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Abstract
This thesis explores the potential of social catchments as a tool to organise community
engagement in forums on Natural Resource Management. Different modes of social
catchments as developed by the Eco-civic project and P.J. Smailes as alternative
methods for spatially capturing and organising the community areas for administration,
governance, natural resource management (NRM) and research were investigated.
Social catchments had been theorised as comprising of the self-identified community or
region inhabited by individuals and households who regularly interact together. Social
catchments had not, however, been tested to determine whether they are effective in
bringing together communities to work on NRM issues. This thesis made use of the
‘Engaging local communities in NRM’ forums ran by the Central Tablelands Landcare
Management Committee in 2006 to determine whether social catchments were
representative of the community areas people chose to be engaged in and whether these
social catchments matched the scale, fit and types of local NRM activity.

The effectiveness of social catchments to gauge target and recruit forum participants
was evaluated. Participants’ characterisations of NRM were compared to those used in
the Eco-civic project and the Australian government. Finally, the fit between social
catchments formulated by the Eco-civic project and Smailes was compared to the areas
where participants carried out NRM activities and would attend NRM meetings
locations.

A relatively small proportion of the Central Tablelands NRM stakeholders were brought
together by the forums. Forum participants were predominantly Landcare members. The
social catchments concept effectively targeted pre-existing Landcare networks, but
needed more resources and effort to capture other people interested in NRM.
Participants’ characterisations of NRM were personal, subjective, and interlinked with
biophysical, hydrological, cultural, sociological, political, and economic dimensions.
This contrasted greatly with the federal government definition that typified NRM as
being about the stewardship of economically valuable assets. The eco-civic modelling
10

of NRM areas was found to be based on biophysical characteristics that could be
spatially grouped. There was little similarity between the issues given importance by
government agencies and those characteristics used in the Eco-civic project.

The forums examined in this thesis represented a lost opportunity in changing how
people were engaged in NRM due to the failure to achieve a more diverse representation
of the Central Tablelands communities. Mismatch of scales was evident in all the
differing modes of social catchment organisation and the scale of NRM activity and the
Landcare forums, accentuating a clear difference between scales of engagement and
NRM governance, with governance catchment based and NRM activity and community
engagement unequivocally localised. It can be inferred from this that community
engagement activities need to target individuals beyond the traditionally targeted groups
if there is to be a wider representation at community forums and genuine community
engagement achieved. It was also found that sponsorship of community engagement
efforts may possibly be a barrier to people disenfranchised from the sponsoring
organisation.

11
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1 Introduction

This thesis presents the findings of a research project that investigated the potential of
social catchments as a recruitment tool for community participation in Natural Resource
Management (NRM). Community participation is frequently seen as a way of addressing
depleted resources, environmental degradation and reduced governmental support in NRM
(Buchy, Ross, & Proctor, 2000; Curtis, Britton, & Sobels, 1999; Curtis & Lockwood,
2000; Pimbert, 2004) but has come under increasing scrutiny as a management approach
to NRM as its popularity has grown then waned in the last 30 years. As a result,
commentators have sought to understand why and to what effect.

The investigation had its origins in my involvement with the Central Tablelands Landcare
Management Committee (CTLMC) the umbrella group for the Landcare groups located in
the Central Tablelands (figure 1.1) of New South Wales. From 2005 till 2007 I was a
consultant for the CTLMC, co-contracted to compile 11 chapters on the geography and
resources available to Landcare groups in the Central Tablelands for a natural resources
toolkit published in 2008 (Central Tablelands Landcare Management Committee, 2005).
One component of this toolkit was to obtain community input into what information the
community needed on NRM. During the consultancy I swiftly saw a knowledge gap
surrounding the ability of community forums to shape community involvement in NRM.

The Landcare project upon which this thesis is based was instigated in 2005 when the
CTLMC received funding from the National Landcare Program (NLP) to run a large
scale community support project based on the idea of 'social catchments'. The project
aimed to generate broad public awareness of the NRM situation in the Central
Tablelands area and cultivate partnerships between Landcare and the community, local
government, service agencies and the relevant Catchment Management Authorities
(CMAs). The initial project proposal consisted of four components; the preparation of
11 subcatchment NRM chapters detailing the environmental, biophysical and social
conditions of areas in the Central Tablelands for inclusion in the Central Tablelands
13

NRM toolkit, published in 2008 (Central Tablelands Landcare Committee) (see
http://www.cw.cma.nsw.gov.au/natrestoolkit/pdfs/TOP%20Nav%20Bar/1.Introduction.
pdf); the facilitation of six community NRM forums, the establishment of eleven
sustainable agriculture demonstration sites and the instigation of a range of high priority
community-based NRM projects.

Figure 1.1 The Central Tablelands Landcare Area
Source: Central Tablelands Landcare Management Committee, 2008

The project succeeded in gaining funding for the toolkit and the facilitation of six
community forums, the purposes of which were to provide updated NRM profiles of the
14

sub-catchments in the local area and thereby launch the relevant sub-catchment toolkits,
thereby


involving and mobilising local Landcare groups to facilitate wider community
participation in local NRM



enabling Landcare, the broader community and local governments to understand
their natural resource base and environmental assets and the NRM issues effecting
their local sub-catchments



generating in each local community informed discussion and debate regarding the
NRM issues and priorities and introduce a range of best management NRM and
sustainable agriculture options appropriate to each sub-catchment



increasing knowledge of catchment management principles and CMA operations
including the relevant Catchment Blueprint, Investment Program and CAP and
their relationship to NRM issues in each local sub-catchment



providing the opportunity and stimulus for the emergence of various partnerships
between Landcare and other landowners, local government, schools, clubs and the
CMA that will mobilise joint initiatives and appropriate action on local NRM
issues (Central Tablelands Landcare Management Committee, 2005, p. 3).

Following receipt of funding the CTLMC approached Charles Sturt University to assess
opportunities to collaborate on the project. My supervisors, Dr Judith Crockett and Zelma
Bone, subsequently expressed interest in evaluating the forum component of the project.
Concurrent to the time of tendering for the Landcare consultancy work I was also
contemplating a return to studies. Funding through the Natural Resources Advisory
Council (NRAC) Forging Partnerships program was gained to carry out “An evaluation of
CTLMC’s Engaging local communities in NRM project” and I was invited to formally
work on the project, with the evaluation of the forums serving as the research context for a
Masters’ thesis.

15

1.1

The genesis of the research area

Engagement of people with NRM (a key goal of the CTLMC project) is increasingly
subject to critical examination and claims of discrimination and exclusion (P. Davidson
& Black, 2001; Lockie, Higgins, & Lawrence, 2001; Pepperdine & Ewing, 2001). The
field of NRM arose out of the fields of agriculture and environmental studies to
incorporate how human society as individuals, communities, and institutions interacts
with the natural environment in a quest to sustain the human lifestyle in all its myriad
variations. Research into NRM has increased greatly over the last several decades but
despite this attention, defining what is meant by NRM remains a difficult task. Key
differences of opinion arise over the appropriate breadth of definition, the inherent
simplicity or complexity of the concept, the extent to which natural resources can be
interpreted as existing independently from human cognition, interaction or use, or
whether they are entirely subjective and creations of human conceptualisation
independent of the nature of natural resources themselves.

There is also much debate over the extent to which NRM can be equated with
environmental management, even though it is common for natural resources to be
considered synonymous with the environment (Department of Agriculture &
Department of Sustainability, 2011; Pretty & Guijt, 1992; Robson, 2002). For example,
“Giving Our Land A Hand” (Australian Government, 2004), “What is Natural Resource
Management (NRM)” (Australian Government NRM Team, 2008) (Australian
Government, 2005) and “About Landcare: Community Landcare” (Landcare Australia,
n.d.-a) equate NRM with an environmental problem caused by human interactions. A
second view equates NRM with environmental management and the conservation of
biophysical resources non-inclusive of any human element (Pepperdine & Ewing,
2001). A third perspective values natural resources as materials for mining and
agricultural activities (Lockie, Lawrence, & Cheshire, 2006) and their extrapolated
economic value (Howitt, 2001), the environmental services view.

These views ignore the complicated relationships between people, nature and
technology implicated in environmental issues and a growing recognition that resources
16

are defined by humankind, not nature (Lockie, et al., 2001; Lockie, et al., 2006; Rees,
1990). That is, NRM is acknowledged as being socially constructed by multiple
stakeholders and their diverse knowledges and experiences (Buchy, et al., 2000;
Hannigan, 1995; Lockie, et al.; Vitousek & Mooney, 1997) and is therefore
multidimensional (Mascia et al., 2003; Morrison, McDonald, & Lane, 2004; Woodgate
& Redclift, 1998). This social emphasis has given rise to numerous management
strategies based on differing values, including integrated catchment management (ICM)
based on an understanding of the landscape in which “land managers” and stakeholders
“live in a catchment” own their problems and meet their aims by talking to one another,
understanding one another’s problems and cooperatively setting about solving them
with a common objective in mind (Reeve, 2001, p. 265). Another management strategy
is community based natural resource management (CBNRM), which emphasises the
role of the local community in achieving NRM outcomes.

Research and practice have struggled with how best to capitalise on the human element
that has significantly affected every aspect of natural resource stocks on this planet and
dictated our problems with environmental sustainability (Vitousek & Mooney, 1997). To
date, our understanding of NRM has focused on getting the biological knowledge right,
but human interventions for the sustainable management of ecosystems continue to fail in
meeting their targets (Mascia, et al., 2003). This has been the result of a failure to realise
that “conservation policies and practices are inherently social phenomena, as are the
intended and unintended changes in human behaviour they induce” (Mascia, et al., 2003,
p. 649), and that the environment is constructed dualistically as a cultural product and a
biological entity (Woodgate & Redclift, 1998). That is, our concerns about the
environment and our sustainable utilisation of it are essentially constructed by human
society (Hannigan, 1995).

Indeed, there is considerable evidence that, despite a great deal of time and money being
expended in community engagement activities aimed at increased participation, various
sections of the community are yet to engage with NRM institutions and their activities
(Buchy, et al., 2000; Byron, Curtis, & McKay, 2006; Curtis, 2003; Hogan & Cumming,
17

1997; Panelli, 2001, p. 63; Webler & Tuler, 2001). These activities do not appear to be
effective, particularly when they are delivered at biophysical catchment and subcatchment scales (e.g. a creek sub-catchment) when measured by changes in biophysical
conditions. One explanation for this lack of involvement is the failure of geographical and
organisational structures used by Landcare and CMAs to include community ties and
marginalised community groups (Martin, 1996; Wilson, 2004), and to incorporate multiple
constructions of community. This intimates a failure to capitalise on existing social
networks (Carr, 2002; Kelly & Stannus, 2002; Leach, Mearns, & Scoones, 1999).

Community profiling has been used as a technique of identifying potential stakeholders
and their issues in the fields of community development and community engagement,
including NRM community engagement practices. Community profiling is used to
understand the diversity of the community being engaged, and may involve demographic
information, the community setting, specific roles and community groups as a way of
formulating inclusive community engagement approaches (Department of Sustainability
and Environment; Department of Sustainability and Environment & Department of
Primary Industries, 2004; Hawtin, Hughes, & Percy-Smith, 1994; Love, Boxelaar,
Donnell, & Francis, 2007). Typically, community profiling would aspire to emphasise the
commonalities between community members. One recent attempt is based on social
catchments1, an approach that seeks to facilitate a more inclusive “whole” of community
participation in NRM through the identification of social networks and community areas
(Brunkhorst, Coop, & Reeve, 2002; Brunkhorst, Coop, & Reeve, 2004; Hugo, et al.,
2001). Theoretically, social catchments can be perceived as offering a way of arranging
NRM to fit localised patterns of participation that are more meaningful to its participants
as it matches up with their other community networks (Brunkhorst, Coop and Reeve,

1

“the territory occupied by a group of households and individuals who are in some form of regular

interaction and which the inhabitants identify as “their community or region” (Hugo, Smailes, Colin,
Fenton, & Brunkhorst, 2001, p. 1; National Centre for Social Applications of GIS, 2001; Smailes, 2002,
p. 1)
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2004; Smailes 2000, 2002). There is, however, no report of this approach being ground
tested or commented on by government agencies, CMAs or Landcare.

This questions how well social catchments can be applied and utilised in real life
circumstances within pre-existing Landcare, CMA and Local Government Areas networks
and communities with varying capacity to initiate NRM solutions. There are also
unanswered questions related to how the principle of social catchment can be applied to
the multiple constructions and scales of community for the purpose of actually recruiting
community members, as opposed to just being a tool for demographic analysis or grouping
NRM areas. It is also unclear how well the concept of social catchments translates into the
pre-established promotional tools and networks used in NRM despite it sounding
appealing as a method for locating community engagement locations and promoting NRM
events.

1.2

Research aims, questions and objectives

The Landcare project sought to provide the space for communities to visualize new ways
of imagining, engaging, interacting, feeling and thinking about NRM and the environment
as a social and physical construct2 and also allowed for an exploration of the complexities
of this debate.

Thus, the idea of community and how community might be engaged in NRM forms the
central part of this thesis. Community engagement is a set of approaches involving
consultation and informing, extension, communication, education, public participation,
collaboration and empowerment (Department of Sustainability and Environment &
Department of Primary Industries, 2004) but more typically implies a personal
2

The shift in how the forums were referred to and publicised as “Engaging local communities in NRM”

to “Engaging local communities in environmental projects” took place as the facilitator realised it was
crucial to transcend the narrow definitions and understandings of what NRM and Landcare was to a wider
context of the environmental.

19

commitment to action within a community (Aslin & Brown, 2002). Associated with
engagement is the idea of community empowerment increasing “the capacity of
individuals or groups to make choices and to transform those choices into desired actions
and outcomes” (Poverty Reduction and Economic Management Network: The World
Bank, 2002, p. 11). Implicit within engagement and empowerment approaches are the
assumptions that there is sufficient social capital3 in place or able to be created by the
processes of engagement and empowerment for improvements in the community status
quo to occur.

This thesis sets out to evaluate how effectively the Landcare forums were able to bring
people together on the basis of their social catchment, to assess what type of stakeholders
participated in the forums as a result of the social catchments approach and to identify
how the forum stakeholders defined NRM subsequent to the forum. The thesis achieves
these goals by asking the following key questions:
1. Does a social catchment approach work effectively as a basis for involving
people in NRM forums?
2. Can a social catchment approach bring together different types of NRM
stakeholders?
3. What other factors influence social catchments’ ability to involve people in
NRM forums?
4. How is NRM constructed amongst participants of these forums? Does it relate
to how the Eco-civic project construed NRM?

3

Social capital consists of the networks, norms and trust present in relationships within communities and

society (Falk & Harrison, 1998). It may be evident in a community in several ways; bonding social
capital, as the relationships found between people with similar objectives, such as close friends and
neighbours, bridging capital as found between more distant friends, colleagues and associates who may
have different views, and linking social capital as evident in alliances between individuals with different
positions of power for the leverage of resources (Pretty, 2003; Woolcock, 2001)

20

The questions are addressed firstly by carrying out a substantial literature review on the
field, discussing the nature of natural resource management, and analyzing social
catchments as a way of recruiting participants and organizing community forums (chapters
two and three). The processes and methodologies involved in evaluating of social
catchments as ways of engaging people in NRM are charted in chapter four. The results of
the research are presented and discussed in chapters five, six and seven; chapter five
details the demographics of the forum participants, and chapter six analyses the
effectiveness of social catchments as an engagement tool. Chapter seven compares the
spatial attributes of the different social catchment areas and how they contrasted to preexisting civic and NRM areas. Chapter eight integrates the findings of the three results
chapters to address the effectiveness of social catchments. The thesis concludes with an
overview of the contextual considerations of the effectiveness and importance of social
catchments approaches for NRM engagement.

21

2 The Literature Review: Setting the Scene
2.1

Introduction

This literature review is split into two sections. The first analyses how NRM has been
conceptualised and carried out in Australia, primarily as a physical reality constructed
through physical circumstances. This construction is explored to reveal how social and
cultural life has shaped what NRM is and is not, and subsequently how NRM is
organised and practised. This leads to a discussion of the advantages and challenges of
water based catchments as a basis of NRM, and the potential advantages and challenges
of community based natural resource management (CBNRM). As an offshoot of
CBNRM, the evolution of Landcare is explored and its complex relationship with
government sponsorship and catchment management authorities (CMAs) outlined. The
section concludes with an acknowledgement that much previous NRM activity has
failed to take into account the complexities of community life (in engaging
communities) and the nature of the broader concepts of space and place in NRM. On
this basis it is argued that NRM practice can potentially be improved through a more
thorough understanding and application of community engagement principles and the
value of place based relationships.

The second section of the literature review explores the principles of community
development in the context of NRM and describes how social catchments may
potentially move NRM community engagement forward into a more cohesive and
inclusive mode. Social catchments are explored as ways of allowing for more inclusive
definitions of community and place based relationships.

22

2.2

Exploring Natural Resource Management

In Australia growing concern about environmentally sustainability has resulted in
increasingly large amounts of funding being devoted to NRM in the last two decades
(Pannell, 2009). The funding and how it is spent in research and practice has been subject
to much debate, particularly over the relative merits of a scientific compared to
humanities/social science approach to resolving natural resource management dilemmas.
For example, certain researchers (Chapman, 1990; M. Lane, McDonald, & Morrison,
2004; Wentworth Group of Concerned Scientists, 2003) suggest that water catchments are
the most appropriate basis for activity because they are foundational to achieving
biophysical sustainability. Conversely, other researchers (Brunkhorst & Coop, 2001;
Brunkhorst, et al., 2002; Brunkhorst, et al., 2004; Hugo, et al., 2001; Smailes, 2000, 2002;
Smailes, Argent, & Griffin, 2002) argue that community members are more likely to
participate in activities based on their social networks (i.e. based on social catchments)
and community areas; from this perspective, hydrological catchments have only limited
relevance.

This diversity of motivations has resulted in an evolution of Australian NRM in several
directions; the rise of community Landcare, the implementation of the CMA system and
competitive government funding arrangements under the Caring for Our Country
Programme and numerous State-based arrangements (Hajkowicz, 2009; M. Lane,
Robinson, & Taylor, 2009). The Landcare trend of community action at a local scale of
organisation has been seen as epitomising the social and cultural interactions inherent
with NRM and the environment (Curtis & Lockwood, 2000; Kelly & Stannus, 2002), or
alternatively as the “action, delivery on ground; process-oriented; community driven”
facet of NRM (Compton, Prager, & Beeton, 2009, p. 153). The CMA system has been
widely perceived to focus on the ecological and biological construction of NRM as an
entity to be managed much more directly with measurable changes in ecosystem health
at a regional scale (M. Lane, et al., 2004; M. Lane, Taylor, & Robinson, 2009;
23

Wentworth Group of Concerned Scientists, 2003). Both perspectives have downplayed
the social dimensions of how NRM is constructed and problematised and have been
criticised for ignoring local issues and participants in pursuit of funding that supports
national issues of importance. However, given the absence of any other comprehensive
NRM programs focusing on community engagement prior to Landcare and the CMA
systems there is the very valid claim that they allowed a previously unacknowledged
sensitivity to local perspectives to emerge in policy and practice (Buchy & Race, 2001;
Curtis, et al., 1999; Curtis & Lockwood, 1998).

The social context of NRM brings about the realisation that resource management
systems not only produce resource-commodities, but also produce and reproduce power
in political and social systems (Howitt, 2001). This occurs when the multiple cultural
differences in how natural resources are conceptualised, known, utilised and managed
are disputed or ignored. To elaborate, natural resources are defined symbolically, the
result of different knowledges and perspectives and representative of a “particular way
of life (farmer, rancher, fisher, logger), an ethnic identity, and a set of gender and age
roles” (Buckles & Rusnak, 1999, p. 4). How natural resources are defined, valued and
utilised has ideological, social and political ramifications. When natural resources are
typified, defined and delineated in specific ways, as it may be by legislation, community
engagement activities, and lifestyle practice, it may then exclude cultural groups from
that natural resource. In Australia this has been in evidence in the indigenous outcry
over their rights and values being ignored in Queensland’s Wild Rivers legislation
(Senate overrides Wild Rivers Laws, 2010) and the Jabiluka uranium mine development
(Banerjee, 2000), amongst other NRM disagreements.

Subsequently, NRM institutions operating without a critical analysis of how NRM is
constituted in their domain are always going to be a reflection of the dominant ways
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people interact with each other and the environment instead of being an expression of
the collective human experience of NRM (Cortner, Wallace, Burke, & Moote, 1998).
Within the current dominant culture of discounting the human construction of NRM
issues, resource management decisions made at an institutional and individual level
largely remain invisible, a reflection of the often silent cultural construction of NRM
(Howitt, 2001, p. 7). A continued focus on the centrality of water catchments in NRM is
a case in point, ignoring and marginalising other ways NRM may be regionalised, such
as through other biophysical features, social catchments, and place attachments. This
results in the differing constructions of NRM and the groups that subscribe to these also
being marginalised and disempowered, with their perspectives, sense of ownership,
values and practices being trivialised. NRM, by definition needs to become more
inclusive and fluid, allowing these multiple perspectives and their stakeholders to be
respected, valued and consulted in the formulation of NRM policy and extension.

An additional complicating factor is that writers and practitioners in NRM often have
divergent expectations of the communities they work with. This is usually encapsulated
by differing understandings of community, differing levels of participation being
required, and inconsistent understandings of what participation is realistically
achievable by community members and other parties. This is often a result of differing
values held within and across the stakeholders (Webler & Tuler, 2001). Additionally,
simpler understandings of community cohesiveness are usually sought as a way of
making complex social situations more manageable in the NRM context (Love, et al.,
2007).
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2.3

Water Catchment Areas, Community Based Natural Resource
Management and Landcare as a basis for NRM delivery

2.3.1 Water catchments
Australian community and policy directions in NRM became regionalized along water
catchment boundaries during the late 1990s (Moore, 2005), serving as the basis for
many Landcare community group boundaries and the location of natural resource
monitoring. Water catchment boundaries were chosen as the natural boundaries in
response to the technical nature of the difficult environmental problems of land and
water degradation often found at a catchment scale (Curtis & Lockwood, 1998).
Community based regional bodies, under government direction, were given
responsibility for managing these catchments through the development of plans,
sourcing of funding and implementing on ground actions (Lockwood & Davidson,
2010, p. 388), evolving over time to link with the private sector, individual landholders
and environmental groups in a complex "hybrid" approach to natural resource
management.

