearers. For example, there were the rural bushfire
service, the schools, the sporting groups, and, of course, the Landcare groups. As a
result of fewer people living in small communities and several community groups that
needed office-bearers, the members rotated executive positions and shared tasks to keep
the groups viable:
And we‘ve had a couple of others, in the last ten years it has been hard to find a new
chair, secretary. The treasurer‘s job is OK because our current chair is an accountant
and so he has been doing the books too acting in double executive positions. That‘s
common, for example, in the bush fire groups members are also sharing roles around.
(Interview, LCM32)

The local community members, and the participants in Landcare groups, are
adamant that having an active local Landcare group is an important connection to larger
environmental issues. Passion was evidenced in the responses to my interview questions
about participants‘ feelings about the value of Landcare-type activities and how
Landcare philosophies relate to the environmental concerns throughout the world.
LCM2 was emphatic when I interviewed him, saying that because of the projects the
community was learning, and their lives were connected through the Landcare work.
When asked about a sense of connection between the local environmental problems and
environmental problems world-wide, another Landcare member said:
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Yes and no, I don‘t worry about it, and you can‘t do much about what they are doing in
the environment overseas … I feel that no, my little area I can, but I can‘t really
contribute to the rest! I can only contribute to this area. You go around and you notice
those little groups working.
I don‘t know what keeps us together. It‘s just the overall passion I suppose; we don‘t
want a denuded landscape. There‘s nothing like a bit of a tree line. A country without
trees would just be not worthwhile living in, personally. You‘ve just got to have them.
And there‘s got to be more of them, but how we are going to get them I don‘t know!
Farmers were paid to remove them. Now they are going to have to be paid to grow them
back! The lag-time is at least 25 years before it even starts to look like a tree … and
then you can see it on the landscape. (Interview, LCM13)

Another member described why it was important to have Landcare-type groups:
I like these kind of groups because of the people they are, the people in them, and their
attitudes, and they are all involved in other groups and activities – not just one interest –
and they bring other backgrounds, ideas, skills to the groups, a broader base, more life
experiences. In the three groups I‘ve worked in, we‘ve never had a real greenie type!
Extreme, no! We have revegetation, biodiversity, pollutant cleaning up activities there.
(Interview, LCM15)

In this section I have explored the significance of the data from the case studies that
demonstrate three areas on the system-lifeworld boundaries where the system has
colonised the lifeworlds through policy changes, removal of facilitators, and through a
triple combination of loss of funding, projects, and participants.

7.5 Conclusions
In this chapter I have explored the case study data using Habermasian concepts as a
lens to characterise the Catchment Management Authority ‗operating‘ as the system,
and the Landcare participants ‗existing‘ in a particular lifeworld. As I noted in section
2.6 of Chapter 2, the system acts as the administrative power and decides on the
priorities for distributing funds. I have found that the clients of the system are the
Landcare groups. These groups have not yet found the means to capture funding that
was intended for on-ground activities for natural resource management. The changing
administrative structures since 2003 have created a tighter connection among
government policies, projects, and landholders conducting natural resource management
projects. The tighter connections provide more efficient processes to deliver officially241

valued outcomes as they are mediated by the catchment management authorities. But
that efficiency is achieved at a cost because each landholder is now in competition with
other landholders in the catchment to improve her or his own properties. Now the
landholders are clients of the system, as private consumers rather than as a local
community.
There is evidence of communities learning about how to be a community, and
learning about collective self-interest, with collective active participation. Landcare
participants are learning to work together to protect the catchment, to improve
biodiversity, together with improving value of agricultural production, and they are
learning about their real self-interests that lie in the protection and improvement of the
environment. For the Catchment Management Authorities, the overview of the
catchment is that it sees the larger scale of the (natural) environment as gridlines on a
map of the area. This can be compared to the view of a sub-catchment where a Landcare
group is focussed, where there is local knowledge held by the local community
members of their area. One unexpected side-effect is that community concerns for the
local environment can be weakened because the regional Catchment Management
Authorities have assumed the role of managing the catchment-wide environment and
removed the will and the responsibility of the local community participants to manage
the local natural resources. A recurring issue is the loss of Landcare group coordinators.
The study highlighted the impact on the groups‘ effectiveness as stakeholders in natural
resource management in local communities. In Chapter 8 I conclude this thesis by
discussing the major understandings in relation to the three research questions and how
this research might inform future management of Landcare-type groups.
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Chapter 8: Synthesis and Conclusions
In many cases, the knowledge that is required about the past and present state of our
natural resources, and about the relationships between social and environmental
systems, is held within local communities and implementation and policy agencies.
Accordingly, it follows that the task of organising information to understand better the
links between natural resource management, social realities and ecological dynamics
should be a collaborative venture between research scientists and the different
stakeholders involved (Allen, 2007, p. 5).