2.3.2 Community Based Natural Resource Management
Perhaps in response to the above problematising of how NRM is conceptualised and
realised, other sub-branches of NRM practice have developed at an international and
national level. The most widely known are Integrated NRM (INRM) and Community
Based NRM (CNRM, sometimes abbreviated to CBNRM).

INRM has no widely accepted definition and is best understood as a concept relating to
“the responsible and broad-based management of the land, water, forest, and biological
resources base (including genes) needed to sustain agricultural productivity and avert
degradation of potential productivity” (CGIAR-INRM-Group, 1999 quoted in
Hagmann, Chuma, Murwira, Connolly, & Ficarelli, 2002, p. 2). INRM often includes
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CNRM in its approach, and may operate at a micro-catchment or at a wider scale of
management that may or may not be inclusive of community boundaries (Lovell,
Mandondo, & Moriarty, 2002). Douthwaite, Ekboir, Twomlow and Keatinge (2004, p.
324) list the four key elements of INRM as:
1. Define subsystems;
2. Reflect and negotiate on future scenarios;
3. Take action; and
4. Evaluate and adapt attitudes, processes, technologies and practices.

CNRM, or community based natural resource management is “a process by which local
groups or communities organises themselves with varying degrees of outside support to
apply their skills and knowledge to the care of natural resources and resources and
environment while satisfying livelihood needs” (Pretty and Guijit in Leach, et al., 1999,
p. 228). More recently, Armitage (2005, p. 704) has defined CBNRM as:
A mechanism to address both environmental and social-economic goals and to
balance the exploitation and conservation of valued ecosystem components. It requires
some degree of devolution of decision making power and authority over natural
resources to

communities and community-based organisations... [this

seeks to encourage better resource management

approach]

outcomes with the full participation

of communities and resource users in decision-making activities and the incorporation
of local

institutions, customary practices and knowledge systems in management,

regulatory and enforcement processes...
It is a concept that has been used in social and community forestry, community wildlife
management, fisheries management, cooperatives of co-management, buffer zone
management, participatory multi-purpose community projects, communal area
management for indigenous resources, and Landcare (Barker, 2005; BorriniFeyerabend, 1996; Colchester, 1994; Gruber, 2010; Jentoft, 2000; M. B. Lane, 2001;
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Murphree, 2009; Ostrom & National Research Council (U.S.). Committee on the
Human Dimensions of Global Change, 2002; Pomeroy, Katon, & Harkes, 2001).
CBNRM operates under the assumption that “community-level organisations are
commonly assumed to regulate the use of relatively homogenous environments in the
community’s interests” (Leach, et al., 1999, p. 226) (see also Brosius, Tsing, & Zerner,
1998, 2005). Overall, CBNRM is characterised by
 A commitment to involve community members and local institutions in the
management and conservation of natural resources
 An interest in devolving power and authority from central and/or state
government to more local and often indigenous institutions and peoples
 A desire to link and reconcile the objectives of socioeconomic development
and environmental conservation and protection
 A tendency to defend and legitimise local and/or indigenous resource and
property rights
 A belief in the desirability of including traditional values and ecological
knowledge in modern resource management (Kellert, Mehta, Ebbin, &
Lichtenfeld, 2000).
In summary then, CBNRM initiatives build upon the principles of participatory
democracy, and of building networks and linkages among different groups, levels of
government and economic sectors, in the process incorporating ecology, conservation
biology, environmental economics, human and organisation resource management,
sociology, anthropology and political science (Gruber 2010, 52-53).
Despite the rhetoric, CBNRM faces many challenges, including its difficulty in
engaging marginalised groups, a focus on commodity based livelihoods to the exclusion
of traditional economic systems; conflicts over power; lack of trust; community ability
to adapt to change (i.e. adaptive capacity); divergent views over the relative
competencies of local communities: ongoing imposition of external agendas; differing
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perceptions of 'environment' and 'natural resource' at community and at government
level; difficulties in up-scaling projects local to regional levels, all of which can result in
conflicts and loss of community engagement and commitment; presumption of
community capacity (Allan & Curtis, 2005; Armitage, 2005; Bradshaw, 2003b; Brosius,
et al., 2005; Child & Lyman, 2005; Gruber, 2010; Murphree, 2009; Prager, 2010) .

2.3.3 Landcare
Landcare is a prime example of a CNRM approach dealing with land degradation. Its
origins lay in a group of farmers collaborating to deal with land degradation in Victoria
in the early 1980s. These farmers convinced the Victorian State Government of their
credentials to deal with land degradation in order to secure government funding and
policy support (Campbell, 1994; Lockie, 2001a, 2001b). Landcare quickly spread to
become a national organisation funded and supported from multiple levels of
government and wider community.

Landcare is seen by its advocates as an opportunity to either raise awareness of land
degradation or empower rural communities to achieve sustainable development and
sustainable livelihoods (Campbell, 1994; Curtis, 2003; Curtis, Birckhead, & Delacy,
1995; Curtis, et al., 1999; Curtis & Lockwood, 2000; Curtis & Van Nouhuys, 1999;
Curtis, Van Nouhuys, Robinson, & MacKay, 2000; Kelly & Stannus, 2002; Lockie,
2001a; Lockie, et al., 2006; Sobels, Curtis, & Lockie, 2001; Wilson, 2004). Curtis and
Lockwood (2000, p. 248) believe “…the apparent failure to articulate a detailed
program structure also appears … [as] a strength: one reason Landcare has such a broad
appeal is because different stakeholders have been able to attach their own meaning to
Landcare”.
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Many authors describe Landcare as encompassing both a policy/funding unit and local
Landcare groups carrying out the “on ground” activities (Campbell, 1994; Curtis, 2003;
Curtis & Lockwood, 2000; Kelly & Stannus, 2002; Wilson, 2004). For example, Kelly
and Stannus (2002) split Landcare activities into two distinct parts; the National
Landcare Program (NLP) component formerly funded through the Natural Heritage
Trust (NHT) and now through ‘Caring For Our Country’ for a productivity focus on
business and industry; and Community Landcare, comprised of the voluntary
community Landcare groups across Australia. Other authors have distinguished
between how Landcare operates at different levels. For example, where local Landcare
groups create on-ground action but the management of groups and funding avenues is
channelled through Catchment Management Committees (Curtis, 2003; Curtis &
Lockwood, 2000). From another perspective there is a discussion about whether
Landcare is about community development and empowerment or about land
management (Compton, et al., 2009, p. 152). Alternatively, Kelly and Stannus (2002)
describe the Landcare movement as a less cohesive and a broader collection of people
who subscribe to some broader land care ethic who may or may not take part in the
official Landcare sponsored activities. Common in all the literature is a tendency to use
the term Landcare to describe and encompass all of the above.

2.3.3.1 Who participates in Landcare?
Estimates of Landcare membership have not been updated for some years suggesting
there is uncertainty over what the current rates and types of participation are. The last
reliable estimates of Australian Landcare membership suggest a participation rate of
between 35-40% of the national farming population (Kelly & Stannus, 2002). Other
studies of Landcare participation reported over 4000 groups and 120,000 members
(Kelly & Stannus, 2002; Wilson, 2004). The most recent and comprehensive survey of
Landcare participants found that participants were younger, more educated and more
involved in other community groups than other non-Landcare farmers (Wilson, 2004).
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Simpson and Clifton (2010) in their Western Australian study of Landcare groups
suggest that this demographic has shifted to become dominated by the older age bracket
since 2000.

At first glance these participation figures represent a reasonable coverage of the rural
sector, but closer analysis suggests some interesting trends. For example, the figures
based on an amalgamation of sources show participation rates have risen only
incrementally in New South Wales and Australia in general in the ten years to 2002
(Kelly & Stannus, 2002), leading to the suggestions that group formation has stagnated
and people have become disillusioned with Landcare (Beemster, 2006). According to
Prager and Vanclay (2010) and Simpson and Clifton (2010) there has been a decline in
interest and Landcare participation since 2000 and there are numerous reasons for this:
declining political support and overall funding, the favouring of individual over group
NRM projects by government agencies, insufficient structural support, volunteer and
coordinator exhaustion, increasingly time poor farmers and smaller numbers of people
in agriculture.

Further, the ability of the National Landcare Program (NLP) and Community Landcare
to solve rural environmental issues on private lands of non-Landcare members have
been questioned (Australian Government NRM Team, 2007) as 60% of Australian
farmers do not participate directly in Landcare. Wilson (2004) sees this lack of
participation as resulting from their high levels of scepticism towards Landcare,
particularly its potential to dictate farm decision-making, especially in profitable farms
with

high

production

intensity.

Its

apparently conflicting aims,

increasing

bureaucratisation and top-down approaches that fail to incorporate issues raised by local
groups working in site specific conditions are further concerns (Department of
Infrastructure Planning and Natural Resources). Dovers (2001) identified the Landcare
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hydrological-catchment structure for funnelling funding and programs as inappropriate
to handling issues that are determined as much by social, economic and ecological
issues as hydrological issues. Stehlik’s study of Landcare (2001, p. 31) found
“relationships with other scales of administration and management are rarely clear and
require comparative analysis”. Additionally, Landcare, as with the general agricultural
industry, is perceived to be lacking a positive public face and image (Environment
Australia, 2002).

Augmenting Landcare’s identity crisis are also increasing concerns about community
Landcare activity and membership numbers diminishing due to the lack of funding for
coordinator roles (Kelly & Stannus, 2002). Landcare participation in the past has
generally been assumed to account for Australians’ active participation in NRM, but the
advent of ‘Caring for Our Country’ arrangements and CMAs have allowed formal
individual and group participation in NRM outside of Landcare. Landcare, once the
only recipient of NRM funds under the National Landcare Program now competes
against other organisations for NRM funding and participants are now unsure of how
Landcare fits into this new policy direction (Compton, et al., 2009; Morrision, 2009). In
this same period the framework for Landcare has broadened to include other types of
community groups, those with a “common approach and purpose - that of actively
engaging with their local community, learning about their local environment,
conserving and protecting biodiversity and correcting unsustainable approaches to the
management of soil, water and vegetation” (Australian framework for Landcare
Reference Group, 2010, p. 2). This change in approach appears to be an attempt to
reposition Landcare to better fit into the decentralised regional approach to NRM and
the many types of community and individual thought and action involved; the local site
of action becomes viewed as the most suitable way to make meaningful and real
changes and improvements to Australia’s environment and wider sustainability (pp. 34).
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2.3.4 Catchment Management Authorities
Catchment Management Authorities (CMAs) are currently the most prominent
government organisation operating in NRM. The CMA system was introduced
throughout the Australian states from 2001 to 2006 with New South Wales adopting the
regional system under Catchment Management Authorities Act 2003 (CMA Act) at the
beginning of 2004. The CMA system was identified as the preferred means by which
the NSW government could achieve its state-wide natural resource targets formulated
under the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality (NAPS), and followed
the recommendation of the Wentworth Group of Concerned Scientists (2003).

At the time, this model of regionalisation was identified by the NRMMC (2006, p. 5) as
offering the most effective level for engaging communities in NRM through its
promotion of “the community ownership principle…reinforce[ing] the biophysical
importance of the region as a basic unit for NRM programme delivery”. The Wentworth
Group of Scientists, however, argued that CMAs provided the most appropriate
structure and scale for addressing “landscape conservation issues so that they can
produce visible results on the farm…best practice is where environmental standards are
applied to a single, integrated water catchment strategy” (2003, p. 8).

NAPS was developed by the Federal government to systematically address the problem
of the predicted increases in dryland salinity and worsening water quality over much of
Australia (Kelly & Stannus, 2002). The delivery vehicle for this scheme was the
development of regional authorities sponsored to engage regional communities in the
key natural resource management issues facing their catchment. (Kelly & Stannus,
2002). CMA Catchment Action Plans (CAPs) were required to include “provisions that
relate to water quality or other non-regulatory water management issues” and “include
any provisions relating to environmental water functions” (New South Wales State
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Government, 2003 section 20). In the Central Tablelands the Lachlan and Central West
CMAs were created.

The CMA system is utilised by state and federal governments as the main vehicle for
implementing NRM policy and distributing funding to community groups and
individuals (Hajkowicz, 2009; Pannell, 2009). There are only a few critical analyses of
the achievements of this NRM system of delivery at the time of writing (Hajkowicz,
2009; M. Lane, 2006; Pannell, 2009). So far most significant claims of achievement
consist of the CMA funding structure allowing individual property holders to access
funds with a clearer evaluation of benefits derived from the funding (Hajkowicz, 2009).
Changes to funding arrangements with the abolishment of the Natural Heritage Trust
(NHT) and the implementation of the ‘Caring for our Country programme’ in 2008
resulted in CMAs having to compete against other government, community and private
tenders

for

funding,

including

Landcare

(see

http://www.nrm.gov.au/about/caring/index.html).

While the implementation of the CMA system has widely been perceived as being a
response to the criticisms of Landcare, Landcare has demonstrated its ability to be
successful in awareness raising and group activities (Kelly & Stannus, 2002).

2.3.5 Problems with the CMA mode of regionalisation
Criticisms of the CMA mode of regionalization as determined by water catchments
have increased since 2000. Marshal (2007) contended that with the scaling out of the
Landcare water catchment based regions to NRM regions in general, governments did
not consult Landcare or other local NRM groups on the effectiveness of this regional
system. Many felt that Landcare has been co-opted by the state, power taken from the
community and channelled into federal priorities (Curtis & Lockwood, 2000; Kelly &
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Stannus, 2002; Lockie, 2001a; Martin, Tarr, & Lockie, 1992; Wilson, 2004). NHT
funding came under attack for both its political nature and its insufficiency (Kelly &
Stannus, 2002). The rechannelling of NRM funding through CMAs, the NHT and
‘Caring For Our Country’ and a lessening of government reliance on Landcare to
achieve its NRM outcomes has arguably allowed for Landcare to become more
independent of government interference. However, as Stehlick (2001, p. 31) observes:
Catchment management turns traditional sociological concepts upside down by
ignoring social networks altogether and presupposing that biophysical processes
associated with the movement of water establish “communities” bounded by
water catchments…

Other criticisms have focused on the limited amount of research attempting to
understand of the relationship between local communities and ecosystems at the scale of
regional landscapes, and the extent to which a hydrological based system serves as the
most appropriate system of land management (Brunkhorst & Coop, 2001). This
criticism complements the view that the systems used in NRM need to be compatible
with the social and biological systems being managed; i.e. be appropriate and
sympathetic to their context.

Brunkhorst, Coop and Reeve (2004), in their work funded by the NSW State
Government to investigate alternative and more functional modes of regionalisation,
built on these criticisms to identify other problems with the current CMA structure,
contending the compartmentalism of responsible agencies and programs make them
ineffective in implementing a strategic or integrative approach. Brunkhorst et al (2004),
and other NRM practitioners have also observed that catchment areas are not always
evident in the landscape, particularly in Australia (Personal communications: John

35

Dalton, NSW Landcare Coordinator, January 26th, 2006; Tim Ferraro, General Manager
Central West CMA, August 14th, 20074).
Brunkhorst, Coop and Reeve (2004) noted that various human communities within a
particular catchment often had little in common with one another and did not serve as
communities of interest. Harrington, Curtis and Black (2008) are even more scathing
about place-based approaches to NRM, perceiving them as methods alienating
communities of concern already operating within a contained or localised area, such as
environmental groups, political parties, peak bodies and advocacy groups. Previously
Brunkhorst and Coop (2004) had agreed that some features of “social identity” , as a
result of their cognitive and interpretative nature, were difficult to represent spatially and
therefore inform NRM boundaries. In 2006 Brunkhorst, Coop and Reeve (2006, p. 174)
extended their criticisms that the present NRM boundaries were not inclusive of areas
with homogenous biophysical characteristics, making effective NRM difficult. They
contended that the current nature and reach of environmental issues should determine the
size and nesting of resource management regions distinct from its hydrological features,
and argued that regional boundaries enclosing the areas of greatest interest and
importance to the residents into areas that did not exclude them from each other.

4

In answer to a question regarding the appropriateness of hydrologically-based boundaries, Mr Ferraro

found that in the western parts of the Central West CMA,
“…land was so flat out there, that it tends to just sit and not flow into anything… We have
actually recently put in a submission to the commissioner (Phil Kopperberg) to have this
boundary redrawn so that it is not so arbitrary and does actually take into account social areas”
(Personal communications, CW CMA General Manager; T. Ferraro, 14th August, 2007)
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Other literature argues the inappropriateness of boundaries as constituted by water
catchments. Crow and Allan (1994) found that “place” boundaries rarely correspond to
the perceived boundaries of community, while Buchy, Ross and Proctor (2000)
commented that NRM and ecological boundaries rarely correspond with political
boundaries or spatial community locations. Brierly, Hillman and Fryirs (2006, p. 133)
noted that “unless [catchment] management frameworks adequately reflect and build
upon an appropriate sense of place, they are unlikely to promote local community
engagement and ownership”. This, they argue, results in the disenfranchising of
communities by lumping them into regions that have been averaged to fit into the
national action plan, thereby failing to represent a meaningful reality to the locals. Such
an approach may fail to incorporate the local and regional values that underpin NRM
behaviours in a given area.

These criticisms have been supported in feedback by community members at various
working groups (Regional Implementation Working Group, 2005). Indeed, most
regional bodies have been struggling to find a workable arrangement for genuine
community-based governance given the size of the regions with which they are now
expected to engage (G.R. Marshall, 2007). A call for alternative systems of NRM
governance to water catchment areas was made as early as 2000, to be based on “new
institutional arrangements founded on ecological areas, posing challenges in their
organisation and perpetuation, or ways of assisting existing decision-making structures
(such as local governments) to come together to discuss issues which are not
synonymous with their boundaries...” (Buchy, et al., 2000, p. 26). These demands link
into the notion of NRM as socially constructed phenomena which, depending on
context, will vary enormously in content and practice is ignored by present
constructions of government sponsored NRM governance.
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2.4

NRM in the Central Tablelands

There is currently little information about specific NRM practices in the Central
Tablelands Lamdcare region of NSW. Landcare has been active in the area since the
early 1990’s and by the early 2000’s over 70 Landcare Groups were active in the
Central Tablelands. Approximately 45 Landcare groups were active in 2008 (Central
Tablelands Landcare Committee, 2008), suggesting that Landcare involvement and
activity has been waning in the last half of the decade.

Two pieces of research covering attitudes to and involvement in NRM are relevant to
the Central Tablelands. One is a survey and series of interviews carried out by the
CTLMC in 2003 reproduced in part in the “Central Tablelands District (NSW) Natural
Resource Toolkit” (Central Tablelands Landcare Committee, 2008). The other is the
report “Benchmarking community attitudes towards natural resource management in the
Lachlan Catchment” (Byron, et al., 2006), produced for the Lachlan CMA. This report
covers the Lachlan slopes area of the Central Tablelands.

The report by Byron, Curtis and McKay (2006) indicated that attempts to engage
landholders in NRM activities would not succeed if they had only a one-dimensional
focus on the issues affecting landholders. The authors suggest that NRM activities
should focus on the links and benefits across environmental, social and economic issues
for the greatest chance of landholder uptake. In the study, 92% of participants identified
farming as their main occupation, however only 50% of respondents in the Lachlan
Slopes made an on-property profit. Within that demographic one third were currently
members of a Landcare group, and less than 10% a member of a local TopCrop or other
best management practice group. These Landcare participation rates are similar to
national figures for the same period (Curtis & Lockwood, 2000). Landcare members
owned and managed almost 340,000 ha or 49% of the area surveyed. There were no
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significant links between Landcare membership and adoption of CRP (current
recommended practices), casting doubts on Landcare’s ability to be portrayed as an
organization promoting and representing progressive and sustainable agricultural
practices. Landholders, however, were increasingly aware that they were being asked to
implement work that has community benefits in terms of biodiversity conservation,
improved public health, and protecting export income (agriculture and tourism) and
infrastructure.

The surveys carried out by the CTLMC (2008'Landcare' section, p. 6) found the most
common issues dealt with by Landcare groups in 2003 were remnant vegetation (78%
of groups) followed by wildlife habitat, community education, involvement issues, soil
erosion and weeds. People surveyed were found to be active in environmental and social
issues by actively participating in groups (28.0%), doing practical activities (28.0%),
education (12.5%), lobbying (7.0%), and making financial donations (3.0%). Landcare
was perceived as being about learning new information, sustainable agriculture and
looking after the natural environment. The environmental issues of greatest concern
were native vegetation, sustainable agriculture and riparian health, while the most
important social issues identified were community participation, rural community
decline and health. Improving education and building community awareness were
identified as the most important actions needing to be undertaken.

The frequency of references to community in NRM is apparent in the above discussion;
the following section explores the concept and nature of community in greater detail,
and then considers the concepts of place and space, also referred to in the literature as
factors that influence peoples’ experiences of rural community.
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2.5

Community

Community is an often used word with multiple definitions and applications in modern
life that has evolved from the original singular (English) definition “as a body of
fellows or fellow-townsmen” (Sykes, 1976, p. 68). Current understandings of
community are much looser, having evolved through several modes of construction
(Liepins, 2000a, 2000b). In sociological research community is more generally
understood as a “signifier of both research scale and cultural meanings about social life
and rurality”, becoming an abbreviated way of denoting social spaces “and a set of
cultural meanings and practices which continue to have significance for rural people”
(Liepins, 2000b, p. 23). In wider applications however, community is still frequently
associated with small towns and a sense of neighbourhood, where people know and care
about each other (Bess, Fischer, Sonn, & Bishop, 2002). This reflects the question:
Can community be anything more than the identities and meanings associated with
one’s own experience? Community, then, is not about types of social organisation
but about meanings which give community members a sense of identity. In this way,
community reflects a symbolic commonality… which is based on what its members
attribute meaning to… (Bourke, 2001, p. 121)

In NRM community is frequently and intentionally constructed by an agent or agency
with environmental practices utilising place-based approaches in geographical
communities (Carr, 2002; Curtis & Lockwood, 2000; Harrington, et al., 2008). This
place based approach is based on spatial scales, frequently avoiding multiple ways of
defining and capturing community (Liepins, 2000a, 2000b). Criticisms of NRM and
Landcare have commented on the narrowness of participation, policy and management
foci resulting from narrow definitions of community (Dovers, 2001; Harrington, et al.,
2008; Love, et al., 2007). This is an interesting criticism as it defies the potential of
Landcare membership to reinforce a sense of belonging to a common community (Carr,
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2002) or for multiple communities to be in existence, overlap and be recognised. While
localised NRM activity arguably involves a place based community, the communities
and activities involved transcend the traditional community, sub-catchment and
catchment boundaries (Love, et al., 2007).

2.5.1 The Problem of Community in Natural Resource Management
Harrington, Curtis and Black (2008) postulate that community engagement in NRM has
not incorporated contemporary, alternative constructions of community. The authors
attribute this to the pursuit of community in the traditional structural-functionalist
perspective, excluding multiple community types not strictly place-based within defined
boundaries. This could reasonably be identified as one of the reasons for the
omission/lack of acknowledgement of struggles over how ethnic and cultural identities
are contested and created through community participation in NRM. Panelli (2006) and
Love (2007) have argued that the drawing of community boundaries by the
author/researcher’s “positionality” and “intent” result in people being excluded5.

This issue of inclusiveness is further compounded by the politics of representation
implicit in research as “reconstructions of history and/or partial accounts of diverse
future horizons” (Panelli, 2001, p. 63) resulting in further exclusion in community
representations. In Landcare this limited focus has resulted in a very narrow community
segment participating, resulting in the exclusion and under representation of women
(Buchy, et al., 2000; Hogan & Cumming, 1997), young adults (Curtis, 2003), and
people of non-English speaking backgrounds (Hogan & Cumming, 1997). In the Central
Tablelands anecdotal evidence suggests that indigenous communities (J. Shearing,
5

Love, however, postulates that allowing the community of concern to define themselves and their issues

provides for a more responsive and inclusive form of community participation.
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personal communication, October 5th, 2006), peri-urban and urban residents (Byron, et
al., 2006; Webler & Tuler, 2001) have rarely been active in Landcare or NRM in
general. Alston (2005, pp. 168-169) also notes that there are growing numbers of rural
Australians who are frequently socially excluded from key activities, including the
above mentioned demographics, but also the aged, single mothers, and those who are
unemployed or underemployed.

The result has been a widespread perception of homogeneous communities participating
in NRM. This homogeneity could be seen to derive from a presumption of social unity,
mutual identification, and face-to-face relations (Liepins, 2000a, 2000b). A worrying
implication of this presumption is that current NRM practices, despite their intention to
be community focused, fail to attract broad community participation. Harrington et al
(2008) summarise several studies and conclude that NRM practices fail to address and
integrate: complex socio-cultural identities and associations, values and rationalities,
balance conservation and development outcomes, or deliver significant biodiversity
outcomes. Thus, participation in NRM appears to be predicated on strong pre-existing
individually-held community identity or belonging (identified in some literature as
“communion” (Bell & Newby, 1976)), participants’ proximity to the group’s meeting
place and other members (Carr, 2002), and by membership of other community groups
(Cramb, 2006). Based on this evidence, it would appear that Landcare membership
strongly conforms to the stereotype of the typical Australian farmer; aging, white, and
male. This suggests that pre-existing levels of bonding social capital might be quite high
within Landcare communities, possibly with exclusionary elements excluding and
reinforcing other demographic groupings. Compton, Prager and Beeton (2009) found
that high and low levels of bonding and bridging capital were present in different
landcare groups depending on the group’s stage of development and access to
coordinators and leadership.
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As a result Landcare community groups need to be

identified on a case by case status to determine how representative they are of the wider
community.

Liepins (2000a, 2000b) argues that these under representations can be countered
through the symbolic construction of community as the most inclusive construction of
community. Symbolic construction allows community to indicate a “social scale and
space where identity is publicly performed and acknowledged” and “a social collective
and scale through which identities are connected and contested” (Liepins, 2000b, p. 27).
This enables community to be recognised as both a process and outcome (Tigges, 2006,
p. 139) where place meanings emerge and re-emerge from negotiated social interaction
sharing ways of knowing (Wulfhorst, Rimbey, & Darden, 2006). In practice this
symbolic construction of community consists of community members choosing how
widely the scale of their participation is to extend, and allowing participants to construct
purposes and actions that are meaningful to them.

As has been observed previously, NSW CMAs have also failed to utilise and realise the
significance of community as a cultural construction where marginalised groups may
dispute the centre point (of agreement) for the constitution of community. This hinges
on whether community is constituted as the singular and bounded arena of action, or
just one of many modes of action, as might be represented by Landcare. Keith and Pile
(1993), and Liepins (2000a, 2000b) both refer to the capacity of communities to
function as a figurative and physical space for resistance and advocacy, involving
hybrid combinations of multiple individual and community identities. The hybridity of
community spaces has been indirectly acknowledged in some NRM community
analysis, such as the works by Carr (2002) and Curtis, Britton and Sobels (1999), both
of which explore the multiple community networks that Landcare participants may be
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involved in. Implicit in these two studies is the construction of network specific
identities that may shift and multiply across the membership of different networks.

2.5.2 The politics of difference or, community as contested spaces in place
Liepins (2000a) proposed that a politics of difference replaces the traditional notion of
ignoring rural communities’ heterogeneity that allowed for the social control of
boundaries and practices of closure and exclusion. This contemporisation involves
distinguishing between what rural community is and what its inhabitants and
researchers wish it to be. Such representation involves going beyond how well
community boundaries may be defined, and how people think of themselves as
belonging or not belonging, instead composing ideas of different types of community
that extend over different geographical scales (Alan

Black, 2005). In this way

community is not constructed by simply placing boundaries around it, countered by the
“other” beyond. Rather, its identity is established through the “specificity of links and
interconnections to that beyond. Places viewed this way are open and porous” (Massey,
1994, p. 5, with original emphasis). In this way community is defined by consolidating
the commonalities, rather than by what separates (Love, et al., 2007). Place, whether
inside or outside the de facto boundaries, becomes a geographical representation of how
life is experienced in community. The geography of place, through its physical reality,
fundamentally influences identity and how space is experienced, and therefore how
community is experienced (Keith & Pile, 1993). Length of residence in place has been
revealed as a significant factor in peoples’ satisfaction with a community as a place to
live in, with community attachment increasing over time (Beesley, 1999).

Australian community studies have studied the role space and place play in determining
community areas and their dynamics (Bell & Newby, 1976; Gray, 1991; Whittaker &
Banwell, 2002) but the understanding of the dynamics between space and place and
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community areas have at times been sketchy (Smailes, 2006; Stehlik, 2001). A series of
research projects have attempted to address this shortfall (Day & Murdoch, 1993;
Liepins, 2000a; Smailes, 2000, 2002, 2006; Smailes, et al., 2002), but the integration of
traditional sociological literature with the dynamics of place theories in practice is still
limited, as witnessed by community engagement efforts involving Landcare. Previous
efforts to widen Landcare’s volunteer base outside its usual demographic in its rural
areas have not been successful (Beemster, 2006; Byron & Curtis, 2001; Byron, Curtis,
& Lockwood, 2001). In part this is because of issues with the lack of sustained funding
and the subsequent detrimental effects this has on community engagement and local
action (Ashton, 1999; Kelly & Stannus, 2002; Lockie, et al., 2006; Wilson, 2004). It
may also be a reflection of a failure to target the traditionally excluded rural
demographics, alongside broader economic, social (including value systems, farming as
a social practice) and demographic (P. Davidson & Black, 2001; Love, et al., 2007)
barriers. It is highly plausible that this deficiency has occurred because of the larger
amount of resources needed to effectively access socially excluded groups (Byron &
Curtis, 2001; Curtis & Van Nouhuys, 1999). However, weak social ties as found
through bridging social capital in diverse and heterogeneous communities can be more
effective in the creation of social, human and financial capital (and active community
groups) than the bonding ties found amongst more homogenous communities (Dale,
2005), as represented in Landcare surveys. Successful community engagement
strategies are those that are able to include a diverse range of community members
allowing access to different levels of environmental, human, social, and financial
capitals (Centres for Disease Control and Prevention/ATSDR Committee on
Community Engagement, 1997; Love, et al., 2007; Woolcock, 2001). Landcare needs to
be able to target whole communities in a more inclusive manner, in ways that are more
convenient, centrally located and therefore hopefully more inclusive than other forms of
NRM arrangements.
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2.6

Summary

This section has examined the concepts of NRM and community. In doing so we have
explored the main ways NRM is formally carried out in Australia, through Landcare
community groups and the NHT and CMA funding schemes. Diverse social
constructions of NRM have traditionally been ignored in legislation and practice, and
the social organisation of NRM discounted. NRM is constructed and therefore
construed mainly as a physical environmental problem to be “fixed” by physical action
organised in water catchment collectives, and has given rise to ignorance over how
community engagement could be organised more effectively as a socially constructed
activity in ways that would alleviate some of these problems. The demand for
community engagement to utilise a more thorough understanding of how communities
are constructed in theory and practice as dynamic entities implies a shift away from
current NRM community engagement practices. As dynamic entities, individual
participants in NRM maintain shifting memberships to multiple communities in
differing roles, with boundaries sometimes quite permeable, and with membership
influenced by and influencing individual and communal senses of place. A grasp of
these realities in community engagement practices could possibly stand as a way of
Landcare and NRM in general to overcome some of its weaknesses.

There are two issues that need further clarification and evaluation, how social input into
NRM boundaries could allow a more thorough community involvement in NRM, and
whether there are different constructions of community interacting with NRM in ways
that depart from the mainstream. This is the focus of the next chapter.
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3 The Literature Review: The way forward
This chapter reviews theories of community development, social capital, community
engagement and empowerment and how they may affect community participation in
programs such as that being advanced by Landcare’s “Engaging Local Communities in
NRM”. One recent concept developed as a community engagement tool for place-based
communities are social catchments. Social catchments and its various application in the
Eco-civic project (Brunkhorst, et al., 2004), and Smailes’ social catchment areas
(Smailes, 2002, 2006) amongst others (Hugo, et al., 2001) hold promise for a more
inclusive community participation in NRM.

3.1

Community Development

3.1.1 The principles of community development: community engagement and
empowerment
Initiatives for both empowerment and increased community engagement may involve a
universal or targeted approach. Community engagement is a set of approaches that may
involve consultation and informing, extension, communication, education, public
participation, collaboration and empowerment (Department of Sustainability and
Environment & Department of Primary Industries, 2004) but more typically implies a
personal commitment to action within a community (Aslin & Brown, 2002) and/or an
attempt to change the conditions under which community behaviours occur (Leach, et
al., 1999). Empowerment may be defined as “the process of increasing the capacity of
individuals or groups to make choices and to transform those choices into desired
actions and outcomes” (Poverty Reduction and Economic Management Network: The
World Bank, 2002, p. 11). Empowerment may be targeted at several specific areas that
include inter-personal factors of individual control, trust and community cohesiveness;
contextual factors of political and socio-cultural elements; or factors involved in group
processes, such as participation, leadership, problem assessment, organisational
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structures, resource mobilisation, links to others, questioning motivations, program
management, and the role of outside agents (Laverack & Wallerstein, 2001).

Like initiatives seeking to improve social capital, engagement and empowerment may
be used as both process and outcome. When empowerment is sought as an outcome in
community engagement it has been documented as taking more than seven years for the
significant social and political change to occur as a signifier of empowerment (Laverack
& Wallerstein, 2001). It is also implied by Laverack and Wallerstein that empowerment
might also take place in community, but be at a scale or style or length of time where
results are not appreciable. This implies that short term projects involving one off
encounters with community groups, such as those undertaken by the CTLMC, may not
achieve distinctly measureable increases in empowerment as an outcome. What is
possible is that such projects incrementally increase social capital giving it a stronger
basis to possibly eventually achieve self-empowerment through initial activities or other
later initiatives.

Various authors have contributed principles for good engagement. For example, Cavaye
(2005) lists these principles as: continuity and sustainability of engagement, trust and
local relationships, opportunities for deliberation, dealing with anger and the legacy of
poor previous engagement, providing tailor-made opportunities for various stakeholder
groups to participate, coordination and avoiding over-consultation, joint influence over
issues, and capitalising on community “hubs” and existing communication linkages.
Other principles include using “bottom up” approaches that recognise local ways of
knowing, participants owning the problems and the solutions, and participants
controlling the process of engagement and any evaluation (Alan Black et al., 2000).
When applied, these principles can vary widely in their acknowledgement of the type
and location of community being engaged with, and the diversity of community
members with possibly competing conceptions of community needs. How the target
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community is defined (through geography, network flows, symbolic construction, and
so on) becomes the determinant of what community development approaches are
employed (Ashton, 1999). As Black et al (2000) observed, most participatory
approaches tend to ignore or underestimate the significance of these different types of
community membership, and fail to adequately deal with conflict. This may result in
ineffective participatory approaches that do not take into account the problems of
exclusion inherent in different constructions of community.

3.1.2 Community and the construction of social capital: capacity building
The cohesiveness and resourcefulness of a community is usually expressed through its
social capital. Social capital explains how social networks and relationships can enable
participants to act together or singly to pursue objectives (Putnam, 1994, 1995, 2000)
and refers to the ability of a community to change, adapt and take action on issues that
affect them; and therefore become empowered. Social capital enables collaborative
processes that build mutual support, cooperation, trust, institutions, and bridging bonds.
Ideally this forms an “efficiency” of relationships that support action (Pretty, 2003;
Putnam, 2000). In so doing, social capital may be constructed through common rules,
norms and sanctions, networks of civic engagement, bonding, formation of intracommunity ties, or bridging, forming extra-community networks that enable groups
and individuals to tap into outside sources of information, support, and resources
(Cramb, 2006). It follows that the success of group action and formation of community
identity depends on pre-existing trust and norms of reciprocity that value collaborative
action in the formation of the ‘social’ (Lubell, 2004). This suggests that high levels of
social capital are also needed to enable community members to take initiative and work
together on environmental projects (Lockie, 2000c). In the context of this study, social
capital is also needed if community members are to work together without further
formal support from Landcare; that is, the Landcare project evaluated in this study
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needed to embrace methods that would allow it to capitalise on any pre-existing social
capital.

Social capital, however, can also work as an exclusionary force, stratifying community
in terms of class, occupation, income and property ownership (Dempsey, 1990; Wild,
1981), meaning that high levels of social capital may not necessarily involve the entire
geographical community. Additionally, while social capital may allow a community to
function cohesively and increase its capacity for action, it may be done so in a way
where only a few make the decisions and wield the power (Lukes, 2005; Wild, 1981)
and elitism prevails (Gray, 1991). It also needs to be noted that while people may feel a
sense of belonging or communion (Bell & Newby, 1976; Lynn, 1994), this does not
necessarily give rise to social capital, even though it may be created through multiple
links in a community.

3.1.3 Prerequisites for successful community participation
Ayres (2005) lays down clear prerequisites for successful community participation to
occur, namely:
 Identify all segments of the community from the very beginning and invite
them to participate
 Have credible, traditional leaders in the group
 Relationships need to be supported so jobs can get done
 Visions – to express their hopes and fears about the future of the community
 Structure and process for people to work together collaboratively
 Citizens have ownership of the project and are able to identify the issues and
action plans, while the experts’ role is to contribute specific skills or
knowledge
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 Community links are utilised – media to keep everyone informed
 A “do-able” action plan
Other authors have also identified key elements of successful community participation,
diverging only slightly from Ayres’ list. Some have a commonality of emphasis on the
need for deliberation, identifying processes that are considered “good” due to their
ability to adapt and respond to the will of its participants as well as providing
credibility, legitimacy and competency (M. Lane, et al., 2004; Pretty, 2002; Webler &
Tuler, 2001). An adaptive and responsive process that can resolve values-based
philosophical and ideological issues around inter-generational, temporal and spatial
concerns (Webler & Tuler, 2001) is also identified as important. All of these
prerequisites serve as possible points of evaluation in a community engagement project.

3.1.4 The Landcare project: some assumptions and presumptions about social
capital and community engagement?
Community engagement strategies may be carried out for multiple and varying purposes
typically aiming for some increase in social capital and empowerment to fulfil the
objectives of the intervention. Whether empowerment and increased social capital do
occur is subject to many variables, and success of the project may not even rest on the
fulfilment of these objectives, as assumed in the Landcare proposal. The Landcare
project evaluated in this thesis implied in its funding proposal that a pre-existing level
of social capital would be manifested in two ways. The first assumption was that the
communities to be involved had the ability to lobby for a community forum in their
area. The second assumption is that there was enough social capital present within the
community to ensure that community members were prepared to participate in a forum.
The Landcare project also assumed that a single community forum in each geographical
community would build enough social capital so that community members would be
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prepared to work with each other to initiate and continue community projects without
further support from the Landcare facilitator.

As mentioned in the previous section, how the Landcare forums defined their target
communities to foster participation was crucial. One way that was actively used by the
landcare facilitator in designing the project is the concept of social catchments, an idea
promulgated by various authors in the last decade as a way of locating and identifying
rural communities traditionally dispersed over and across different local government
areas (LGAs), water catchments and geographical areas. Several methods have been
developed to determine social catchments’ scale, location and application.

3.2

Social catchments

The idea of social catchments evolved from various studies suggesting “policy
communities” or “communities of common concern” as loosely organised local-regional
social networks, allow innovation for the development of new institutional forms and
organisational arrangements to pursue social and ecological sustainability (Smailes,
2000). These communities, identified in the literature as social catchments, have been
found to be delineated by perceptions of space and place that influence social and
ecological processes. Social catchments offer the potential to be inclusive of social
community boundaries and therefore allow communities to define themselves and
NRM.

3.2.1 Defining social catchments
The spatial context of social catchments evolved from central place theory (Christaller
(1966). Central places are understood as places which serve primarily to provide
surrounding residents with the goods and services they require and works on the
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assumption that these activities are closely linked with “social behaviour and
identification with place” (Smailes, 2000, p. 178). The largest place within a district
provides the largest array of services around which the most people will cluster, and
thenceforth cluster in smaller numbers around progressively smaller central places. A
“complementary region” describes the mutual dependence between a central place, its
supporting region, and the surrounding region of its centre (Christaller, 1966). The
premise of this theory is that people are prepared to travel further to access a more
diverse range of goods and services than may be available in close proximity to them.
The most important purchases will involve longer trips to larger towns, and it is inferred
that trips for social purposes may follow a similar pattern. Within this theorisation the
ideas of subsidiarity and nesting are utilised to compose larger regions encompassing
smaller regions. In the international context central place theory has come under some
criticism for not fully explaining the complexities of external relationships of urban
places due to its reliance on hierarchies and vertical relationships. Central flow theory
has been proposed as a complementary model to explain the horizontal relations
(Meijers, 2007; P. J. Taylor, Hoyler, & Verbruggen, 2010), but is yet to be integrated
into social catchment modelling in Australia due to its focus on inter-urban networks.

In a carefully documented study carried out by Smailes, Argent and Griffin (2000) over
a 25-year period and later elaborated on by Smailes (2002), it was shown that the central
places based on commercial and social activity had drifted apart in rural South
Australia. Localism of social activities was found to have persisted, and if anything
became more important to the individual at a time where the amount of travel to larger
central areas for business and commercial activity had increased significantly. This
research, documenting areas of social identification as a pseudonym for community,
was the first large scale study to identify a methodology for identifying (social)
community areas spatially. The study has yet to be repeated in Australia to determine if
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it holds true in other geographical areas or to the organisation of NRM activities. Its
findings remain un-corroborated and uncontested.

Based on these theoretical developments Smailes et al in papers published in 2000,
2002 and 2005 and Hugo in 2007,

identified a need for rural local government

boundaries to align with the patterns of community identity and meaningful community
boundaries and for statistical data to be organised by social catchment area. Community
identity was seen as arising from “the human need for roots, identity, belonging and
solidarity, and for a niche in which one can function securely as a social being… [that
would otherwise be] lost in the processes of globalisation” (Smailes, 2000, p. 178).

Since Smailes et al started publishing their results (Smailes, 1998, 2000, 2002, 2006;
Smailes, et al., 2002; Smailes, Griffin, & Argent, 2005), several other theorists have
proposed strategies for determining the spatial dimensions of community (i.e. social
catchments). Hugo et al (2001) identifies social catchments as variously being defined
by distances between individuals’ residences and their commercial and social activities,
journey to work data, bioregional planning and town resource cluster analysis. As a
result of these varying methods of defining social catchment areas, the concept has
narrowed to focus on the characteristics of:
 territoriality centred on a central place
 communion as shared feeling of belonging where people share common
interest and purpose
 interaction in the local social system in communities of interest (Hugo, et
al., 2001, pp. 2-3)
These three characteristics can be united into a definition of social catchments as “the
territory occupied by a group of households and individuals who are in some form of
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regular interaction and which the inhabitants identify as “their community or region”
(Hugo, et al., 2001, p. 1; National Centre for Social Applications of GIS, 2001; Smailes,
2002, p. 1).

A slightly different approach found social catchments could be

approximated by linear outlines on a map, but “in reality their boundaries are diffuse,
and not all households included within them necessarily feel a sense of belonging to the
social group which the outlines delimit. Social areas can be defined at several
geographic scales” (Smailes, 2002, p. 1)

3.2.2 Social Catchments and NRM
Through their basis in locating communities of people, social catchments theoretically
offer NRM organisations a means of addressing criticisms regarding NRM boundaries
based on water catchments splitting community areas. One could argue that NRM
groups based in central places to the communities they need to engage, and therefore
comprised of people known to each other and already working together are more likely
to be successful than those based on homogenous biophysical characteristics.

Understood in this way, social catchments are a means of identifying communities of
interest that have the social networks and social capital already in place, enabling them
to address entrenched NRM problems more effectively. Their application moves NRM
away from the concept of communities bounded by water catchments to communities
that are bounded by social ties. To some extent, Landcare has already capitalised on this
in the formation of community Landcare groups, based loosely on water catchment
areas and pre-existing community groups (Campbell, 1994; Carr, 2002; Curtis &
Lockwood, 2000) but to date has failed to embrace this as the primary method of
organisation.
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3.2.3 Issues of scale in social catchments
The most in-depth literature that illuminates the application of social catchments comes
from the theorising surrounding the identification of appropriate scales to deliver NRM
under the water catchment management model. Prior to 2009 and the publication of
Lane, Robinson, and Taylor’s work the scale of NRM governance and its impacts had
not been widely examined in Australia. Studies had previously revealed that the local
scale, centred on a village or small river catchment, or river sub-catchment enabled
local residents to be involved intensively, particularly in CBNRM (Agrawal & Gibson,
1999; Bradshaw, 2003a; Measham, 2007). At a larger scale, including whole river
catchments, intensive participation was less practical with representational systems for
locals, committees and surveys to gauge opinions becoming the common modus
operandi (Jolly et al., 2001; Land and Water Australia, 2000; McFarlane & Williamson,
2002). Buchy, Ross and Proctor (2000) noted that in Australia great distances between
communities, or even between members of the same community in the same catchment
exist. It is inferred that frequently catchment groups operate over such a vast scale that
community involvement in management decisions becomes impractical because of the
large distances involved. As the area covered increases, so does the importance of the
wider picture and the number of stakeholders (Alan Black, et al., 2000). In addition, the
continuing shifting scales of NRM governance since its inception with Landcare has
become an important aspect of in the consideration of its effectiveness (M. Lane,
Taylor, et al., 2009).