8.1 Introduction
The purpose of my research was to investigate the informal learning practices of
adults in community-based natural resource management groups. This investigation
focussed on how to understand the social practices involved, and how they can inform
future natural resource management policy development and implementation. Through
the four case studies I have explored the ways that adults in community groups learn
informally. In Chapters 4 and 5, the case studies and cross-case analyses, I presented
narratives from the participants, together with participant observations, documents
examined, the matrix of the themes, and interpretations of these. In Chapter 6 I
synthesised the findings in relation to communities of practice, practice architecture
theories, and the practice bundles seen in domains of activities. My exploration of the
data reported in Chapter 7 helped me to describe how Landcare policy implementations
have impacted on Landcare groups‘ practices, informal learning, and Education for
Sustainability processes. Together, the interpretation chapters presented new
perspectives of how participants in Landcare groups make contributions to Education
for Sustainability. In this final chapter I briefly return to each of the key research
questions before discussing the implications of the findings, the limitations of the study,
and future research possibilities.
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8.2 Research Outcomes
Three research questions were asked to understand the social practices involved in
the informal learning practices of adults in community-based natural resource
management, and to use this to inform future natural resource management policy
development and implementation; each is addressed separately in the following
discussion.
8.2.1 Practices in Landcare Groups
Research question 1 asked ―How can Education for Sustainability be understood
and theorised in practices of Landcare groups?‖. The case studies provided
opportunities to investigate the ways in which the Landcare groups organised and
worked with natural resource management practices as the participants learned ways to
engage with local, regional and national changes. Overarching the findings is the
increased complexity of problems that is created in both social/ institutional structures,
combined with increased complexity in land management. Groups and the members
have responded to the changes in policy implementations based on their grassroots‘
knowledge and community needs. My research contributes to knowledge of the
complexities of the management of ecosystems by highlighting how participants
respond to changes. Using the lens of the practice architectures‘ sayings, doings, and
relatings framework reveals a particular form of informal social learning that is
characterised by:
a focus on local community benefits and on-ground activities,
a form of nurturing within groups and their sub-catchments similar to that
described within a ‗community of practice‘, and
social learning theory transformations within groups.
The focus on the community in three of the groups highlighted the participants‘
capacities to engage, to share, to nurture relationships, to respond easily and rapidly to
local needs, and to reflect on their knowledge. The groups where new members were
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able to learn by becoming actively involved, and where emerging ideas were actively
pursued by engaging as many members as possible in workshops and meetings, became
the groups that learned successfully. In investigating research question 1, I have shown
that practices can be understood as a series of practice bundles changing over time as
required by participants engaging with new ideas. Not all groups transitioned
successfully (nor at the same rate). Some groups continued on-ground activities, field
trips and monitoring past projects, and engaged in discussing new ideas such as soil
carbon. Thus the social learning capacities of the participants were increased.
8.2.2 Social Construction of Practices
Research question 2 asked ―How can an understanding of Education for
Sustainability and sustaining practice contribute to a theory of social practice?‖. The
dimensions of the practice architectures that I used in this study provide an analytical
framework for future research to describe the characteristics of data to demonstrate
Education for Sustainability practices. The practice architectures model provides a lens
for examining the outcomes of the educative processes occurring in Landcare groups.
Through the dimensions of language, work, and power (or cultural-discursive, materialeconomic, and social-political dimensions), that are conceptualised in this thesis as
sayings, doings, and relatings, it can be seen that informal education processes are
occurring. Although Landcare was thought to be useful for knowledge transfer in the
extension model, my study describes the importance of providing explicit support to
groups to maintain the ‗within group‘ internal social learning. The group that was
deprived of on-ground activities and local community nurturing is now dormant. The
results highlight the importance of maintaining all three dimensions of sayings, doings,
and relatings.
8.2.3 Implications for Natural Resource Management/ Agricultural Policy
Implementation
Research question 3 asked ―What are the implications of the understandings of
Education for Sustainability for the development and critique of natural resource
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management policy?‖. A loss of capacity for social learning, not only within the groups
but also in the local community, occurs when the regional entity favours individual
property funding, bypassing or excluding group funding. A key element in adults‘
learning about natural resource management is informal social learning. Although that
will still occur in the Landcare groups that continue to meet, there will be a reduction in
local communities‘ learning. I have argued that the breakdown of relationships between
the regional administrative entity and the Landcare groups has occurred for several
reasons. The traditional structure of Landcare group funding involved social support by
providing coordinators to assist the group‘s on-ground activities and project
administration. However, after 2003 and the implementation of the regional funding and
administrative model, there was a breakdown of the intersubjective agreements between
the Catchment Management Authority and the groups that impacted on the lifeworlds of
the groups. The colonising of the lifeworlds is a significant risk to the survival of
Landcare groups in the region.
My research has clearly demonstrated that there are modes for improving funding
implementation that will contribute to achieving environmental goals in rural areas on
sub-catchment and catchment-wide scales. In particular, specific funding to support and
nurture the informal spaces where social learning takes place, such as Landcare
meetings and workshops. This can be achieved in part by returning to devolving
funding directly from the national level to self-managing Landcare-type groups, and
refinements of the regional model that has been trialled since 2003.
As part of improving agency involvement with Landcare groups some practical
findings were elucidated. These include the benefits of documenting progress and
regular reviews of on-ground projects both within the group and in meetings with other
Landcare groups. The benefits were highlighted by the value of before and after
photographs held by groups in their archives. Agency officers can facilitate events that
provide participants with suitable space and time to reflect on their group‘s progress and
projects. Further attention to fostering collaborative approaches in local communities
will assist groups to maintain strong local networks, The provision of project and
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funding support throughout the project cycle is important to allow participants to
concentrate on the work of natural resource management.