Internationally, projects have been criticised for not considering an appropriate scale in
implementation (Knight & Landres, 1998). Many projects are planned at a different
scale to which they are implemented. For example, Warner (quoted in Sobels, et al.,
2001, p. 13) discussed appropriate scale as crucial to the establishment of social capital
given that it requires “proximity in physical, economic, or social space”. Other research
(Uphoff in Krishna, Uphoff, & Esman, 1998) has attempted to define more concrete
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ways of expressing an appropriate scale of community engagement, suggesting the
involvement of between thirty and three hundred people, as an appropriate size for
maintaining trust and maximising outcomes. In contrast, Knight and Landres (1998)
suggested that social issues needed to be addressed at higher scales such as a regional
level to acknowledge the complex social ties that reinforce values and action in rural
communities. Knight and Landres’ call for the administrative boundaries of natural
resource areas is in opposition to the smaller scales advocated in place-based
community engagement approaches and it is unclear which would be more effective for
groups like Landcare seeking community involvement in NRM. Head (Head, 2009)
suggests that the meso level of scale, linking local and national issues for planning and
strategic action has been implemented in Australia.

This discussion over scale has been accompanied in Australia by shifts in the role of
government and a move towards decentralised NRM governance (J. Davidson &
Lockwood, 2009) by means of regionalisation.

3.2.4 Regionalisation
The regionalisation of NRM has surged in popularity in the last twenty years
internationally and in Australia. While it can refer to different types of groupings, in the
context of this thesis it is used to describe the process of local delivery of NRM,
particularly processes relying on community members initiating and developing
regional arrangements in their own communities.

Jennings and Moore (2000) and Taylor (2009) state regional NRM is the production of
both regionalisation and regionalism. Regionalism developed as a counter to the state’s
trend of centralisation of services, while regionalisation is the result of government and
industry forming “administrative regions to improve management efficiency and
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delivery” (Kelly & Stannus, 2002, p. 178). Decision-making in either scenario may
remain centralised or be devolved to regional managers. Throughout the history of
NRM, it has variously been argued that a centralised system of government is needed to
protect and manage ecosystems, and conversely that a more decentralised, regional
approach tailored for local ecosystems is needed (Cortner, et al., 1998; J. Davidson &
Lockwood, 2009; Head, 2009; B. Taylor, 2009). Neither argument has traditionally
addressed the question of which is the more appropriate vehicle to engage the
community participation needed to protect and manage these resources, and indeed, it is
actually suggested that the regionalisation of NRM in favour in Australia makes its
structurally more difficult to engage communities at the grassroots level (J. Davidson &
Lockwood, 2009; M. Lane, Haygreen, Morrision, & Woodlands, 2009).

The application of regionalisation to NRM is said to have largely developed from
“articles of faith held by policy makers and bureaucrats about the beneficial effects of
regional delivery of NRM for sustainable development and predominantly for social
sustainability” (Jennings & Moore, 2000, p. 178). Its precedents are found in Europe
and North America, where autonomous regions were traditionally bounded by rivers
and other natural landmarks and shaped by past and present interactions between
resident populations. Internationally and nationally, NRM and regions range in size,
purpose and usefulness, with the CMA system as a case in point. The original plan of
implementation of the CMA system in Australia was to include much smaller CMA
districts (G. R. Marshall, 2009). However, increasing the overall number of CMAs was
"scrapped because of the increased costs associated with increased numbers of regional
offices" (Personal communication Tim Ferraro, General Manager Central West CMA,
August 14th, 2007). Instead, the CMA’s basis in water catchments as a way of
delivering better hydrological outcomes reinforced the biophysical importance of the
region (Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council, 2006), and responded to the
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growing clamour for regional government delivery of NRM (M. Lane, et al., 2004;
Wentworth Group of Concerned Scientists, 2003).

In the last decade the regional delivery of NRM has become dominant, surpassing the
older model of local Landcare groups grouped under a CMC delivering local NRM
activities (Compton, et al., 2009). Little investigation of the dimensions and
consequences of this approach have been carried out. However, Morrison (2009; 2011)
identified several presumptions at play in the application of regionalism and
regionalisation that may also apply to social catchment areas, namely;


regions occur as a natural whole,



regions are small enough in size and complexity to allow citizens to informally
make decisions about their own problems,



regions are large enough in capacity to manage their problems,



decentralisation of control is desirable,



collective, bottom-up action by intraregional actors nested within government
hierarchies can produce successful environmental management



cost-shifting by State Governments is undermining successful NRM

The only means by which this impasse can be overcome is through the Commonwealth
directly implementing its policies by funding their implementation at regional level,
thereby by-passing the states which constitutionally have responsibility for NRM.

In an analysis of what constituted effective regionalisation Brunkhorst and Reeve
(2006) developed a series of principles, the first of which relies on the identification of
the nature and extent of environmental impacts resulting from resource use as a
determinant of appropriate NRM regions. In other words, the scale at which NRM
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occurs reflects the 'spatial reach' of external impacts of natural resource managements,
otherwise known as 'externalities' to economists. Thus, if the external impacts of land
clearing in Queensland results in saline water for South Australia, then the water
resource must be managed to reflect the interests of both the landholders in Queensland
and fruit growers in South Australia. If, on the other hand, land use has no implications
for anyone beyond a few kilometres of where it occurs, then a local group of land-users
may be all that is needed for governance.

The second principle asks that consideration be given to how social patterns of NRM
affect individual behaviours, and individual behaviours influence other individual and
communal actions. It is implicit in this approach that regions are nested within each
other to create a hierarchy of command and that the boundaries of these regions cut
through the smallest possible community areas. Effective areas therefore encapsulate “a
relatively homogeneous set of landscapes – climate, ecological characteristics and
resources” (Brunkhorst & Reeve, 2006, p. 153). Under these principles the CMA
boundaries are perceived to be an ill fit, while the Eco-civic case developed by the
authors is driven further forward. Head (2009) in his analysis of the effectiveness of the
CMA system of regionalisation questioned its ability to encourage community
participation; coordinate funding and implement policy between the different levels of
governance; and lastly to grant sufficient autonomy to the CMA regions to be effective
in terms of capabilities, resources and power.

3.2.5 Sense of place and sociological perspectives
So far the literature in this review has only hinted at how the delivery of NRM through a
social catchment approach can be informed by geographical precepts such sense of
place, in conjunction with sociological principles. Theorisation on social catchments by
Smailes (2000, 2006) touched upon the philosophical underpinnings of sense of place in
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its acknowledgement of communality. Theories informing social catchment literature
have acknowledged in a very basic sense that “rural” community is bounded by place
and locality, but have largely ignored other applications of sociological theory. The
most relevant sociological concepts relate to the symbolic construction of community
(Cohen, 1985) with boundaries erected to create a sense of discrimination or relativity to
separate community from other communities, spaces and places in rural areas.
Boundaries were constructed to encapsulate community identity through social
interaction. It is clear that these boundaries were not always physically expressed and
objectified but could be constructed in individual minds through cultural, language or
religious boundaries (Cohen, 1985). While undoubtedly some of these subjective
connotations of boundary would apply more directly to more densely populated
countries and their cities with marked differences in culture, language and religion on
small scales, it has not been determined if this applies to the Australian experience.

Place has been identified as a distinct geographic area which collaborating participants
form a relationship with and may explicitly value (Cheng, Kruger, & Daniels, 2003;
Hiss, 1990; D. Kemmis, 1990; Manzo & Perkins, 2006; Mesch & Manor, 1998; Relph,
1976; Stedman, 2003) . As such it becomes a central organising principle for emergent
collaborative partnerships located in particular spaces, allowing expressions of placebased concerns to be heard and considered legitimate (Cohen, 1985). As a rural
community centred on common “place”, sense of place literature argues that place
identity and community are reinforced through the erection, recognition and
maintenance of community landmarks and boundaries (Cheng, et al., 2003). More
recent research on place attachment suggests strong and direct links between selfidentity, place and individual perception and value of the environment, which in turn
influence social group identity and the norms of acceptable behaviour in carrying out
NRM (Hull & Vigo, 1992; Relph, 1976). Moreover, it is increasingly acknowledged
that places also shape people (Cheng, et al., 2003), in the process determining
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agricultural practices, peoples’ movements in and around community areas, how houses
are built and food is prepared and eaten, and the degree of isolation or interconnectivity
experienced. These factors collectively influence patterns of culture and socialisation,
creating commonalities of experience (D. Kemmis, 1990) and give rise to the idea that a
formulae to construct any type of regionalisation may not encapsulate these types of
community or place experience.

Place has also been discussed as an expression of scale, where place attachment may
happen over multiple scales. For example, a person may feel a national identity – as an
“Australian”, and/or kinship to a geographical region (e.g. such as a New South
Welshman or resident of the Central Tablelands/Central West), which can be manifest
in more localised community ties, related to the closest town or village to residence.
Local scales are documented as invoking the strongest manifestations of attachment
(Cheng, et al., 2003). Cheng, Kruger and Daniels (2003) see the local scale as the most
multidimensional and fluid, with multiple identities of individuals constructed by their
attitudes to the surrounding environment, activities in the community and environment
and membership or affiliation to multiple groups, such as those arranged around local
schools, sporting activities, religion and other interests. This understanding of how local
scales construct identity complements our understandings of symbolic community
(Cohen, 1985; Liepins, 2000a, 2000b; Tigges, 2006).

While it is recognised that place is a key concept in NRM, the problem lies in its
subjectivity; the many varied and differing values imbued to it. These values usually
centre on belonging, attachment, beauty and spirituality, but the one universal element
is the difficulty of categorising them (Cheng, et al., 2003; D. Kemmis, 1990; Pretty,
2002). Thus, sense of place arises as a value describing how people perceive,
experience, express and give meaning to place (Cheng, et al., 2003).
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In recent times Pretty (2002, p. 110) has described western cultures as increasingly
place neutral, implying independence, ability to go and come as you please, “without
reference to the cloying and parochial ties of places and localities”. Kemmis (1990) and
others dispute this, claiming that place attachment and subsequent sense of place arise
from time spent in place and the creation of monuments creating focal points and
cultural artefacts, not changes in agricultural practices or cultural modes. This implies
modernity still results in place creation as people interrelate with their landscapes.
While Pretty has a point in that agriculture and NRM no longer require people to
interact as directly with the land and farming landscapes have become comparatively
uniform in some areas, it is the time of inhabitancy in one place which is lessening in
Western cultures (Pretty, 2002) that primarily shapes strength of place commitment and
subtle perceptions of changes in the place (Brierley, et al., 2006; Brook, 2003; Cheng, et
al., 2003; Hiss, 1990). This line of argument supports the idea that NRM could discount
social arrangements as the principle driver of regional boundaries, as it has lessened in
importance, despite Smailes’ research (2002) documenting that localism of social
activities had persisted.

Carr (2002) writing of Landcare as an expression of stewardship, indirectly attributed
Landcare and other forms of stewardship groups as having an attachment to the ground
itself, a manifestation of place attachment. The districts in which Carr’s study
participants lived were uniformly rural with community ties and cultural practices more
important than physical geography in shaping participants' sense of place. Community
spirit was found to be created through the commitment people made to share a common
landscape. However, Carr (2002) found that issues of salinisation crossing community
boundaries were perceived as a management problem beyond individual or the normal
community capacity. The movement of water and the subsequent water quality and
salinity issues (i.e. negative externalities) across place boundaries made subjective
place-based community boundaries irrelevant if the problem was to be addressed at all
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of the appropriate sources. Smailes (2006) discussed this in the South Australian
context, arguing that the interests of local communities tended to be dismissed as
“parochial” by State and Federal parliaments, as they did not reflect the issues of the
general region. A parallel example is the dichotomy between the aims and activities of
community Landcare groups and CMA espoused aims and activities, with local issues
being subsumed by national, state and regional priorities.

3.2.6 Social catchments applied: Measurement
Social catchments have been spatially determined by two different methods, reflected in
Smailes’ social organisation studies (Smailes, 2000, 2002, 2006; Smailes, et al., 2002)
and Brunkhorst et al’s work on the Eco-civic project (Brunkhorst, 2005; Brunkhorst &
Coop, 2001; Brunkhorst, et al., 2002; Brunkhorst, et al., 2004).

3.2.7

Smailes’ social organisation studies

Smailes’ social organisation studies arose out of ongoing research spanning several
decades focusing on the social organisation of space in Australia and the radical
changes taking place in this space. Smailes (2006, p. 1) proposed in his thesis that there
is “a deep sense of place and a collective sense of belonging in rural areas, expressed in
the formation of an invisible geography of place-bound or socially defined territorial
groupings” and a sense of belonging and place that could be mapped.

Through a series of extensive surveys (over 1200 responses collected) Smailes was able
to map communities in two different ways. The first was to ask participants to name the
place they considered their locality and then indicate on a map the area and houses the
participants would include in this locality. The second approach was to spatially
represent where social and economic groups centred (as a meeting place), and where
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participants were willing to travel from and through to be involved in these groups.
With this data Smailes sought to determine the locational, place-making and place
meaning functions of these “places” and the space they occupied. The figure following
(figure 3.2) displays some of the mapping methods Smailes used to represent the
median point of the community boundaries of Tooperang- identifying residents using
the first method.

Figure 3.2 Examples of method one, as used by Smailes to map addresses
Source: Smailes 2006, p.113
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The second method, mapping the activities of the community, was carried out using
spider diagrams. Participants, via surveys, named the areas they considered as their
community, and then ranked the most important communities where they would carry
out social and recreational activities. Smailes (2006) was able to observe that country
people usually ranked highly local places first in importance, with their participation in
other, often larger centres, coming up in their second and third choices, spreading out
across the state and to the state capital of Adelaide creating a multiple-centre pattern.
Figure 3.3 is an example of this result.

Through his use of these two methods of data collection over several decades Smailes
was able to surmise that most participants felt belonging to a spatially variable
neighbourhood, with a higher proportion of participants perceiving community
membership. The primary scale of belonging was found to be highly localised.
Participants in smaller communities sometimes felt that they belonged to different
communities from those of their neighbours; with community overlap occurring. In
more densely populated areas small, almost entirely overlapped areas could possibly
indicate an extra layer of spatial allegiance, while lower density areas communities
tended to be mutually exclusive spatially. Smailes theorised this corresponded with the
idea of community in classical rural sociology as “regarded as the smallest social group
having a degree of social self-sufficiency - in the sense that (unlike a neighbourhood) it
could support a reasonable range of the most essential organisations, functions and
services used in daily life, implying an urban centre and an adequate population base.”
(Smailes, 2006, p. 119)

In an adjoining project “Rural Community Social Area Identification” (2002), Smailes
was able to use his social catchment methods to plot social catchment areas for South
Australia, New South Wales and Victoria, as a basis for formulating statistical areas.
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Figure 3.3 The spatial pattern of informal visiting with the three most important
households exchanging visits with respondent householders in the Southern Yorke
Peninsula 1984
Source: Smailes and Typuszak 1984 (reproduced in Smailes, 2006, p. 123)
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3.2.8 The Eco-civic project
The social catchment concept and its application were developed and expanded
significantly when the Institute for Rural Futures at the University of New England
(UNE), headed by David Brunkhorst, was engaged by the NSW government to analyse
boundary issues for efficient and effective local government and resource management
(Brunkhorst, 2005; Brunkhorst & Coop, 2001; Brunkhorst, et al., 2002; Brunkhorst, et
al., 2004). This project became known as the Eco-civic project. A bioregional approach
was developed using natural resource management techniques to map communities
contained by social catchments. It was based on population statistics and three core
beliefs. First, people can identify their community spatially (and spatially can be
ordered into complementary regions). Second, that the areas people identify can be
aggregated into a three-dimensional surface. Third, boundaries which do not intersect
the areas people regard as their community are preferable to boundaries which cut
through these areas (Brunkhorst, et al., 2004, p. 2).

The Eco-civic project worked with two types of spatial data. The first was spatial
modelling based on community members’ ability to locate their home point (the
location of their home) and the community boundary around it on a map. The concept
of stacking community areas vertically to derive a surface was developed by Coop
(2003) in his doctoral thesis. The community areas were drawn by survey respondents
on maps of their region in as much the same way as Smailes, and the home points were
the actual locations identified by survey respondents. From this standpoint the social
constructions of community are discounted to favour a quantitative methodology “for
defining boundaries that includes techniques for spatially even survey design and
sampling, and the construction of geographically attributed surfaces representing civic
interest in landscapes and the spatial integration with biophysical classifications” (p.
xxiv).

68

In the eco-civic project, community areas were approximated by ellipses around the
home point and nearby town. The home points were obtained by randomly populating
each Census Collection District in NSW in proportion to its population density
Brunkhorst, Coop and Reeve (2004) The two following figures (figures 3.4 and 3.5)
show how this process was modelled.

Figure 3.4 An example of a community area drawn by one of the participants in the
Eco-civic Project
Source: Brunkhorst et al (2004, p.4)
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Figure 3.5 Example overlay of community member’s perceived community areas,
building a three-dimensional image depicting the most common overlaps
Source: Brunkhorst, D., Coop, P., & Reeve, I. (2004, p. 7)

The second form of data consisted of bio-physical data; ecological landscape maps
classified by similarities in climate, vegetation, soils, geology and land use data.
Different combinations of the social catchment and bio-physical data were used to plot
both civic and eco-civic applications. Three scales of New South Wales boundaries
were then formulated using a nesting hierarchy for an eco-civic application (for NRM)
and a civic application (for Local Government Areas). The nesting principle works on
the idea that multi-level governance can be achieved through larger units of governance
being inclusive of smaller self-organising units (G.R. Marshall, 2007; G. R. Marshall,
2009). Although unexamined by Brunkhorst et al, it is implied that subsidiarity,
responsibility assigned to the lowest level of capable governance is assigned (G.R.
Marshall, 2007; G. R. Marshall, 2009). The resulting maps created new boundaries that
should not split apart areas that most people regard as of interest to them, the
community area (Brunkhorst, et al., 2004). The following figure (figure 3.6) displays
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the Eco-civic boundaries (zone three) for the Central Tablelands. Zone three was the
smallest areas viewed as plausibly being allocated into NRM areas.

Figure 3.6 A zone 3 application of the eco-civic boundaries to the community forum
locations in the Central Tablelands
Source: electronic files accompanying Brunkhorst, Coop & Reeve, 2004

3.3

Gaps and complexities in applying social catchments

There are several issues relevant to the application of both methods of social catchment
organisation.
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The first issue is LGA and NRM boundaries can still split communities that are not so
strongly place based or locally focused, resulting in resident dissatisfaction over how
they are consulted on NRM processes and general governance issues when areas with
similar functions are split. Alternatively it could also result in communities that share
relationships, concerns and similar land use being split, ending up having to compete
against each other instead of collaborating (Brunkhorst, 2005; Brunkhorst & Coop,
2001; Brunkhorst, et al., 2004). Consequently people may have to make collective
decisions with communities with which they share less of a common interest.

While acknowledging these boundaries are fuzzy and determined by multiple factors
that are impossible to plot in a clearly defined manner, Brunkhorst (quoted in Hugo, et
al., 2001, p. 42) sees “any kind of regionalisation [regardless of scale] is a human
construct no-matter how it is built…its [ultimate] value lies in its acceptance and
usefulness rather than how accurately its boundary line is placed”. As yet, there is no
published data on the success of applying the Eco-civic or Smailes’ Social catchment
methods to the organisation of NRM or any other activity. These methods need to be
ground-truthed to determine if they represent a more effective way of organising rural
populations for institutional arrangements.

Another factor that may affect the successful application of social catchments is the
understanding that although different groups may share the same areas and similar
styles of resource use, they may have radically different understandings of how to
interact with them and communicate about them. This has been recorded in the case of
the ethnically diverse market gardeners in the outer Sydney basin, where agencies
supporting their functions have had to separate their outreach work into groups of
language and culture rather than location to be able to communicate and interact with
them more effectively (Parker, 2000). While some theorists may argue that the outer
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Sydney basin can no longer be classified as a rural area, this is still a case where an
ethnically diverse community (as could be found in and adjacent to larger towns in rural
areas Bathurst and Orange) with the accompanying languages, cultural beliefs and ways
of interacting need culturally and language specific community engagement approaches.

There are also unanswered questions about how easily these new boundaries could
replace the existing Landcare, CMA and LGA boundaries in terms of administration,
information dissemination and community support, and regarding the validity of
assuming both social catchment approaches that NRM activities take place in
participants’ “normal” community area. Brunkhorst, Coop and Reeve (2004) do not
mention if any consultation was undertaken with NRM and government agencies or
people involved in NRM activities to determine openness to changes in their structure,
and if there was a preference for NRM activities to be regionalised or grounded in local
communities. Smailes did not carry out any research on how social catchments could
apply to NRM.

There is also a need to resolve whether there are any inconsistencies between the biophysical modelling and the actual physical problems that NRM is concerned with, and
therefore ascertain if the eco-civic data is the most reliable predicator of what NRM
issues are of concern and in need of management. From this perspective the absence of
hydrology data being included in the Eco-civic data means issues of salinity, water table
depth, surface and sub-surface water quality have not been accounted for in the
mapping. Whether this is a significant point of issue in community Landcare is yet to be
determined particularly as it has long been held as an article of faith that salinity, soil
erosion and sediment problems need to be dealt with at a catchment or sub-catchment
level given that management practices in the upper reaches of the catchment will impact
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downstream landholdings. (Burton, 1992; Margerum, 1995; River Basin Management
Society, 1995; Salinity and Water Australia, 2000; Verdonschot, 2000).

Additionally, data predicting salinity problems will worsen have been publicised
widely, (Ghassemi, Jakeman, & Nix; Peck & Hatton, 2003; Robins Environmental
Consulting, 2004; Schofield, 1992). These salinity problems have previously been
identified as the most pressing in Australian NRM (Australian Government, 2001,
2005), and have served as the impetus for the implementation of the CMA models. How
this issue of salinity and its management prescriptions is resolved within eco-civic
modelling is unclear, with a detailed analysis and comparison of the Eco-civic maps to
independent hydrological data needed, which is beyond the scope of the thesis, it is an
area where further research is needed.

Finally, it needs to be observed that Smailes and Brunkhorst developed their areas for
administration, governance, natural resource management (NRM) and research, not for
engagement per se. It has been suggested by Graham Marshall (2009) that regionalbased community NRM needs to penetrate ‘below’ the regional level to effectively
engage communities, and regionalisation by itself is not enough to achieve this (J.
Davidson & Lockwood, 2009). Darbas, Smith and Jakku (2009) suggest that it is the
sub-regional or sub-catchment level that Landcare groups can work best at in engaging
as a ‘socially meaningful scale’ and still retain some legitimacy.

As social catchments and the Eco-civic project are such novel applications, there is very
little literature relating to their usefulness. To expand on its application and postulate
potential implications, advantages and disadvantages there is need for further analysis of
the different methods. There is also a need to compare the eco-civic zones to the actual
community areas demarcated by people living in the same community areas, with
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further scrutiny given to the merits and disadvantages of the different methods of
constructing social catchment areas, such as the methods used by Smailes (2002) or
Brunkhorst, Coop and Reeve (2004). A similar comparison of the eco-civic zones to
current CMA and LGA boundaries is also worthwhile as a way to compare overlaps and
discrepancies. An analysis of whether the different representations of social catchments
compare to how individuals are involved in communal NRM activities (i.e. Landcare) is
also needed.

3.3.1 Evaluating Social Catchments
What is to be done with the people and information once the social catchment areas
have been identified remains largely unexamined in social catchments literature.
Smailes (2004) recommends the social catchment areas be used as a basis for further
demographic analysis as a more suitable alternative to current ABS demographic units.
Brunkhorst et al (Brunkhorst, 2005; Brunkhorst & Coop, 2001; Brunkhorst, et al., 2002;
Brunkhorst, et al., 2004) strongly pushes for the eco-civic regions composed with social
catchment areas be used as an organising unit for local government areas (LGAs),
CMAs, coastal and marine integration and for spatial data recording. As a tool for
organising community engagement, at the grass roots level typified by community
Landcare, its potential remains unknown.

Current methods of defining social catchments rest on the delineation of social
catchment areas using mapping software, with comparable efforts to evaluate their
effectiveness resting on the numerical analysis of the proportion of people captured
within the social catchment areas they have nominated. The community capture index
(Brunkhorst, et al., 2004, pp. 7-8) is the only tool that has been developed to date that
numerically compares how many people are captured within social catchment areas in
the community areas they have nominated. However, the project discussed in this thesis
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is not just about the quantitative descriptions of the people captured within the various
social catchment spatial areas (as could be calculated using a community capture index
(Brunkhorst & Coop, 2001; Brunkhorst, et al., 2002; Brunkhorst, et al., 2004) and
whether it was measured and discerned using the methods developed in Smailes’ work
(Hugo, et al., 2001; Smailes, 2000, 2002, 2006; Smailes, et al., 2002; Smailes, et al.,
2005). Rather, the thesis is concerned with the applicability of these catchments, regions
and zones to NRM community engagement activities such as community forums. In this
context what I am asking in this research is:


Do social catchments actually result in more people or a wider diversity of
people participating in NRM engagement activities?



Are any of these methods of community identification through social catchment
areas actual predictors of where people will travel to take part in community
forums (as an activity that could conceivably be not just a simple social or
commercial activity)?



Can they be utilised as a conceptual tool for accessing community.



Do the different social catchment areas reflect and capitalise on the community
networks that may be within or across catchment areas?



Do social catchments or the Eco-civic project encapsulate the NRM issues that
people in those communities are likely to have?



3.4

What are the disadvantages of a social catchments approach?

Conclusion

An understanding of what Australian NRM is has evolved over time, becoming more
complex and involving an awareness of NRM as a social construction. However, this
complexity of NRM is still to be fully acknowledged in current NRM approaches,
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which continue to concentrate primarily on the physical reality and not the social
construction of potential problems and solutions. The dynamics of sustained community
participation in NRM institutions such as Landcare and CMAs are yet to be realised,
and if their permanence is to be ensured by community support this situation will need
to change to include more inclusive ways of engaging community.

As discussed, the definition of community determines how boundaries are drawn
around community, excluding or including potential community members. In
community engagement strategies it is crucial to examine what types of community are
being aimed for to ensure an approach inclusive of all possible participants, and for
what community engagement is sought. For example, it is common for strategies to aim
for some increase in social capital and empowerment to fulfil the objectives of the
intervention. Whether empowerment and increased social capital do occur is subject to
many variables, and success of the project may not even rest on the fulfilment of these
objectives.

Social catchments may offer new ways of improving how community is engaged with
in NRM practice by incorporating sociological understandings of community dynamics.
They draw on alternative ways of perceiving and engaging with rural communities and
their identification has been shown to have much promise in engaging a more
meaningful community in Smailes’ work (Hugo, et al., 2001; Smailes, 1998, 2000,
2002, 2006; Smailes, et al., 2002; Smailes, et al., 2005). Their combination with
biophysical characteristics to develop a new system for NSW NRM boundaries in the
Eco-civic project has been given much focus (Brunkhorst, 2005; Brunkhorst & Coop,
2001; Brunkhorst, et al., 2002; Brunkhorst, et al., 2004; Brunkhorst & Reeve, 2006;
Brunkhorst, Reeve, Morley, & Bock, 2008). However, social catchments are a relatively
new concept, and its theoretical underpinnings and commonalities with other
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geographical and sociological theories are still to be clarified. Furthermore, the
effectiveness of social catchments as a way of organising NRM has not been groundtruthed and their effectiveness as an alternative to hydrological-based boundaries
remains untested.

I have discussed how social catchments may assist in the development of a more
genuine form of public engagement in NRM, but along the way some gaps in the
knowledge of how they can be successfully applied to one-off community forums on
NRM have been identified. The next step is to develop a methodology and methods of
data collection and analysis that will fill in these gaps in our knowledge and evaluate the
effectiveness of this engagement technique. This is the purpose of the following
chapter.
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4 Methodology and Methods

This chapter outlines the methods, epistemology and ontology used to find answers to
the research questions identified in the introduction and expanded on in chapter three. It
begins with an outline of the research context. Subsequent sections compare possible
research paradigms and develop a rationale for the use of the participatory paradigm to
provide the research framework. As our attention turns to the more practical application
of this approach, an explanation of how the paradigm is integrated into a mixed methods
approach to action research is given, along with a description of how the research
questions were addressed within the action research tradition. Then the stages of data
collection are identified and explored. The chapter concludes with a discussion of how
the data was integrated in a mixed methods approach and participatory paradigm to
address the research questions and objectives.

4.1

Methodology

4.1.1 The research context and an introduction to the participatory paradigm
The inspiration for this thesis was a desire to investigate ways of improving rural
communities’ involvement with or in NRM and environmental projects. In most rural
community areas in Australia, environmental projects are usually construed as involving
natural resource management (Landcare Australia, n.d.-a, n.d.-b). As was described in
the literature review, Australian approaches to community involvement in NRM are
usually generic and equate with incomplete community engagement processes and
principles. The more recent genuine community development approaches in research
and evaluation fields have involved either criticalist or participatory methodologies as
discussed by Freire (1993) Kemmis and McTaggert (2005), Mertens (2003) and
Lincoln, Lynham & Guba (2011). These methodologies, depending on author and
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individual standpoint, are also referred to as transformative-emancipatory approaches or
as a transformative design (Kincheloe & McLaren, 2005; Mertens, 2003), and are
therefore action oriented.

4.1.2 A comparison of possible research paradigms
It is generally accepted that there are five broad research paradigms encompassing the
current dominant knowledge creation theories; positivism, postpositivism, criticalism,
constructivism and participatory. Within each of these paradigms assumptions of how
the researcher and the researched perceive and interact with each other and the larger
world are made. The following table summarises the major points for each paradigm.

Theorists have commented in detail on the strengths and weaknesses of each paradigm,
a detailed discussion of which is beyond the scope of this work. However, one key
criticism cannot be ignored: orthodox social science often serves the ideological
function of justifying the position and interests of the wealthy and powerful instead of
committing to the needs and opinions of ordinary people (S. Kemmis & McTaggert,
2005). To address this criticism, a participatory paradigm has evolved into a "set of
practices that responds to people's desire to act creatively in the face of practical and
often pressing issues in their lives [though] engagement with people in collaborative
relationships.." (Reason & Bradbury, 2008, p. 3). This approach is compatible with the
aim of this study (i.e. to facilitate the participation of community members in NRM)
and accordingly was adopted as the most appropriate paradigm for this study.
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Methodo
logy

Positivism

Interpretivism

Critical

Postpositivism

Participatory

Quantitative (traditional);
experimental or quasiexperimental,
causal,
comparative
and
correlational

Qualitative; ethnography, case
study
and
phenomenological
investigation; hermeneutics

Qualitative
and
Quantitative;,
approaches
to
empower
marginalised groups

Modified
experimental/manipulative; critical
multiplism;
falsification
of
hypotheses;
many
include
qualitative methods

Political
participation
in
collaborative
action
inquiry;
primacy of practical; Qualitative
and
quantitative,
participatory
action research, evaluation

To understand and interpret through
meaning of phenomena (obtained
from construction/reconstruction of
meaning of lived experience)

To find the social power structure
in an attempt to discover the truth
as it relates to social power
struggles. To stimulate oppressed
people to scrutinise aspects of their
lives in "reorder their collective
existence on the basis of
understanding..." (Fay 1987)

Researchers attempt to get as close
as possible to the answer. Seeks to
approximate reality.

What is the form and nature of
reality and what is there to know
about it?

Knowledge is power, created
through human interaction.

Critical realism - 'real' reality but
only
imperfectly
and
probabilistically apprehendable

Participative reality - subjectiveobjective reality, co-created by
mind and given cosmos

Modified dualist/objectivist; critical
tradition/community;
findings
probably true

Critical subjectivity in participatory
transaction with cosmos; extended
epistemology
of
experiential,
propositional
and
practical
knowing; co-created findings

Inquiry
aim

Research
directed
at
predicting and controlling
natural phenomena

Ontologi
cal
Approac
h

Knowledge
is
neutral,
universal and apprehendable
and measurable, objective

Epistem
ology

Facts can be known, causes
located, phenomena able to
be predicted

Multiple knowledges
through
human
subjective

constructed
interaction,

Events are explained through
interpretation, in turn influenced by
social context (mutually affective)

Facts cannot be separated from
values or ideology, multiple
knowledges;
subjective
and
objective

Events occur within a social
context, with multiple influences
determining impacts.

Role of To observe and record, The researcher reconstructs reality The first step in political action – Have control over research without To act as facilitator/consultant who
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establish, and interpret through data collection
the
interpretation - flexible
Research incidence and frequency
reflexive
er

Role of
the
To disprove
Participa hypothesis
nt

or

prove

and
and

To illuminate the research context

exploration of the problem - social
criticism

input or concern of participants

is catalyst to assist stakeholders in
defining their problems clearing
and to support them in identifying
and
implementing
solutions
(Stringer, 2007, p. 24)

Willingness to be empowered and
undergo social learning

To be impassive subjects

Full and equal participants

interrelated

interrelated

interrelated

Enumerative deduction –

Interpret aims to infer a characteristic
ation of or relationship between interrelated
variables
or
parent
the data
population

Table 4.1: The Major Research Paradigms
Source: Brannen (1992), Frideres (1992), Heron and Reason (1997), Kemmis and McTaggert (2005), Kincheloe and McLaren (2005), Thomsen (2003); Guba & Lincoln (2005)
(2005); Stringer (2007) Lincoln, Lynham & Guba (2011)

Theorists have commented in detail on the strengths and weaknesses of each paradigm,
a detailed discussion of which is beyond the scope of this work. However, one key
criticism cannot be ignored: orthodox social science often serves the ideological
function of justifying the position and interests of the wealthy and powerful instead of
committing to the needs and opinions of ordinary people (S. Kemmis & McTaggert,
2005). To address this criticism, a participatory paradigm has evolved into a "set of
practices that responds to people's desire to act creatively in the face of practical and
often pressing issues in their lives [though] engagement with people in collaborative
relationships.." (Reason & Bradbury, 2008, p. 3). This approach is compatible with the
aim of this study (i.e. to facilitate the participation of community members in NRM)
and accordingly was adopted as the most appropriate paradigm for this study.

The ontological nature of the participatory paradigm means understanding social
realities from the perspective of participants; these will be both subjective and objective
and are, according to Guba and Lincoln (Guba & Lincoln, 2005, p. 195) and Heron and
Reason (1997, p. 276) reflective of a relationship between the cosmos (a primordial
reality in which the mind actively participates) and the mind, such that reality is the
"fruit of an interaction of the given cosmos and the way mind engages with it..." (Heron
& Reason, 1997, p. 276). From an epistemological perspective, participatory research
engages in critical subjectivity through "participatory transaction with the cosmos",
resulting in co-created findings combining experiential6, propositional7 and practical8

7

Propositional knowing is "knowing in conceptual terms that something is the case; it is expressed in

statements and theories that come with the master of concepts and classes that language bestows." (Heron
& Reason 1997)
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knowing (Guba & Lincoln, 2005, p. 195). Additionally, the researcher is required to
sensitively engage with the participants, mindful of the social and historical contexts
that shape the research issues.

This study explores the ability of the use of social catchments as a concept to encourage
participation through engaging and re-engaging groups of people to be and become
more involved in NRM in whatever manner serves their interests. A consideration of the
social dynamics of people who are members of social catchments is therefore required.
This implies a strategy that capitalises on community power relations to allow a more
even representation of the different demographics in the rural communities, and a more
holistic involvement in NRM. As the landcare project was aimed in changing the status
quo of the usual patterns of participation in NRM, a gauge of the forums’ success would
be (new) different groups of people participating in NRM. A change in participation
may be represented, for example, by non-Landcare members, or people outside the
usual farmer and/or Landcare demographics becoming involved in NRM in some
manner. Other outcomes would be pre-existing NRM participants becoming involved or
engaged with NRM in new ways, or changing the frequency of their present NRM
activities.

The research focus on shifting patterns of involvement, participation and empowerment
fits within the transformative (active) aspiration of the participatory paradigm,
providing an approach that is both reflexive and flexible, allowing people within the
research to feel, think and take action on the issues they are passionate about,
independent of the study’s aims is implied. This reflexivity and flexibility traditionally

8

Practical knowing is "knowing how to do something, demonstrated in a skill or competence..." (Heron

& Reason 1997). It is grounded in both experiential and propositional knowing.
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infers an action orientated approach (Kincheloe & McLaren, 2005), allowing the
research focus to shift and move as needed by the research team. However, it also infers
shared ownership of the research project, a community-based analysis of the social
problems and more of an orientation toward community action needed to be present (S.
Kemmis & McTaggert, 2005), necessitating modifications of the research cycle.

The participative paradigm and participatory action research within a
mixed methods approach
Action research is
a participatory process concerned with developing practical
the pursuit of worthwhile human purposes. It seeks to
reflection, theory and practice, in
solutions to

knowing

in

bring together action and

participation with others, in the pursuit of practical

issues of pressing concern to people, and more generally the

flourishing of individual persons and their communities... (Reason

&

Bradbury, 2008, p. 4)
Earnst (2007, 8) takes a slightly more simplistic perspective:
A collaborative approach to inquiry or investigation that provides people with
the means to take systematic action to resolve

specific problems...

Reason and Bradbury (2008, p.4) contend there are five characteristics of action
research: emergent developmental form, which is shaped by participation and
democracy, knowledge in action, practical issues and human flourishing, the underlying
premise being that action research is about working toward practical outcomes and
creating new forms of understanding.

As such, community based action research

provides a model of "enacting local, action-oriented approaches to inquiry, applying
small-scale theorising to specific problems in specific situations..." (Denzin & Lincoln
1994 in Ernst 2007, 10), working on the assumption that all stakeholders are being
engaged in the processes of investigation (Stringer 2007, 11).
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To stay true to the participatory paradigm and to the underlying philosophies of
participatory action research (PAR) of joint ownership and a focus on enabling
community action involved developing methods that allowed the researcher and forum
organisers to commit to genuinely listening and adapting the forums’ processes and
evaluations in response to the needs of the forum organisers and the forum participants.
In the PAR approach these iterative stages and cycles of planning, action, observation
and reflection are incorporated into the research design. However, the scope of my
involvement with the participants was restricted in this study as the research team was
invited to only evaluate the forums.

In the context of this project the linked cycles have the aim of facilitating the
participation of as many stakeholders as possible in the forums, uncovering how
participants were already engaged in NRM, what influenced their engagement, and how
engagement could be improved, then adjusting the research tools to reflect differing
needs of the participants. In this study the research cycle was modified to fit in with the
different stages of data gathering to look something like the following figure (figure
4.1).
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1. Orientation
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participant
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Carry out
orientation
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Figure 4.1 The Modified Action Research Cycle
Modified from Zuber-Skerritt’s diagram of “The Spiral of Action Research Cycles” (Zuber-Skerritt,
2001,
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p.

20)

In this research approach as many elements as possible of the PAR approach were
maintained for methodological congruence, with both qualitative and quantitative
methods identified as necessary to facilitate participants’ participation. A mixed
methods approach was identified as the best way of capturing the different forms of data
that arose out of evaluation of social catchments while keeping with a transformative
potential of the participatory paradigm (Brydon-Miller, Kral, Maguire, Noffke, &
Sabhlok, 2011; Heron & Reason, 1997; S. Kemmis & McTaggert, 2005; Stringer, 2007;
Swepson, 1998).

These mixed methods of data capture also have the secondary task of documenting the
progress of the forums and the specialised approaches. Participant surveys were used to
record participants’ social catchment areas, their thoughts and proposed actions and
their impressions of the deliberative forums, allowing the forums’ process to
concentrate on participants’ emancipation and transformation and hopefully transform
them into active NRM participants. The approach also allowed the forum facilitator and
the research team to collaborate on processes that could be used within and outside the
forums on tools, techniques and approaches (i.e. social catchments) to improve
community engagement with NRM. This collaboration, occurring in informal meetings
immediately after the forums and between forums, fitted within the action research
cycle of planning, action, observation, reflection, before more planning, action, and so
on in the next cycle. In keeping with Zuber-Skerritt’s (2001), Stringer’s (2007) and
Reason & Bradbury’s (2008) definitions of action learning and action research these
processes remained within the action research sphere. This is substantiated by critical
reflection between and in each phase/cycle, and the publication of the process, both in
this thesis and in the NRAC report “An evaluation of Central Tablelands Landcare
Management Committee’s Engaging local communities in NRM project” (Friedrich,
Crockett, & Bone, 2007).
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4.1.3 Integrating the approach
As the purpose of this approach is to ultimately empower forum participants to be more
engaged in NRM due attention needs to be given to the appropriate capture and
interpretation of the epistemologies and ontologies involved within the participatory
paradigm, to see how the forums work in engaging people in NRM, and whether either
social catchment approach (Eco-civic or Smailes' social catchment areas) is the most
appropriate way of achieving this. Therefore, the methods utilised focus on recording
participants’ demographics, how they participated at the forums, and their thoughts on
NRM and community areas, with the juxtaposition of the premises and zonings of the
Eco-civic project and Smailes’ social catchment areas.

Thus, my study is placed within the context of evaluating specific techniques used in a
series of community forums to assess their value as the first steps towards action that
can redress the injustices found in the communities involved (S. Kemmis & McTaggert,
2005). At this point the research design borrows elements from participative action
research, ethnography, evaluation methods and spatial modelling methodologies to form
a mixed methods research design. This transcends the traditional research designs in the
tradition of Lincoln and Denzin’s “Eighth and Ninth Moments” (Byron, et al., 2006;
2005). This combination of methods is done with the purpose of reconnecting social
science to social purpose for social action. It also recognises that as a researcher it is
possible that my own perspectives on the research questions and context may colour
how data is gathered and interpreted (Creswell, 2003; Mertens, 2003), but given the
method is not strongly interpretivist this is not a prominent element.
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4.2

Methods

This section gives an overview of how the different types of data were gathered,
interpreted and evaluated, with a focus on whether the people attending the forums were
from discernible social catchment areas, whether this affected their participation, and
how they subsequently identified and carried out NRM. In summary, the data on
participants’ demographics was gathered from the pre-forum and post-forum surveys to
discern whether participants came from the traditional Landcare demographic or not.
Participants’ reception of and response to the forums as expressed by their participation
were compiled from participant observation notes, the facilitator’s journal and postforum and follow up surveys. The spatial qualities of the community areas we gathered
in the pre-forum surveys and community area maps. Data gauging the overall
effectiveness of the forums (with a focus on the social catchment approach) in involving
people in NRM was gathered from the post-forum and follow up surveys. Figure 4.2
demonstrates how these areas interrelate and inform the key thesis areas, whilst figure
4.3 shows the major stages in the data collection process.
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Figure 4.2 Key thesis areas
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Figure 4.3 The stages in the data collection process

These stages will now be described in detail.
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4.2.1 The action research team
Formal meetings of the action research team (forum facilitator, my two supervisors, and
I) occurred on four occasions, before and after the orientation forum, and at the end of
the major research phases, the goal being to discuss major process and evaluation
issues. The action research team also met in an informal manner immediately after each
community forum’s conclusion, usually consisting of the forum facilitator and the two
observers (my associate supervisor and I). At each meeting I took notes in a field diary.

Feedback to the action research team between meetings over the community forums’
progress consisted of a compilation of each forum’s pre -forum and post-forum survey
results, and participant observer notes in a word document using Microsoft Office 2003.
This compilation was emailed to the action research team members for their edification
and comment, serving as documentary material when planning modifications to the
forum format.

4.2.2 Ethics permission
Permission from Charles Sturt University’s Human Research Ethics Committee was
granted to carry out the participant observation, pre and post-forum surveys, and the
follow up surveys.