8.3 Transforming Education for Sustainability in Landcare
This thesis affirms that the transformations in natural resource management in the
Landcare groups are at least partially founded on social learning. My study carried on
from Wenger‘s legitimate peripheral participation and community of practice theory,
Schatzki‘s site ontologies and practice architectures. Now, I have found that the social
learning component is valuable for the groups‘ on-going well-being with individuals
learning by active collective participation. Other implications of the research are related
to how informal adult learning occurs in Landcare groups by understanding the sayings,
doings, and relatings of the participants. These components are part of social practices
outside the formal structured learning processes. Not only do the participants face
challenges in enhancing the informal learning in the Landcare groups, but the regional
administrative entities face challenges to support and sustain the groups. I believe it is
important to understand the Landcare groups‘ areas of vulnerability in respect to the
three levels of governments, organisations, and communities. This vulnerability in
different groups will vary depending on their members‘ capabilities and experiences
with bureaucracy. It is evident that a significant weakness lies in policy development
and the implementation phase, especially at the local community level.
The predominant image that emerges from the case studies is that of participants
who worked hard to represent their Landcare activities as benefiting the land in their
community. They were keen to seek out projects that emphasised on-ground activities.
Participants in my study found learning challenging; some even denied that they were in
Landcare to learn. However, learning is occurring. There is evidence of communities
learning about how to be a community, and learning about collective self-interest, with
collective active participation. Landcare participants are learning to work together to
protect the catchment, to improve biodiversity, together with improving value of
agricultural production, and they are learning about their real self-interests that lie in the
protection and improvement of the environment. Catchment Management Authorities
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view the larger scale of the (natural) environment as gridlines on a map of the area. This
can be compared to the view of a sub-catchment where a Landcare group is focussed,
where there is local knowledge held by the local community members of their area.
The problems within the Landcare groups that have resulted in inefficiencies are
largely attributed to the loss of funded group coordinators. Support of grassroots groups
requires a fully-focused and strategic plan of expenditure. In natural resource
management policy implementations, recent legislation and administrative powers have
been interpreted by regional administrative entities as a means to create ways to invade
and take over the participants‘ established Landcare activities, and alter the ways in
which the participants in Landcare activities carried out the work. The types of project
and funding promulgated were the antithesis of projects that the participants in this
study considered relevant.
This study has drawn on case studies based on an area of the Murrumbidgee
Catchment during a prolonged drought. The regional entity, the Murrumbidgee
Catchment Management Authority, has not seemingly had an adequate strategy for
managing existing Landcare groups; the groups studied have contended not only with a
drought of water, but also a drought of funding. The regional priorities are viewed in
terms of the larger, catchment scale of management, resulting in reduced funding
allocations to sub-catchment levels. The prioritising resulted in funding more staff at the
administrative level rather than funding staff to work directly with the community-based
groups. The changing administrative structures since 2003 have created a tighter
connection between government policies, projects, and landholders conducting natural
resource management projects. The tighter connections provide more efficient processes
to deliver officially-valued outcomes as they are mediated by the catchment
management authorities. But that efficiency is achieved at a cost because each
landholder is now in competition with other landholders in the catchment to improve his
or her own properties. Now the landholders are clients of the system, as private
consumers rather than as a local community. The system acts as the administrative
power and decides on the priorities for distributing funds. I have found that the clients
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of the system are the Landcare groups who have not yet found the means to capture
funding that was intended for on-ground activities for natural resource management.