4.2.3

Participant observation

Forum dynamics were scrutinised through participant observation. On entry to the
forum participants were invited to fill out a consent form giving permission to be
observed during the forums and to be contacted for further follow up. No participants
asked to not be observed (although some did not consent to being contacted for follow
up).
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My associate supervisor and I participated in the reference group meetings and
community forums as participant observers, using semi structured human observations
(Sarantakos, 2005), in ‘moderate’ participation (Spradley, 1980). We both took notes at
each community forum, except for the Newhaven Park and Lyndhurst forums, where
only one of us was present. Notes were taken during the meetings, giving condensed
accounts of the people, events, dialogue, forum dynamics and surroundings; as
recommended for taking “accurate” field notes (Spradley, 1980). We were present in the
capacity of participant observers, with minimal input into the meeting apart from
introducing ourselves and our purpose in being present at the meeting (i.e. to document
the proceedings). Our usual input into the forums occurred at two specific stages; at the
beginning when the facilitator would introduce us in our official capacity as participant
observers and in the next stage of the forum when, with the other participants, we
contributed our motivations for attending the forums and caring for the environment.
This iteration of motivation by everyone present was responsible for establishing a
shared purpose of care for the environment amongst the participants and observers, and
enhancing the participants’ acceptance of our presence. We then remained silent, unless
specifically invited to comment, allowing the participants to genuinely voice their
concerns and aspirations. Care was all taken to record what type of spaces the forums
took place in, with particular attention to how people placed themselves in the room to
illustrate how people presented and structured their participation.

These notes were then transcribed and elaborated on in a computer document the day
after each forum according to preset format suggested in the report Capturing Public
Thinking: authentic reporting on Public Forums (Pratt, 2002). This format allowed for
reporting on:
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What people said that revealed why they cared about the issue



Signs that people were genuinely listening to each other and considering each
other’s points of view



When people “dug deeper” during the forums and discovered their underlying
concerns



Where the tensions emerged, and how they were talked about



Quotes illuminating differing perspectives and the values that underlined
perspectives



Evidence that people were grappling with trade-offs



The trade-offs are people were willing and not willing to accept



Times during the forum when individuals showed a shift in their thinking and
committed to taking ownership of problems and new projects



What areas of agreement or common direction emerged

Observational notes identified the unique issues that arose at each forum, the choices
arising from those issues, and the mentions of negative and positive aspects of the
choices.

Field notes from the two reference group meetings were transcribed into a computer
document on return to my office, the same day as the reference group meetings took
place.

4.2.4 Reference group meetings
1st Reference Group – the Orientation Forum
An orientation forum was organised by the community forums facilitator to publicise
and find organisational and professional support for the community forums. Participants
who attended this forum also became a reference group for the facilitator to road test the
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survey forum format and to establish what resources were available for potential
community forum participants. The reference group was composed of 22 participants
belonging to organisations associated with NRM and had attended the orientation forum
on the facilitator’s invitation.

Participants at this forum were invited to fill in a post-forum survey for feedback to the
facilitator and the action research team on participants’ views on the success of the
forum and to road test survey format for the community forum surveys. Success of the
social catchments approach concept was evaluated on the amount of people attending,
diversity of demographics and participants’ feelings of success. Questions in the
surveys centred on the clearness of the Landcare project’s aims, the processes used at
the orientation forum, how far participants had travelled to attend the day, and levels of
satisfaction with the forum. From this survey the pre and post-forum surveys were
developed for the community forums.

2nd Reference Group
A second reference group meeting was held at the “Millthorpe Catch up” in August
2006, again organised by the community forums’ facilitator. Eight people from outside
the Landcare project attended as representatives of NRM organisations, in reply to
widespread invitations to numerous representatives of NRM organisations. This
meeting was held to provide an update on the community forums, to identify other
communities that may still need to be included in the community forums, and to discuss
how the forum outcomes and outputs could be fed back into the community.
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4.2.5 The Community Forums
Nine community forums were held throughout the Central Tablelands from May to
October 2006. In addition to the participant observation, data was gathered from pre forum and post-forum surveys filled in by forum participants. I introduced the forum
facilitator to the concept of “social catchments” as a way of defining community areas
(and possible community forum locations) as the locus of commercial and social
activity, or in the case of the community forums where Landcare groups usually met.
Publicity for the forums was run through all available local media outlets, and promoted
further through the facilitator’s local contacts and their networks. This included
newspaper and newsletter articles, radio segments, letterbox drops, fliers in public
locations and telephone calls.

4.2.6 Pre -forum surveys
Each participant was invited to fill in a pre-forum survey as they entered the forum and
registered their details with the forum facilitator, prior to the forum formally
commencing. The survey consisted of a questionnaire comprising of open-ended
questions asking for details locating areas where participants’ undertook social and
commercial activities and where participants would attend an NRM meeting. These
questions on social and commercial activities were based on the surveys used by
Smailes (2000, 2002, 2006) and Coop (2003) to define social catchment areas and
sought to determine if the forums had taken place in central places. An additional set of
questions probed for participants’ motivations for attending, their concerns, and
proposed modes of action to assess whether any of the answers could be grouped into
self-generating themes that could be grouped by location or spatial arrangement. A copy
of the pre-forum survey can be found in Appendix 1.
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Ninety four completed surveys were returned to the researchers, a response rate of
83.93%.

4.2.7 Post-forum surveys
The post-forum surveys were distributed to forum participants as the forum came to its
conclusion by the forum facilitator or one of the observers, participants remained seated
during this process. The two page survey (Appendix 2: The Post-forum survey) consisted
of 11 Likert scaled statements on a five point scale querying participants’ satisfaction
with the forum process and outcomes, additional questions on whether the forums had
changed how they felt about and were involved in NRM (yes/no and how), the
likelihood of any activities developing as a consequence of the forum (yes/no and how)
and demographic information on age, gender, level of education and type of residential
area lived in. Participants had the choice of leaving the completed survey on their chair,
passing it back to one of the observers or the forum facilitator, or completing the survey
at a later date and posting it back. One participant took the latter opportunity.

Ninety completed surveys were returned to the researchers, a response rate of 78.95%.

4.2.8 Facilitator’s Journal
The facilitator kept a journal documenting her ideas for forum processes and reflections
on the individual community forums. She was requested to write in this journal as soon
as possible after each forum. A copy of the journal was provided to me after the forums
were completed.

The facilitator was also asked to document the publicity for each of the forums before
the forums commenced, Detailed notes of the individual forums’ publicity, however,
98

were not made by the facilitator. The facilitator’s journal and publicity notes were used
as narrative, equal to the observations made by the two observers.

4.2.9 Follow Up Surveys
Drawing upon the progress of the forums’ process and outcomes, the action research
team composed a set of questions to be used for follow up telephone interviews, six
months after the original forums. The survey was a ten page document consisting of
open and close ended questions examining the NRM issues that motivated the
participants to attend the forums, how far they travelled to the forum and to undertake
other activities, satisfaction with the forums process and outcomes, levels of
involvement in NRM and demographic information (Appendix 3: The Follow up survey).

Utilising the names and addresses gathered from the participants agreeing to be
contacted further, follow up surveys were posted out to 74 participants in mid-January
2007. The mail out to participants consisted of an information sheet (see Appendix 4), a
copy of the interview questions, and a map asking participants to mark their community
area and home point on (see Appendix 5). A postage paid return addressed envelope, was
also included for the participants to return the map at their convenience. The
information sheet asked participants to review the survey questions in preparation for
telephone contact, and to return the map with a community area map marked as
appropriate.

When contacted by telephone in February 2007 to arrange a time for a follow-up
interview, the vast majority of participants indicated they preferred to fill out the survey
by hand and mail it back. At this stage I decided that for data capture consistency, the
rest of the participants would be encouraged to mail back the surveys, with the
telephone utilised as a reminder tool for participants to fill in their surveys and return
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them by post. This resulted in 38 completed surveys being returned by post, and 5
surveys being completed by telephone interview.

Participants who had not returned a survey a month after the initial post out were issued
with reminders by post and telephone. A final return rate of 58.11% was achieved, with
43 surveys of 74 surveys returned. This gave a capture rate of 40% of the original
community forum participants.
.
The handful of telephone interviews were recorded with participants’ oral consent. All
phone interview participants granted permission to record the interviews. While
recording the interview, I also entered a summary of their response for each question
into a Microsoft word document. This data was then compared against the oral copy of
the interview at a later date, and any discrepancies in the written record were changed to
reflect the oral record. This word document was then cut and pasted into an SPSS
spread sheet to enable data comparison with the other surveys. All surveys returned by
post were transcribed directly into a SPSS file for data analysis.

4.2.10 Issues of validity
The unintended different modes of gathering the follow up survey responses raised
some concerns over the data consistency. In consequence, a split in how the data was
captured and returned occurred. Individual postal responses were generally a lot shorter
than the oral responses to open-ended questions, but did not show any evidence of being
interpreted differently to the surveys administered via telephone. Some survey design
theorists have warned on the perils of data validity when the data capture mode varies
while the same questions are used and participant responses are not distinguished and
analysed for reply variance between data capture modes (Maxwell, 2002). This problem
of validity (and sampling techniques) was dealt with by the data analysis treating the
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two groups (postal and telephone) as two separate data collection sets (Miles &
Huberman, 1994). To determine if there was any significant difference chi square
analysis was used to examine participants’ demographics and how the questions on the
degree of positivity about the forums, Landcare and community networks, and amount
of involvement in NRM were answered. These two modes of data capture served as an
extra dimension of data triangulation (Maxwell; Robson, 2002). Analysis between the
two sets revealed no significant differences between how the questions were answered,
and further analysis was able to combine the two different data sets and treat them as
one group to be compared against other variables. To enhance data consistency some of
the responses from telephone interviews were abbreviated and summarised, to enable
them to be compared more effectively to the surveys returned by post.

It is possible that a lower than anticipated return rate of 40% could be at least partly
attributed to the survey being designed for telephone interview rather than written
completion by the participant.

Classic inferential statistics requires a sample size greater than 30. However, this does
not rule out substantive bias due to respondents being different from non-responders. A
sample size of 90 is required to achieve a +/- 10% confidence limit on an estimate of
proportion and 360 for a +/- confidence limit at 95% confidence level. This suggests
that whilst response rates to the initial survey were adequate for purposes of statistical
analysis, there must be some caution shown in the interpretation of the follow-up
survey.

In some cases where the chi-square test has been used there were cells with expected
frequencies ≤5. In these cases categories were combined until the number of cells with
expected frequencies ≤5 constituted less than 20% of the cells.
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4.2.11 Community Area Maps
Alongside the follow up surveys, forum participants were asked to identify their own
social catchment areas on a map in the approaches trialled by Smailes (2000, 2002,
2006; 2002) Coop (2003), Brunkhorst, Coop and Reeve (2004, pp. 3-4). This was done
for the purpose of comparison to the social catchments constructed through the
locations nominated in the pre-forum survey questions. It also provided the participants
with the opportunity to delineate their community areas without being prejudiced by
any other questions relating to social catchment areas; none of which were included in
the follow up surveys.

The base maps, four in total, were compiled in ArcGIS, showing different parts of the
CTLC area. The data source for these maps were the datasets Sydney 250k (Geoscience
Australia, 2006c), Bathurst 250k (Geoscience Australia, 2006a), and Dubbo 250k
(Geoscience Australia, 2006b). The maps created for the post out included forum
locations, towns, localities, major and minor roads, major rivers, railway lines, and
native vegetation and pine plantations.

Once created each map was matched up with participants’ locations in the Central
Tablelands to ensure they received the appropriate map for the area they lived in. The
maps were then included in the mail out with follow up surveys, with reminders for the
return of the maps being given with reminders for the return of the surveys.

In filling out the maps, participants were invited to mark a boundary on the map that
they felt bounded the community they lived in, and with a cross, mark their home point.
This was given with an explanation in the information sheet stating: “This will help us
get an indication of the community you live in. To do this you might like to think about
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the area you live in, where your friends live, where you might undertake any
community, sporting or religious activities, and where any children might go to school.”

Thirty-one maps were returned, a return rate of 41.89%, capturing data from 28.70% of
the original forum participants. Individual community areas marked by participants
were then digitised into shape files (the community boundaries) and point files
(participants home points) using ArcGIS 9.x software.

4.2.12 Social Catchment, Eco-civic, CMA and Landcare Maps
The final stage of data collection involved gaining access to mapping files that had
already plotted regions of engagement and management considered by NRM
organisations and comparing them to maps compiled using locations from the pre forum surveys. This data was garnered for the purpose of comparison against the other
social catchment areas generated spatially in this research. Spatial data was received as
shape files, compatible with ArcGIS 9.x. Files representing proposed NSW social
catchment areas (accompanying Smailes, 2002; Smailes, et al., 2005) were accessed
from the authors. The CMA shape files and proposed Eco-civic boundaries were
accessed from the NSW Department of Lands, with permission granted by the providing
officer to use them for academic purposes. No information on authorship was provided
with these files. The Landcare shape files (Dalton & Worsley, 2003) were accessed
from the Department for Primary Industries, with the permission of the authors to use
them in this project. These files were added as needed as additional layers to the maps
already created in ArcGIS in the pre -forum survey and community area analysis.
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4.3

Data integration and analysis: the research questions revisited

The action research paradigm utilised in a mixed methods approach resulted in several
different modes of data collected separately. Integration of the data, which took place
after initial analysis of each data method during the progress of this research, was
carried out for two different purposes; (1) to provide meaningful data that addressed the
research objectives and research questions, and (2) to provide meaningful feedback to
the action research team on how all aspects of the forums were progressing. This
resulted in two different modes of integration, with the first mode being “the action
research team”, and the second mode of integration explained in the following section.

The second mode of data integration was designed for the several purposes embedded in
the research proposal; to reveal and analyse the different ways of mapping social
catchments and their effectiveness at engaging people, the effectiveness of the forums in
engaging people in NRM, and the implications of utilising social catchments for
community engagement in NRM. A sequential focus in three stages was implied by
these research questions. This sequential focus started with asking how the social
catchments could be identified and did they result in people attending the forums? Then,
at the forums, did the process result in participants defining NRM in a different way to
that employed by the Eco-civic project or by other systems of NRM governance and
therefore organisation? Finally, it was asked what effects the use of a social catchments
approach had on peoples’ involvement in NRM in the long term.

Causality could not be fully established in answering these questions, as it was realised
that the observations of how the social catchments were utilised by the forum facilitator
and how they affected forum participants was incomplete. This project was carried out
as an exploratory project utilising an abductive approach (Flach & Kakas, 2000) with
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some inductive and deductive elements utilised in the mapping components for
triangulation.

Each of these stages required differing combinations and interpretations of the data to
be compiled and analysed. As such, each new level of integration represented a new
stage in the action research cycle, with each phase in the data integration and resulting
information generated then contributing to the perspectives used to inform the next
cycle of data analysis. Triangulation was maximised by the integration of multiple data
sources; pre-forum surveys, participant observation notes, post-forum surveys, follow
up surveys, community area maps and facilitator’s notes.

4.4

Data analysis

4.4.1 Data analysis – social catchment areas
The analysis of the data determining the effectiveness of different social catchment
areas and their practical application consisted of seven stages.
1. Statistical analysis of the pre-forum surveys using frequency counts.
2. Statistical analysis by location of common motivations for attending, concerns
and proposed modes of action (data from pre-forum surveys).
3. Mapping of the towns and locations named in the pre-forum surveys as spider
diagrams, plotting areas encompassed in social and commercial activities, and
participants’ proposed locations for a NRM meeting.
4. Compilation of community area maps.
5. Comparisons of spider diagrams and community area maps to eco-civic zones
Landcare
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and

CMA

areas

by

overlaying

the

different

boundaries

cartographically to deduce the most prevalent/common extents of social
catchments.
6. Comparison of the social catchment areas identified in step five to the groupings
of motivations, concerns and proposed actions analysed in step 2.
7. Qualitative and quantitative (Frequency and chi-squares) content analysis of
post-forum and follow up surveys, participant-observer notes, and the
facilitator’s journal to determine what other factors may affect the application of
social catchments to the recruitment of community members to attend a forum
on NRM.
8. Quantitative analysis of the demographics of the forum participants to determine
if the social catchments technique resulted in a diverse representations of
community being recruited, as opposed to exclusionary elements of social
capital

dominating and resulting in cohesive and demographically similar

participants.

Appendix 6, ‘Data analysis - social catchments’ describes key elements of the analysis
in more detail, including specifics on how participants’ answers were thematised. All
statistical, content and thematic analysis was carried out using SPSS 14.0 software. The
results from the eighth point in analysis (demographics of forum participants), are
presented as a separate chapter due to the richness of information gathered.

4.4.2 Data analysis – participants involvement in NRM
Participants’ involvement in NRM could only be gauged once NRM could be defined in
an operational context and in a meaningful way. In this sense involvement in NRM was
contextual and dependent on the recognition of it being a subjective experience
nominated by the participant.
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4.4.2.1 A criterion for involvement in NRM projects and activities
In the context of this involvement, NRM activities were defined quite broadly. As
discussed in the introduction and literature review, there are many perspectives on what
NRM is and is not, typically revolving around the idea of resolving environmental
issues through human management, with the environment and resources being
multidimensional (Mascia, et al., 2003; Morrison, et al., 2004; Woodgate & Redclift,
1998) and socially constructed (Lockie, et al., 2001; Lockie, et al., 2006; Rees, 1990) by
multiple stakeholders (Buchy, et al., 2000; Hannigan, 1995; Lockie, et al.; Vitousek &
Mooney, 1997). As such, involvement in NRM was assumed to include attendance at
the Landcare forums and participation in Landcare groups and their projects and
activities, but what these projects and activities might constitute was left undefined in
the follow up surveys, allowing participants to identify what these were and how they
were involved.

In the post-forum surveys three Likert scaled questions and two open-ended questions
asked about how the forum and its outcomes might change how participants were
involved in NRM, were analysed. The relevant Likert scale questions were analysed
with the other Likert scale questions using principle component and multiple regression
analysis to determine if there were any statistical relationships between participants
from different forum locations. Demographic variables, including forum locations were
compared against the patterns of the Likert responses using cross tabulation and chisquare tests of significance.

Responses to the open-ended questions concerning how participants thought about
environmental issues changed as a result of the forums, and aspects of participants
thinking changing were entered into SPSS unabbreviated as text and then coded by
content analysis (c.f. Dawson, 2006; Franzosi, 2004; Silverman, 2006). Frequency
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counts for both sets of answers were undertaken, and then cross-tabulated by forum
location, gender, level of education, age and type of residential area for chi square
analysis to determine if there were any significant associations between these variables
and participant responses.

In the follow up surveys, relevant questions asked participants to describe how they had
been involved in any environmental projects, and had been since the forums, as well as
asking participants about their involvement in Landcare, how their and other people's
thoughts and abilities to do something about NRM/environmental issues had changed,
whom they had known and met at the forums, the usefulness of the Facilitator’s notes
on further contacts and finally whether their involvement in and perception of NRM and
Landcare changed as a result of the forum (Appendix 3).

These questions were analysed in the following ways. Firstly, the yes/no component of
the questions had frequencies compiled and chi square analysis cross-tab undertaken
against the variables of forum location, Landcare membership, age, gender, education,
and type of location lived in. These yes/no frequencies were then compared against each
other using chi-square analysis, and against the responses to questions. Open-ended
questions were categorised by common themes using inductive content analysis. These
themes were then analysed by frequency counts, and grouped by forum location,
Landcare membership, age, gender, education, and type of location lived in for analysis
using chi-square. Finally, the themes from other answers were compared using chi
square analysis to determine any statistically significant relationships in how they were
answered.
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4.5

Methodology and methods: concluding remarks

This chapter has explored how the research questions and objectives are going to be
addressed using a participatory paradigm informing a mixed methods design in the
action research tradition. It has described the many steps involved in the data capture,
analysis and integration of the methods identified in this chapter and accompanying
appendices, designed to test out the many ways social catchments have been visualised,
and to assess the effectiveness of social catchments as processes to improve people’s
participation in NRM.

In the following chapters I will explore what results were captured using the above
mentioned methods, firstly reporting on who attended the forums (chapter five), how
the social catchments engaged these participants and how they subsequently defined
NRM (chapter six), before moving on to spatial comparisons of the different social
catchment areas (chapter seven).
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5 Results and discussion: The forum stakeholders
The following chapter presents data on participant demographics, perceptions of
participant homogeneity and heterogeneity, topics and issues discussed within the
forums and projects worked on by the participants after the forums. Data is drawn from
the pre-forum, post-forum and follow up surveys and the participant observer notes.
This forms the background for establishing the effectiveness of the social catchments
approach in the number and diversity of forum participants and the consideration of
who was constructing what NRM meant to the forum participants, to be discussed in
subsequent chapters.

5.1

Community forum participation

Table 5.1 provides a summary and comparison of the rates of attendance, numbers and
proportions of surveys returned for the nine different forums. Of the nine forums
numbers attending varied between 3 and 22. Completed pre-forum surveys were
returned by 82.46% of the forum participants. Post-forum surveys were returned by
80.70% of the forum participants. Of the follow-up surveys posted out 37.72% of them
were returned completed.
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Location

Forum Attendance

Pre-forum surveys

Post-forum surveys

Follow-up surveys

Frequency

Percent

Proportion

Frequency

Percent

Proportion

Frequency

Percent

Proportion

Blayney

22

19

20.21%

86.36%

19

20.65

86.36%

6

14.00%

27

Cudal

18

11

11.70%

61.11%

15

16.30

83.33%

8

18.60%

44.44%

Lyndhurst

13

9

9.57%

69.23%

6

6.522

46.15%

6

14.00%

46.15%

Millthorpe

18

16

17.02%

88.89%

13

14.13

72.22%

5

11.60%

27.78%

Molong

3

3

3.19%

100.00%

3

3.26

100.00%

2

4.70%

66.67%

Newhaven

12

11

11.70%

91.67%

11

11.96

91.67%

5

11.60%

41.67%

Oberon

4

4

4.26%

100.00%

4

4.35

100.00%

3

7.00%

75.00%

Panuara

6

6

6.38%

100.00%

6

6.522

100.00%

1

2.30%

16.67%

Peel

18

15

15.96%

83.33%

15

16.30

83.33%

5

11.60%

27.78%

2

4.70%

-

43

100%

Mean 37.72%

Unknown
Total
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94

100%

Mean 82.46%

92

100.00%

Mean 80.70%

Table 5.1 Survey responses by forum location, frequency, percentage and proportionate to forum attendance
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5.2

Who attended the forums?

The types of participation between the two reference groups and the community forums
were markedly different.

5.2.1 The reference group participants
Participant observer notes recorded 22 people attending the forum, including people
working on the project; representing Charles Sturt University, Orange City Council,
Bathurst Regional Council, Conservation Volunteers Australia, Bathurst Information
and Neighbourhood Centre, TAFE, Lachlan and Central West CMAs, Central
Tablelands Landcare Management Committee, National Landcare Program, NSW DPI,
and the NSW Rural Fire Service. The Millthorpe Catch Up consisted of eight people,
attending as representatives from the Orange City Council, Central West CMA, CSU
staff, and CTLC members. Two other people attended in their capacity as Landcare
committee members.