8.4 Limitations
Although the four case studies presented here provided rich data for the responses to
the three research questions, the cases were limited to one region in one catchment in
the Murray-Darling Basin. The persistence of the drought in the catchment was a
significant external factor during the three years of my study. Conceivably, further
research with different groups, and/ or in different regions, or across a five-year period
of average rainfall distribution may reveal new material. The restricted scope of the
doctoral thesis did not permit me to include data on the rapidly-changing issues of
agriculture and impacts on communities. I suggest that a follow-up study of another
four Landcare groups that are in growth phases (increasing participant numbers or
successful and on-going funding for projects) would contribute to the ongoing
discussion and policy formation and implementation. A wider qualitative study to
explore the changing nature of rural society would expand the Landcare context.
There are limits to the generalisability of my interpretations - further research would
be needed before taking the data and extrapolating too widely. In seeking to explore the
social construction of informal adult learning I interviewed and observed individuals in
their Landcare groups. However, due to time restrictions of the doctoral program, I did
not follow individuals to discover and describe their learning, rather I explored the
learning within the context of the groups. Despite these limitations it is possible to take
key features such as groups of practitioners that are learning at the grassroots level and
make use of the concepts in analogous situations.
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8.5 Potential for Future Study
By using the emergent practice architectures framework in interpreting the data I
have contributed to the discussions on social learning practices. The practice
architectures framework can also be used in future research as a predictive or diagnostic
(or even a self-diagnostic) framework to understand why certain groups prosper and
others do not. Landcare group participants found that reflecting on their group‘s
progress and projects was an essential component of capacity building and the use of
the framework could be part of their self-analysis. One of the questions to be considered
in future research might be whether the implications of social learning in the findings of
this thesis are significant in the wider space of collaborative funding in other types of
community-based groups.
The importance of integrating concepts of social learning in Education for
Sustainability is evident in extant literature and bolstered by the findings of this thesis.
Notwithstanding the complex environments of the groups studied in this research, there
are ways to enable grassroots natural resource management practices to continue.
Because one of the main issues in Education for Sustainability is that increased adult
participation is needed, planning for future projects both in sub-catchments and wider
catchments should include core concepts of facilitating informal education. Describing
the characteristics of the informal learning (within the practices of Landcare) in the
basic practice architecture framework is important for community-based natural
resource management groups. For example, facilitating the development of Landcare
groups can be more effective in those groups where there is awareness of the sayings,
doings and relatings with respect to how the individuals learn.
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8.6 Concluding Remarks
This thesis argues that Landcare groups make an essential contribution to Education
for Sustainability practices. Although the groups in my study were originally
established to harness valuable social and local community processes, they have
unfortunately been allowed to lose their vitality. This study confirms the value of
Landcare groups as part of governmental undertakings to enhance natural resource
management. Although this research addresses one section of community-based natural
resource management groups on informal learning, I hope that some insights from the
research can be used as part of the complex solution to maintain the viability of many
Landcare and other community-based volunteer groups. Transformations do occur in
some groups, yet my concern is that those transformations will be unable to keep up
with the changes in the system. Support structures that work on community
strengthening (social learning) can be implemented together with coordinators, to allow
groups to continue to satisfy their need for on-ground activities, and will sustain and
protect groups that are not sufficiently ‗strong‘ (or that have lost their vitality) to work
with system changes.
As the UNESCO Decade of Education for Sustainable Development draws to a
close, creating ways to live sustainably continues to occupy policy makers, land
managers and the wider public in both developed and developing societies. The results
from this study can assist the success of Education for Sustainability in developed
societies such as those exemplified by Landcare groups within the Murray-Darling
Basin, Australia. The results have consequences for those wishing to maintain and build
stakeholder capacity, particularly in the development of long term plans. The
study's results can also be used to strengthen policy considerations, especially when
framing the guidelines for funding proposals that will be followed by community-based
natural resource management groups.
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Appendix
Research information sheets and consent form
Charles Sturt University Ethics Committee
Information Sheet (Individual Interviews)
Project Title: The social construction of sustainable development through informal

education
There has been much talk about sustainability recently, as it has become increasingly apparent that the
way human beings are living is unsustainable; that is it cannot be maintained in the long term. On a global
scale, many threats to our existence are looming, like global warming. On a local level, our region (the
Murray-Darling basin) is under threat from the current drought and accompanying social and demographic
upheaval.
Many initiatives are underway in schools, TAFE, universities and community settings to educate people
about how we can all live more sustainably to preserve the resources of our planet for future generations.
In this research project I am looking at exemplary practice in community Education for Sustainability by
investigating educational practice in four Education for Sustainability initiatives (such as Landcare and
Natural Resource Management groups) in our region.
I am also interested in understanding the nature of social practices like education and the work of people
in other professions. People involved in Landcare and natural resource management initiatives are often
educating themselves or others, informally, about sustainability issues. By studying Education for
Sustainability, I also hope to learn how practices are shaped by history and ideas, how they are structured
by organisations, and how they are situated in particular places and the lives of particular people and
groups.
As part of the project, I am conducting interviews with people involved in these initiatives. Questions in the
interviews will explore things like people’s perceptions of the need for Education for Sustainability,
opportunities for action they see in their organisation or the community, actions they and/or their
organisation have taken or plan to take, and related issues. I may present information about Education for
Sustainability to which you can make comments. The interviews are designed in part to provide occasions
for people to reflect on and develop their thinking in relation to the topic.
Interviews are expected to take between 45 and 60 minutes, but their length will be timed to fit with your
schedule. The interviews will usually be audio-taped, but if you prefer I can instead take handwritten notes.
I may contact you some time afterward with follow-up questions, if that is convenient to you, or to give you
an opportunity to respond to our summary of the interview and our understanding of it. It is important to us
that your participation is not a burden to you in any way and that your participation is freely given. You are
welcome to withdraw from the project at any time without any ill-will on our part; please just let us know if
you wish to withdraw from an interview or further contact. Please also indicate if there is any question that
you do not wish to answer in an interview; there is no obligation for you to answer any questions, for
example, questions about which you might feel uncomfortable.
Your comments will be treated as confidential unless you indicate otherwise. The audio-recordings or
notes will be available only to us. We hope that our research will lead to publications, but if your comments
are represented in publications, they will be included in such a way that you will not be able to be
identified, unless you have given explicit permission for us to represent you in those publications.
If you are willing to participate in this research, please read and sign the consent form overleaf. If you have
any questions regarding the project, please feel free to ask us.
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To whom it may concern: INFORMED CONSENT
The social construction of sustainable development through informal education
I am a Doctoral candidate researcher studying Education for Sustainability in the context of
informal education in community groups. The work I‟m doing is complementary to the ARC
“Sustaining Practice” project being conducted by my supervisor Professor Stephen Kemmis of
the School of Education, Charles Sturt University. “Education for Sustainability” means
educating people in schools, TAFEs, universities and the wider community about different
aspects of sustainability. By sustainability we mean how well we are caring for our planet and
how well we are preserving it for future generations. In particular, we are studying the practice
of Education for Sustainability. We would like to know more about what people think and say