A CMA community support officer from the relevant CMA attended each forum, to
provide funding information, as needed to participants. Several community support
officers from both the Lachlan and Central West CMAs attended the reference group
meetings. Survey responses were not recorded from individuals attending the forums in
an official capacity as they were not attending as community members.

5.2.2 The community forum participants
Rural landholders accounted for 74.4% of the post-forum survey respondents and 83.3%
of the follow up survey respondents. The main occupation nominated by participants in
the follow up surveys was farming, at 55.81%. A high proportion of forum participants
are also likely to have been members of Landcare, with 74.4% of follow up survey
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respondents also Landcare members, and the 30.8% of the pre-forum survey
respondents indicating they attended because of Landcare invitations to the forums or
the incorporation of Landcare meetings with the forums. No Bushcare members were
identified in any of the surveys or by the participant observers at any of the forums.

The Molong forum was the only community forum where a council representative
attended, although it was unclear whether this participant attended out of personal
interest or in a professional capacity. This was despite invitations being issued to
relevant and desired council staff via phone calls, email and posted letter for all the
forums. The facilitator noted on this that the council staff contacted ‘all said that out of
hours stuff has got too much over the years and they had to say no’ (Facilitator’s notes;
p.3).

5.2.2.1 Demographics
Data from the post-forum and follow up surveys were combined to explore the
characteristics of the people who attended the community forums. While the post-forum
survey results are obviously relevant in explaining the forum participants’
characteristics, follow up survey results were also included as they provided additional
information on respondents’ ethnicity, aboriginality, language and Landcare
membership. The follow up surveys also confirmed and compared trends in the postforum survey data, again gathering information on participants’ gender, age and type of
residential area lived in. Table 5.2 provides a summary of the major differences.

5.2.2.2 Dominance of rural based participants
The most striking result of these surveys is the high concentration of participants from
rural areas (table 5.2 and figure 5.1). When compared to the post-forum surveys the
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follow up surveys showed declines in the responses from all other area types.
Additionally participants in the surveys were also more likely to nominate farming or
other types of agricultural work as their main occupation (61% of the follow up survey
respondents), meaning that non-farmers in general were not the main participants in
these forums.
Post-forum Surveys

Follow Up Surveys

Survey date

May to October 2006

January to March 2007

No. of Surveys Returned

92

43

Survey return rate

80.70%

58.11%

Proportion of forum participants

80.70%

37.72%

Male

61.80%

51.20%

Female

38.20%

48.80%

Type of residential area lived in

Rural 71.30% (mode)

Rural 81.40% (mode)

Age

61.80%
(mode)

46-64

years 58.50% 46-64 years
(mode)

Table 5.2 Comparison of post-forum survey and follow up survey demographics
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90.00%
80.00%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
Post forum surveys

40.00%

Follow up surveys

30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%
Rural

Village

Small town

Regional
City

Figure 5.1 Distribution of the areas participants lived in – post-forum and follow up
survey comparison

This concentration of responses from rural residents in the follow up surveys is reflected
by an anticipated concentration in the 46-64 year age bracket. Distribution of ages
between the two surveys stayed very similar, as can be seen by Figure 5.2 (below).

Figure 5.2 Distribution of Participants’ Age in the post-forum and follow up surveys
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This trend of age distribution becomes more interesting when compared to ABS data for
the same period (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2002), with the large proportion of
responses coming from the 46-64 year old group being over represented in the age
distribution for the Calare area. This reinforces the idea that the forum participants were
demographically aligned to the typical farmer (Barr, 2004).
70.00%
60.00%
Post forum survey
participants

50.00%
40.00%

Follow up survey
participants

30.00%
20.00%

Calare District Census
Data (Australian Bureau
of Statistics, 2002)

10.00%
0.00%
18-30
Years

31-45
Years

46-64
Years

65 years
and older

Figure 5.3 Age of surveyed participants proportionate to Census data.

Responses by gender were dominated by males in the post-forum surveys, but gender
representation was close to even in the follow up survey responses (see figure 5.4,
following).

116

70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
Male
30.00%

Female

20.00%
10.00%
0.00%
Post forum surveys

Follow up surveys

Figure 5.4 Participants’ gender, post-forum and follow up surveys

When compared to the Australian Bureau of Statistics demographics for the Calare
Statistical District (2007b), the smallest unit to encompass the area that the forums were
held in, the male/female ratio within the district is quite equal (figure 5.4, above), with
the proportion of male/females involved in agriculture, forestry and fishing being equal
to the non-farmer participation in the Byron, Curtis and McKay study (Byron, et al.,
2006) (figure 5.5). This almost equal participation between the sexes is also defies
patterns of the under representation of women in NRM and rural industries in general
(Alston, 1998, 2006; Byron, et al., 2006; P. Davidson & Black, 2001; P. Davidson, De
Lacy, & Curtis, 1997; Pini, 2008).

Overall male rural residents were the most involved stakeholders in the post-forum
surveys. Female participation in the follow up surveys was against the normal trend of
gendered participation in rural industries and relevant research.
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100.00%
90.00%
80.00%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
Attitudes to NRM in
the Lachlan*

ABS Calare
Agriculture, Forestry
and fishing sector

ABS Calare Statistical
District

Female

Follow Up Surveys

Male

Post Forum Surveys

0.00%

Figure 5.5 Comparisons of participation in NRM by gender, proportionate
* Source: Byron Curtis and McKay 2006

Participants’ demographics from the post-forum and follow up surveys were very
similar to that of the typical farmer who was also a Landcare member (Central
Tablelands Landcare Committee, 2008) as opposed to the average resident of the Calare
Statistical Commonwealth Electoral District (2007). This analysis is supported by
comparing the demographics of the post-forum and follow up survey participants to the
demographics of farmers, Landcare members and the average resident of the Central
Tablelands in the studies by Barr (2004), Byron, Curtis &McKay (2006), Curtis & Van
Nouhuys (Curtis & Van Nouhuys, 1999) and the ABS (Australian Bureau of Statistics,
2007b).
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80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%

Landcare membership

20%
10%
0%
Byron, Curtis & Byron, Curtis & Engaging Local
McKay (2006) McKay (2006) Communities
Farmer
Non-Farmer
Follow Up
Survey

Figure 5.6 A comparison of Landcare membership rates between the Byron, Curtis and
McKay (2006) and the follow up surveys

5.2.2.3 Farmers and Landcare members
As can be seen by table 5.3 the modal age of participants and modal length of time lived
in the district were well within the average ages of typical farmer and Landcare member
demographics. The follow up survey responses indicated that 55.81% of respondents
considered their main occupation to be in the agricultural sector, followed by 7.3% in
education and research. The Lachlan survey (Byron, et al., 2006) recorded a similar
proportion of respondents listing agricultural activities as their main occupation, at 59%.
Landcare members accounted for 74.4% of the follow up survey responses.
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Barr (2004)

Survey
area

Australiawide
Farmers

Age

Farmer

Byron,
Curtis
McKay
(2006)
Farmer

Byron,
& Curtis
McKay
(2006)
NonFarmer

Lachlan
Catchment
properties
larger than
10 ha

Curtis
& Curtis & Van
& Van
Nouhuys
Nouhuys
(1999)
(1999)
non
Landcare
Landcare
member
member

Lachlan
Catchment,
properties
larger than
10 ha

Rural
Rural
Landholder
Landholders
s
in
in Victoria
Victoria

Engaging
Local
Communities
Follow
Up
Survey

Participants
attending
forums in the
Central
Tablelands

50
years 51years
(Mode)
(Mean)

53% were
55.8% were
51
years
41% 40-60
aged 40-60
aged 46-64
(Mean)
years old
years old
years (Mode)

N/S

N/S

59%

N/S

N/S

55.81%
More than 20
years 30.2%

Time
lived in N/S
district

41
years 23
years
N/S
(Mode)
(Mode)

N/S

Time
lived on N/S
property

27
years 9
Years
N/S
(Mode)
(Mode)

N/S

(Mode)
More than 20
years 25.6%
(Mode)

N/S stands for Not Surveyed

Table 5.3 A comparison of demographic studies between farmer and Landcare groups

5.2.2.4 Pre-existing networks
Ninety-three per cent of the respondents to the follow-up surveys knew other people at
the forum, 42.1% of whom were known from Landcare membership or involvement in
Landcare activities. The details of how respondents knew other people at the forum are
listed in figure 5.7.
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10.30%
27.10%

14%

Through Landcare
membership of the local
group
Involvement in other
Landcare activities
Involvement in a
community group

18.70%

15%

Neighbour

15%
Previous contact with the
CMA
Other

Figure 5.7 How participants knew other people at the forums

There was obvious disappointment at some forums that there weren’t non-Landcare
people participating. This was a clear theme at Cudal, with forum participants
wondering how they could pursue projects affecting people from the community that
weren’t present. As one Cudal participant observed: ‘It didn‘t seem to attract any people
from within the town or new landholders. Most people had participated in Landcare
activities in the past…maybe it reflected general low level of interest in environmental
issues or unsuccessful publicity?” (Participant observer 1 notes).

5.2.2.5 Education
Of the post-forum survey participants 95.6% had completed high school or undertaken
education at a level above high school, compared to the 35.48% of people in the Calare
Statistical District who had undertaken further non-school education (Australian Bureau
of Statistics, 2007b) or the 56% of Landcare members who had completed high school
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in the Landcare study by Curtis & Van Nouhuys (1999). When this percentage is
coupled with the relatively high response rate of 83.44% it indicates that the forum
participants were a well-educated group.

There were no significant relationships in the post-forum survey between levels of
education and age, type of residential area lived in or gender. A breakdown of the
educational categories nominated by participants follows.

4.40%
14.40%
20.00%

Some High School
completed high school

33.30%

18.90%
8.90%

TAFE course
Some university
Degree or Diploma
Post graduate

Figure 5.8 Participants’ levels of education

This high rate of additional education for the post-forum participants may be explained
by two different factors. The first possibility is that tertiary studies at a post-secondary
(i.e. TAFE) or university level can be undertaken without completing high school or
Year 12. The second possibility is that self-administered surveys typically result in
higher levels of education being reported as survey completion involves a reasonable
level of literacy levels, thereby excluding people with lower levels of education and/or
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lower English literacy levels (Alston & Bowles, 1998; De Vaus, 2002; Moser & Kalton,
1971).

5.2.2.6 Ethnicity and English language speakers
83.7% of follow up survey respondents were born in Australia and 88.4% were of an
English speaking background. The results from the follow up surveys are quite close to
the ABS results, in the Calare Statistical District 88.7% were Australian born and 94%
had an English speaking background (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2007b) making it
possible to conclude that the forum participants were slightly more ethnically diverse
than the total number of people living in the Calare district.

5.2.2.7 An absence of Indigenous groups
No one identified themselves as an Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander (ATSI). Given
that the Blayney Local Government area contains only 2.6% people identifying
themselves as ATSI (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2007a) and the Calare census
district 9.3% , it is not entirely unsurprising.

5.3

Stakeholder representation at individual forums

The types of stakeholders present at each forum varied greatly between forums. The
observers and facilitator all commented that each forum varied greatly in the number
and proportion of current Landcare members who attended and subsequent forum
outcomes.
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5.3.1 Blayney, Lyndhurst, Newhaven Park and Cudal
Participants at the forums of Blayney, Lyndhurst, Newhaven Park and Cudal consisted
entirely of almost all of current and previous Landcare members. The facilitator’s notes
for the Newhaven Park forum stated that the exclusive Landcare presence at this forum
may have resulted from a single Landcare member inviting her to facilitate a forum for
them, not the group as a whole.

5.3.2 Millthorpe and Peel
Observer notes for Millthorpe and Peel revealed that Landcare members were in a
minority. At Millthorpe this had the result of a more village-orientated approach, with
larger landowners becoming sidelined. A cross tabulation of the post-forum surveys on
the type of residential area lived in showed there was a significant difference between
this forum and the others with a lower proportion of people from rural areas attending
and a higher proportion of people nominating they were from a village or small town.

At the Peel forum, participants comprised of a higher proportion of rural residents than
evident at the Millthorpe forum.

5.3.3 Molong and Oberon
At both these forums there were small numbers of participants, with one Landcare
member each attending the Molong and Oberon forums.

5.4

Discussion

While overall the forums were successful at capturing participants from ‘Landcare’
social catchments, the results do not support the use of social catchments to attract
124

participants from non-Landcare backgrounds based on their local community or location
of residence.

The higher proportion of responses from rural participants in the follow up also suggests
that the forums were more successful at engaging rural people in NRM. People from
villages, small towns and regional cities were under represented. This proportion of
farmers and rural residents in general is notable given that the forums did not target
property owners/rural land owners, unlike the Lachlan survey. These results indicate the
utilisation of the pulling power of the Landcare network that traditionally has had a
farmer focus. This is not surprising given that 74.4% of the follow up survey responses
were from Landcare members.

Furthermore, social catchments in this instance did not appear to provide a way to target
people living in larger regional centres where communities of concern may be much
more diffuse and NRM social catchments much harder to identify, even when the larger
community is identified and targeted.

The phenomenon of Landcare members dominating attendance rates was noted by both
observers and the forum facilitator. The impact of Landcare participation was such that
at the Cudal forum the facilitator noted that the dynamics were
‘…like pulling teeth. Totally landcare members only attended. For this group
this seemed to affect their ability to be innovative Even still – later feedback
indicated that what people had said at the meeting was often the first time they
had said what they said.’ (Facilitator’s notes, p.4)
Having analysed who did and did not attend the forums we next turn to how the
participants located the different social catchment areas, as expressed as community,
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places visited socially, for recreation, NRM meetings and so on. These expressions of
community also involved characterisations and categorisations of NRM as expressions
of sense of place.
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6 Results and Discussion: Social catchments as
engagement
6.1

Introduction

As discussed in the literature review, social catchments are based on a territoriality
focused on a central place, communion as shared feeling of belonging, and the
interaction in the local social system in communities of interest (Hugo, et al., 2001).
These three characteristics are united in a definition of social catchments as ‘the
territory occupied by a group of households and individuals who are in some form of
regular interaction and which the inhabitants identify as ‘their’ community or region’
(Hugo, et al., 2001, p. 1; National Centre for Social Applications of GIS, 2001; Smailes,
2002, p. 1).

As a corollary, the evaluation of whether utilising the principles of social catchments
engaged people in NRM community forums is based on whether the results showed a
territory that could be identified by the forum participants as a community area, whether
this community area was included towns or localities that participants felt they belonged
too and felt most at home in, and whether this identification of a community area
resulted in a larger or wider diversity of participants from the identified community
area.

Additionally, the data was used to determine whether these areas correspond to social
catchment areas identified by the participants and/or the eco-civic zones, and to
ascertain if there were are factors outside social catchments approach that influenced
participants’ forum attendance. These additional factors were only made evident if
nominated by the participants as an issue in any of the surveys or when documented by
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the facilitator or participant observers, and consequently the significance of these factors
could not be tested in any measurable way.

Results for this section are presented in the order that they were analysed, building an
understanding of the extent to which social catchments were able to be operationalised
within this research context. The final section discusses the usefulness of social
catchments within NRM community engagement approach.
6.2

Identification of the most frequently visited locations

The locations participants listed in the pre-forum surveys in answer to questions on
what community locations were visited most frequently for different activities provided
an interesting contrast with the actual forum locations.

As illustrated in table 6.1 there was not a significant relationship between forum
location and locations given in response to questions one (Which town or locality do
you really consider your own, that you belong to and feel most at home in?), two (name
the town or locality on which your local community centres), three (the country towns
or localities where you and your family carry out most of your social, sporting, church
and/or visiting activities) and five (the town that you and your family would normally
use (i.e. more than half the time) to obtain the items and services listed.). There were
significant relationships for the secondary locations nominated for questions one, two,
three.

A diversity of answers is represented in table 6.1. Significant relationships were found
between

the

locations

mentioned

and

the

forum

location

for

the

first

location/community given by the participants for all five questions. Answers to
questions one to four were also significantly related to the forum locations for the
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second location given. For example, answers to question three (where participants
would carry out social, visiting, religious and sporting activities) were significantly
related to the forum location for the first five answers given by respondents, while
question four answers were significantly related to the forum location for the first three
proposed NRM meeting locations given.

The significant relationships between the forum locations and the multiple locations
given in answer to questions one to four suggest that there was a stronger relationship to
local areas (as represented by the forum location), than there were for locations travelled
to for goods and services in question five.
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Question 1

Question 2

Question 3

Question 4

Question 5

The Town or
locality
survey
respondents
considered
their own

Town
or
locality on
which
the
local
community
centres

Where
most social,
sporting,
church
and/or
visiting
activities
take place

Where would
you
go
to
attend
a
community
forum or NRM
meeting

The town
used most
often used
to obtain
various
goods and
services

Maximum number of
locations given by a
respondent

4

3

6

6

4

Mode
number
responses

1

1

2

2

1

1st answer and forum
location match

53.9%

55.52%

36.51%

72.57%

*

Significant
(P<0.05)
consistency
between
forum location and
answer

Yes, for the
first
two
locations

Yes, for the
first
two
locations

Yes, for the
first
five
locations

Yes, for the
first
three
locations

Yes, for the
first
location

Total
number
of
different locations given
for each question by all
the respondents

27

21

19

of



17

45

Table 6.1 A comparison of the answers given to questions one to five by the pre-forum
respondents for all forum locations
* Not tested

The highest incidence of matching between the forum location and locations
participants travelled to for any activity, was in response to the question asking where
participants would travel to for a meeting on NRM (question four). Table 6.2 indicates
the proportion of responses to questions one to four that listed the forum location.
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Forum Location

% of answers nominating the Forum location

Blayney

71.07%

Cudal

52.27%

Garland/Lyndhurst

69.44%

Millthorpe

59.41%

Molong

66.65%

Newhaven Park

15.91%

Oberon

62.50%

Panuara

66.67%

Peel

45.03%

Table 6.2 Incidence of match between locations given in answer to the pre-forum
questions one to four and the forum location attended

Statistically, participants gave the highest number of alternative locations to questions
three (towns or localities where you and your family carry out most of your social,
sporting, church and/or visiting activities) and four (Where would you go to attend a
community forum or meeting on natural resource management?), but the greatest
diversity of answers was given in answer to question five, the locations participants
would travel to in order to purchase various goods and professional services and
schooling (45 locations). The 27 locations given in answer to question one (the town or
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locality participants considered their own) were a distant second in the diversity of
answers.

It should be noted, however, that for question five, where participants were asked “to
please enter the name of the town that you and your family would normally use (i.e.
more than half the time) to obtain the items and services listed”, there were 170
instances where multiple towns were named for one item or service. The largest number
of multiple entries came for purchases from a supermarket (21 multiple locations
nominated), milk and bread (18 multiple locations), purchases from a department store
(11) and sporting goods (11).

In some instances the forum location was a popular choice for social activities and
choice

of

NRM

meeting

location,

but

a

relationship

between

forum

attendance/participation rates and the frequency with which forum locations were
nominated as locations for other activities was not established.

How these locations compared to the positioning of the social catchment areas as
organized by Smailes and Brunkhorst are analysed in the following sections.

6.3

Common motivations, concerns and proposed modes of action

There were no significant relationship between the number and types of’ motivations
for attending, and the issues and proposed actions in the thematised data as given by
respondents in the pre-forum surveys. However, some interesting themes emerged from
the responses when analysed by forum location, and how these forums are placed within
the different arrangements of social catchment areas. These responses give some insight
into the importance of different NRM issues and how participants feel these issues
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should be tackled, which contrasts to government policy and definitions of what NRM
is/is not.

This section begins by observing how comprehensively the questions were answered,
discernible themes in participants’ answers, categorisation and matching of answers into
the different themes utilised by existing NRM arrangements and proposed social
catchment systems and comparisons of results.

6.3.1 Discernible themes in participants’ answers
6.3.1.1 Motivations to attend the forums (question six)
The responses to the question were thematised into five different categories; (1) existing
Landcare interests/networks or interest in learning more about Landcare, (2) to find out
what others are doing and learn, (3) concern/interest in the environment, specific
environmental projects, (4) looking for exterior projects/find out what else is going on,
and (5) miscellaneous. As the graph below shows (figure 6.1), the largest category of
answers came from people who attended to find out what others were doing or to learn
more about a particular subject (36%), i.e. out of curiosity/to gain knowledge. This
category was closely followed by people who attended because of their Landcare
membership, the event being promoted as a Landcare event, or as people who wanted to
find out more about Landcare (31.2%).
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Existing Landcare
interests/networks/learn more
about Landcare

3.2%
5.6%
31.2%
24.0%

find out what others are doing/
to learn
concern/interest in the
environment, specific
environmental projects

36.0%

looking for exterior solutions to hear what else is going on
miscellaneous

Figure 6.2 Incidence of the themed motivations for attending

A cross tabulation of themes and locations was not found to be significantly related to
the forums attended by respondents.

6.3.1.2 Main NRM issues facing the community (question six)
The answers to the question “This forum is about natural resource management. What
do you think are the main natural resource management issues facing your community?”
were quite diverse, illustrating a number of different perspectives on what forum
participants thought were the NRM issues in their community. NRM issues were
associated with flora and fauna, water quality and supply, soil health and productivity,
climate, sustainability, levels of action and awareness from government, community and
the individual. These examples imply interlinked biophysical, hydrological, cultural,
sociological, political, and economic dimensions to NRM issues, which in some cases
are difficult to separate out and attribute to one single cause or management practice. It
is however also a fair conclusion that many of these issues can be construed as relating
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back to previous and current types of agricultural practices and to how NRM is
promoted, valued and experienced in different ways.

These answers were also thematised into five different categories. Figure 6.4 shows the
two largest categories had similar levels of response, namely flora and fauna (66
responses, 80.49%) and water quality/supply and associated areas (59 responses,
71.95%).

Flora and fauna
17.9%

28.8%

soil/land/salinity

14.4%
13.1%
25.8%

water quality/supply,
aquatic/riparian areas
climate, sustainability issues

Government, community,
individual action/awareness

Figure 6.4 Main NRM issues faced by participants’ communities, by theme

There was no significant relationship between the forum attended and the number of
issues nominated, but there was a significant relationship (P = 0.001) between the forum
location and the type of issues nominated by participants. These relationships are
illustrated in figure 6.5. Participants from the Millthorpe forum scored particularly high
on issues that related to government, community and individual action and awareness,
while Cudal and Peel participants nominated flora and fauna issues highly, and Blayney
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and Newhaven participants

identified water quality and supply, and aquatic and

riparian area management as issues of concern. Participants from the smaller forums of
Oberon and Molong were more evenly spread across the different issues. Soil, land and
salinity issues were not a dominant theme for the participants at any forum location.