about Education for Sustainability, what they do as part of their Education for Sustainability
activities and work, and who they relate to in the process. The researchers are interested in the
way people practise Education for Sustainability in various settings, like school or community
settings. People involved in Landcare and natural resource management initiatives are often
educating themselves or others, informally, about sustainability issues. We are also interested
in differences between settings. For example, we are interested in whether people in
community settings like Landcare or Natural Resource Management understand Education for
Sustainability differently from people in schools or university settings.
If you agree to participate in my research project, some information will be collected about
you, by observation of Education for Sustainability activities in which you are involved, and by
interviews (which will be audio taped) with you and others involved in the activities with you –
provided they are also willing to participate. The researcher will be collecting information about
the words people use in Education for Sustainability, about the activities involved, and the
people involved and affected. They are looking for the „arrangements‟ of ideas (words),
activities and people formed in different kinds of Education for Sustainability activities, with
different kinds of learners and different kinds of teachers or leaders. The results of the research
will be reported in my thesis, and perhaps in other publications such as articles for professional
journals, or professional conference papers. It is possible that some participants may choose to
co-author reports about activities associated with their work in collaboration with me, as part of
the reflections on the project and activities carried out.
The researcher will keep the identities of the people she is observing confidential –
unless you choose to allow your identity to be known. She will keep your identity
confidential by using a pseudonym (made-up name) when describing you or your work. The
researcher will also keep any tapes or information they gather about you in a secure place
(where others cannot see it, listen to it or read it) and destroy any records that might identify you
after they have completed their studies for this subject. Your participation is entirely voluntary.
You are free to stop participating at any time, as you please. If you choose to stop participating,
no-one will mind.
If you are willing to participate in this research project, please sign the attached form
as proof of your voluntary ‘informed consent’.
If you have any questions or concerns about the observation or interview processes, or
anything else associated with the project, please feel free to contact me (my contact information
is at the top of this letter).
Thank you for your willingness to consider being involved in this activity.
Yours sincerely
Penny Cooke, PhD candidate
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Charles Sturt University‟s Ethics in Human Research Committee has approved this study.
I understand that if I have any complaints or concerns about this research I can contact:
Executive Officer
Ethics in Human Research Committee
Academic Secretariat
Charles Sturt University
Private Mail Bag 29
Bathurst NSW 2795
Phone: (02) 6338 4628

[Charles Sturt University Ethics Committee approval 2008/069]

PhD research project: ‘Education for Sustainability’
Title: The social construction of sustainable development through informal education:
communities of practice
INFORMED CONSENT
I,
___________________________________________________ (please print your
name)
agree to participate in the research project that has been explained to me.
I have had the opportunity to ask questions about it, and any questions I had have been
answered to my satisfaction. I understand that the interviews may be audio-recorded. In the
event that I am a participant in a group interview, and I choose to withdraw my consent, I
confirm that it may be impossible to remove ALL of my participation to that date. However, I
understand that the principal investigator will, as far as possible, remove reference to my
participation up until the time of my withdrawal. I also understand that for subsequent
publications, no identifying information about me will be used.

Signed

Date:
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