25
20

Flora and fauna

Soil/land/salinity

15
10
5

water quality/supply,
aquatic/riparian areas
Climate, resource use,
sustainability

0

Figure 6.5 Main NRM issues faced by participants’ communities, by theme, organised
by the forum location attended

6.3.1.3 How should the issues be addressed (question eight)
Participants were asked what should be done about the NRM issues they had identified
(question eight). Answers ranged from the very vague; “hope”, “don’t know” and
“anything possible” to the very specific; “establish new habitat”, “easier forms to fill
in”, and “farm planning” and were categorised into the categories of social/communal
action, specific biophysical projects/changes in farming practices, and more education
and research/create awareness. The majority of solutions to these issues were seen to
reside more in the social, communal, legislative and governmental aspects of NRM.
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Answers were also thematised into four categories. Social/communal action (39.7%)
was identified as the most common theme, receiving 12.1% more responses than the
next category; specific biophysical projects and in farming practices (27.6%). The
higher proportion of answers for social/communal action could be explained by the
nature of the forums, and how they were promoted as an arena for investigating the
possibility of, and instigating community action. This proportion of answers also reveals
that some participants thought a social or communal focus, as could be achieved
through grouping areas by social catchment was more suitable than a CMA approach
(as would be suggested by answers that focused on environmental focus). However, it
needs to be noted that while this theme accounted for the largest set of responses, it still
did not dominate overwhelmingly. More details are in the following figure, figure 6.6.

hope/don't know/everything
possible (non-specific)
16.0%

16.7%
social/communal action
(including legislative approach,
changes to institutional
provisions)

27.6%
39.7%

specific biophysical
projects/changes in farming
practices
more education and
research/create awareness

Figure 6.6 Proportion of thematised answers to the question “What do you think
should be done about these issues?”
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Curiously, although the most important NRM issues identified by participants related to
specific environmental and ecological facets, the solutions to these issues were seen to
reside more in the social, communal, legislative and governmental aspects of NRM.
Furthermore, the fewer responses to the ‘do what?’ question (compared to the number
of answers to the questions on what motivated people to attend and the main NRM
issues facing the community) suggest that the survey participants were not necessarily
sure or very motivated about the most appropriate ways to tackle these issues. Only one
category, specific biophysical projects/changes in farming practices, could be
interpreted as a direct environmental response or action to the NRM issues identified by
participants. This suggests that more education, research and awareness of solutions are
needed before headway in terms of management can be made, and that a singular social
catchment approach might not be the most appropriate solution to organising NRM.

There was no significant relationship between the categories of proposed actions and the
forum location, indicating that even though there were significant relationships between
the types of issues nominated (question seven) and the forums attended, the actions
proposed to address these issues were not consistent.

6.3.2 Relationships between motivations for attending, NRM issues facing the
community and what participants should be done about these issues
An interesting pattern emerged in how participant responded to questions on
motivations, concerns and proposed actions, with the number of responses tapering off
between question six (motivations for attending the forum), question seven (NRM
issues facing the community) and question eight (what should be done about these
issues) as can be seen in table 6.3. Twenty percent fewer participants answered question
eight than answered question six, and 10.63% less participants answered question eight
than answered question seven.
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There are a number of possible explanations for this. Perhaps participants were more
confident (or had more to say) in their answers of in regards to motivation to attend than
they were in identifying the main NRM issues facing their community, or the possible
actions required to address these issues. Or it may be that participants were either the
least knowledgeable or the least interested in answering this question; “what should be
done to address the main NRM issues facing their community?”

No.
of
answering

participants % of people participating in
survey

Q 6: Motivations for 91
attending the forum

96.81%

Q 7: NRM issues 82
facing the community

87.23%

Q 8: actions to address 72
NRM issues facing the
community

76.60%

Table 6.3 Response rates to questions six, seven and eight

Several respondents included multiple components in their answers to individual
questions. This was most obvious in the answers to the questions asking about the main
NRM issues facing the community (question seven), and to a lesser degree for the
amount of different actions proposed (question eight). Table 6.4 provides a summary of
the number of components given in participants answers.

Number of components given in the respondents’ answers
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One

Two

Three

Four

Five

Six

Seven

Q. 6 Motivations for 70.3%
attending the forum
(65)

25.3%

2.2%

0 (2.2)

2.2%

0

0

Q.7 NRM
facing
community

issues 22%
the

20%

33%

11%
(25)

10%

3%

1%

Q.8
Number
of 47%
different
actions
proposed

26%

14%

7%
(13)

3%

3%

0

Table 6.4 The percentage (number) of respondents providing one, two…..

of

components to questions six to eight

The positive relationship between the number of motivations participants gave for
attending, and the number of actions they thought should be taken about the significant
environmental issues facing their community was significant (P=0.01). For example,
57.78% of those who gave one motivation for attending in question six also proposed
one mode of action in question eight. The remainder with one motivation for attending
had a distribution of answers that tapered off as more multiple actions were selected.
Those who gave two motivations for attending were somewhat more evenly spread, but
again the largest majority selected one action (31.82%) with the distribution tapering off
the more multiple actions were proposed. More information on the distribution can be
found in figure 6.8.
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25
20
One motivation

15

Two motivations
10

Three motivations
Five motivations

5
0
One action Two actions

Three
actions

Four actions Five actions Six actions

Number of separate recommendations

Figure 6.8 Distribution of the number of proposed actions grouped by the number of
motivations for attending

6.3.3 Categorisation and matching of answers into the different NRM themes
To focus on the motivations in greater depth, the responses to questions six, seven and
eight were regrouped into social, biophysical or hydrological themes to see if they
matched any of the planning units/arrangements proposed for NRM in this thesis. That
is the current CMA of water catchments based on hydrological units (Wentworth Group
of Concerned Scientists, 2003), social catchments as proposed by Smiles (2002; 2005)
and the biophysical and civic units in the eco-civic and civic regions as proposed by
Brunkhorst et al (2004).

When motivations to attend were categorised into social, biophysical and hydrological
motivations and graphed by frequency (figure 6.11) it is apparent that a combined
response incorporating social, biophysical and hydrological motivations was the most
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common, with social motivations the next largest category. All other categories lagged
far behind.

Social
9.90%

22%

Biophysical
Hydrological
Social and hydrological

59.30%

Biophysical and
hydrological
Social, biophysical and
hydrological
Unknown, undetermined

Figure 6.11 Social, biophysical and hydrological motivations for attending

When these frequencies were cross tabulated with the forum locations no significant
relationships were established.

6.3.4 NRM issues of concern
The main NRM issues faced by the community was dominated by the combined theme
of biophysical and hydrological issues (39%), closely followed by social, biophysical
and hydrological issues (31.7%) (figure 6.13). When added together the singular themes
of social, biophysical and hydrological together, accounted for 17.1% of the responses,
while the mixed themes accounted for 80.5% of the responses.

142

10
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8
7
6
5
4
3
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1
0

Social
Biophysical
Hydrological
Social and biophysical
Social and hydrological
Biophysical and
hydrological
Social, biophysical and
hydrological
Unknown, undetermined

Figure 6.13 Main NRM issues as social, biophysical, or hydrological theme

There was a significant relationship, (P = 0.001) between the type of issue nominated
(as a social, biophysical or hydrological category) by the participant and the forum they
attended. As can be seen in figure 6.14 issues that were classified as being a
combination of biophysical and hydrological causes were prominent at Blayney, Cudal,
Garland-Lyndhurst, and Newhaven Park. This was in contrast to Millthorpe and Peel
where issues caused by a combination of social, biophysical and hydrological factors
rated highly. Molong, Oberon and Panuara were not clearly dominated by any one type
of issue.
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7
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Social
Biophysical
Hydrological
Social and biophysical
Social and hydrological
Biophysical and hydrological
Social, biophysical and
hydrological
Unknown, undetermined

Figure 6.14 The main NRM issues as social, biophysical and hydrological themes,
frequencies for each forum

6.3.5 Proposed Actions
When proposed actions where thematised into social, biophysical and hydrological
themes the results showed a departure from the previous two questions (figure 6.15).
Overwhelmingly, 48.6% of respondents perceived that socially orientated responses
would resolve the previously mentioned issues. The distribution between the remaining
residual categories varied a little, with the next largest set of responses coming from the
combination of social, biophysical and hydrological themes at 15.3%.
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Social
Biophysical

13.90%
15.30%

48.60%

Social and biophysical
Social and hydrological

11.10%

Biophysical and
hydrological
Social, biophysical and
hydrological
Unknown, undetermined

Figure 6.15 What should be done by social, biophysical or hydrological theme

A comparison of the themes by forum location illustrated that social modes of action
dominated the survey responses for seven of the nine forum locations. There were also
large variations in the proportions of the other themes given in the proposed modes of
action. As a result there was no significant relationship between the forum location and
the types of themes present.

6.3.6 Motivations, issues and proposed actions as evidence for the
organisational mode of NRM boundaries
In the next stage of analysis the biophysical, hydrological and socially themed answers
to questions six, seven and eight were combined to consider the success of the
thematisation approach. An analysis of the cumulative totals (figure 6.17, following)
does not make a strong case for the singular application of either biophysical or water
based catchments as the organising principle for forum locations, as the motivations,
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issues and actions of the participants were not focused primarily on those themes. There
is a much stronger case for the application of social catchments, particularly with social
themes (48.6%) dominating answers to question eight, the question asking about
actions. Social themes, as a singular theme, also accounted for the largest proportion of
answers (25.7%) when all three response sets were combined (figure 6.17). The largest
overall proportion of responses is the combination of social, biophysical and
hydrological theme, accounting for 37.1% of the responses.

Social
Biophysical

8.6%
25.7%

Hydrological
Social and biophysical

37.1%
6.1%

3.7%
2.0%

14.7%
2.0%

Social and hydrological
Biophysical and
hydrological
Social, biophysical and
hydrological
Unknown, undetermined

Figure 6.17 Total frequencies of social, biophysical and hydrological themes for all
three questions

6.3.7 Participants motivations to “care for the environment”
Forum participants’ answers to the facilitator’s question about what motivated them to
“care for the environment” (participant observer notes one and two) were also revealing.
In this context of analysing what NRM is considered to be, the environment was treated
as being synonymous with NRM. Precedent for this has been set by the often quoted
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writers Pretty and Guijt and Leach (1992), Mearns and Scoones (1999) and by the
Australian Government (Department of Agriculture & Department of Sustainability,
2011).

Content analysis of the participant observer notes showed that many stated that they
were “wanting to leave the place a bit better than what I found it”, evoking the idea of a
legacy for future generations. Details about specific issues the landholders were
working on to achieve this vision accompanied these sentiments; “don’t like wind, want
windbreaks” “the trees are dying”, “I’m a great believer in looking after soil and I’m a
great believer in doing something about it”, “It’s pride in your own property, you want
it to look good”. Frequently these details were also specific to the participants’ own land
with phrases such as “my place” “my patch of dirt”, and “our country” being
interwoven with participants accounts of what motivated them to care. Infrequently,
responses to share what motivated participants ‘to care about the environment’ were a
little more complex, with personal motivations in how participants own property was
managed mixed in with the ambition to set a good example in the wider community and
to get the wider community involved, sometimes in a professional role such as teaching.
This was reported by three at the Blayney forum, four at Millthorpe, one at Molong, and
two at Oberon.

6.3.8 The nature of the NRM projects worked on by participants
In the follow up survey participants were asked what projects they were working on and
what these projects aimed to achieve. Responses were thematised to generalise on the
nature of these projects. Sixty percent of participants documented working on
environmental projects for general environmental improvement that included specific
activities such as tree planting, managing vegetation cover, managing riparian areas and
propagating native plants. A smaller proportion of people reported undertaking less
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specific projects such as pursuing sustainable farming practices and attending farm
planning workshops (13.3%). The smallest proportions of people were involved in
either research orientated activities such as monitoring environmental conditions and
identifying local flora and fauna or addressing water quality issues such as salinity
(6.7%). Overall participants were involved in direct engagement with accepted
‘traditional’ NRM activities. These types of engagement tend to reflect the traditional
Landcare focus on tackling land degradation problems as opposed to more recent
objectives of community empowerment (Laverack & Wallerstein, 2001).

6.3.9 What did a successful NRM project look like to the participants?
The follow up surveys also asked participants what they hoped their completed NRM
projects would look like (question 18, “What would success for your project look
like?”). Participants’ responses to this question eluded thematisation into general
categories due to the specific and diverse details described. Of the 14 responses nine
identified specific changes in the physical environment achieved through human
intervention. Examples of these replies were “1. new appreciation of stream bank values
2. stream bank management at selected site” and “Burn of all the timber, water back in
Charlotte Vale Creek, guppies in the water, fencing, platypus”. Two responses
described a change in community understanding and behaviour; “Any education of
community into stream bank erosion and its effects” and “Getting other Landcare
people involved and participating”. One response detailed changes both in the physical
environment and in community understanding and behaviour. Finally, two replies
identified ‘rain’ and “No current project undertaken other than maintaining trees” as
successful NRM projects.
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6.4

Discussion:

Participants’

constructions

of

social

catchment

locations and NRM
The significant relationship between the locations nominated and the forum location
attended for the mode of responses makes a case for arguing that the forums were
located within areas that were commonly utilized by the forum participants. There is
also a strong basis for arguing that the forums were held in appropriate locations, given
the high coincidence between the locations participants actually travelled to for the
forums, and the places they nominated they would travel to for a NRM meeting. The
places nominated for NRM meetings were much localized, and although more
responses were given by the participants for this question than any other, these locations
were fairly consistent. Participants travelled to the greatest diversity of locations for
purchases and services, and these locations were the most diverse out of all the
questions with participants more likely to travel to more locations for these activities
than for any other purpose. An overlap between the places/localities named and the
place/district where the forums were held supports the conclusion that the forums were
held in central places in the relevant social catchment areas; as defined by participants.

All this needs to be taken into account when we consider how well the forum locations
matched with the hypothetical places participants would attend a meeting on NRM. It
was found that the participants’ proposed NRM meeting locations were most closely
tied to local areas when compared to the locations of social areas and community
centres. It could also be expected that as these people were attending a forum about
‘environmental issues’ that their answers to this question should show a high correlation
to the forum location.
Within these results there is an assumption that people who indicated a social
connection with the forum locality as indicated in their pre-forum survey answers would
be more inclined to attend the forums, but this proposition could not be confirmed or
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denied as I did not ask participants if they felt “connected”, or experienced a sense of
belonging, communion or other attachment to the locality or community.

Participants’ constructions of NRM through their descriptions of motivations to attend a
forum on NRM, main NRM issues in their communities, what should be done to resolve
these issues, participants motivations to care, and types of projects worked on build a
rich picture of the types of NRM participants are engaged with. This illustrates that
NRM was considered by the forum participants as multidimensional; with ecological,
biological, geographical, social, and political elements, as reported by various writers
(Mascia, et al., 2003; Morrison, et al., 2004; Woodgate & Redclift, 1998). NRM was
personally experienced in diverse and meaningful ways and not a simplistic or abstract
concept. It both included and went beyond the identification of environmental issues, or
simple “attempts” to manage environmental issues, with participants variously also
considering community awareness, education and the involvement of the wider
community as being key to successful NRM. Forum participants’ description of what
motivated them to care about the environment revealed that these issues also came from
a personal sense of ownership or custodianship of the land, given the frequent mentions
of relationship with land. This runs counter to the current political climate of
discounting the human construction of NRM issues in policy; with resource
management decisions made at an institutional level largely remaining invisible, a
reflection of the often silent cultural construction of NRM (Howitt, 2001, p. 7). A
continued focus on the centrality of water catchments in NRM is a case in point,
ignoring and marginalising other ways NRM may be regionalised, experienced and
made sense of, such as through other biophysical features, social catchments, place
attachments, or specific and varying NRM issues.
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However, it is possible that the dominance of Landcare members at the forums has
given a biased perspective on how NRM was constructed by participants. Certainly,
Landcare membership appeared to be a motivation for attending the forums as ‘existing
Landcare interests/networks’ accounted for 31.2% of responses, the largest grouping.
Thus, if the wider purposes of Landcare as a social philosophy, a community movement
focused on community participation and development, and a government policy
mechanism for tackling rural environmental problems (Kelly & Stannus, 2002 are used
to thematise responses then Landcare purposes, as expressed in the themes “Existing
Landcare interests/networks/learn more about Landcare”, the desire to “find out what
others are doing/to learn”, and “concern/interest in the environment, specific
environmental projects” could be interpreted as accounting for the majority of the
motivations for attending.

However, these same themes could also be interpreted as reflecting typical concerns
about the environment which are inclusive of a much wider interest in environmental
matters and NRM that move beyond the narrower and more established definition of
Landcare as ‘groups of local people mostly in rural areas and consisting of farmers, who
have joined together to tackle land degradation problems and to work towards better
land management in their district’ (Department of Agriculture and Fisheries, 2006). The
participants’ themes are more representative of the descriptions of Landcare as provided
by the Landcarers studied by Compton, Prager and Beeton (2009).

When the responses to questions six (“What has motivated you to come to the meeting
this evening?”), seven (“This forum is about natural resource management. What do you
think are the main natural resource management issues facing your community?” and
eight (“What do you think should be done about these issues?”) were thematised into
social, biophysical and hydrological themes to represent the different types of data used
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to develop the different types of NRM organization the combined social, biophysical
and hydrological theme, accounted for the largest number of responses, 37.1%. As this
category accounted for just over one third of all responses, a more appropriate
organising principle for community forums and community involvement in NRM than
the current hydrological units of CMA would be to acknowledge that there are multiple
facets of NRM consisting variously of social, biophysical and hydrological motivations
that concerning rural NRM participants, with an emphasis on social action.

The favouring of social themes in the participants answers to questions six, seven and
eight provides some support to the theory applied in the Eco-civic project, where the
social catchments were favoured over biophysical (or hydrological) commonalities in
the zone three application; the lowest scale of boundaries. As outlined in the Appendix
six, the social theme focuses on answers relating to the social context; the different
forms of human association, and the institutions and social forces that shape human
behaviour. This reiterated the conceptualisations involved in Smailes’ methods for
plotting social catchments; that rural community (and therefore social catchment) is the
smallest possible unit that is socially self-sufficient, centres on a deep sense of
belonging and place that is highly localised, spatially variable, with place-making and
place-meaning arising out of social and recreational activities (Hugo, et al., 2001;
Smailes, 2002, 2006). The dominance of this theme in the answers to survey questions
on NRM adds weight to the argument that natural resources are created and interpreted
through human culture, as discussed by Howitt (2001, p. 7) and Cortner (1998). The
social aspect of how NRM was constituted implies that Smailes’ units of social
organization are also potentially relevant as systems of organization as NRM in this
study was primarily interpreted in a social context.
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While it is arguable that Landcare groups in their individual contexts may arguably give
primacy to the social community (as opposed to hydrological or biophysical boundaries
and commonalities) as was suggested by some of Carr’s work (Carr, 2002), this finding
also suggests that current CMA boundaries based on water movement, may not be the
most ideal way of organising NRM boundaries in general. As the answers to questions
six, seven and eight showed us, non-hydrological issues were of higher concern to the
regional communities involved in NRM. When the NSW CMA system was
implemented the most pressing concerns expressed in the media were about water
quality and quantity, in contrast to the concerns expressed in the surveys.

So, if a CMA system of hydrological boundaries is not the most appropriate in this
instance, what other alternatives are there to consider? Figure 6.19 and table 6.5
compare the boundaries of the Eco-civic Zone 3, Civic Zone 3 and Smailes’ social
catchment areas, discussed in the literature review as being composed on the basis of
community areas, or community areas and biophysical features. The figure and table
show that even the smallest scale of zonings; Smailes’ social catchment areas contains
multiple forum locations.
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Figure 6.19 A comparison of the boundaries in Smailes’ social catchments, the Civic 3
zones, and Ecocivic 3 zones and the forum locations
Source: electronic files accompanying: Smailes 2002 and Brunkhorst, Coop & Reeve, 2004
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Forum location

Smailes’
Social
Catchments

Civic
zone

Blayney

Blayney

31

33

Cudal

Orange

31

29

Georges Plains

Bathurst

31

33

Lyndhurst

Blayney

31

33

Millthorpe

Blayney

31

33

Molong

Molong

31

29

Oberon

Oberon

33

35

Panuara

Orange

31

33

Peel

Bathurst

31

33

2

3

Total number of areas/zonings 5
the forums fit into

3 Eco-civic 3
zone

Table 6.5 Comparison of number of different zones the forum locations fit into

As can be seen by the map and the table (above) these different catchment areas group
together multiple forums under the three different systems of community and NRM
arrangement. This implies that while they may be more plausible systems of
arrangement, the community interest in NRM evoked by the “Engaging Local
Communities in NRM” project was most probably at a dissimilar scale to any of the
alternative areas of arrangement proposed. It suggests that community-based NRM is
carried out over a much localized scale, so much so that any community boundary
might always contain multiple loci of NRM organization and action. The locations
where people/community might be sufficiently motivated to initiate and lobby for NRM
meetings in their community might not ever match with NRM boundaries as social,
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personal and community capacity waxes and wanes. If this is the case, it still needs to
be determined which mode of NRM organization is going to be the most effective and
inclusive of the pre-existing communities, their grass-roots NRM groups, and unaligned
individuals.

An additional complicating factor is that NRM theorists and practitioners often have
different expectations of the communities they work with, and that community is a fluid
concept and experience. This is usually encapsulated by differing levels of participation
being required or inconsistent understandings of what participation is realistically
achievable by community members and other parties, often a result of differing values
held within and across the stakeholders (Webler & Tuler, 2001). Additionally, simpler
understandings of community cohesiveness are usually sought, as a way of making
complex social situations more manageable in the NRM context (Love, et al., 2007).
When this dimension is superimposed onto simplistic and naïve notions of how NRM is
experienced, it can be hypothesised that social catchments as a system of organisation
might not work in any systematic way as the modes of organisation exclude large
proportions of the community, engaged (as possibly represented through Landcare
membership) or otherwise.

It still needs to be determined which mode of NRM organization; pre-existing NRM and
civic boundaries, or the different social catchment areas proposed by Smailes (2002)
and Brunkhorst, Coop & Reeve (2004) is going to be the most effective and inclusive of
the pre-existing communities, their grass-roots NRM groups, and unaligned individuals.
This is what will be examined in the next chapter, chapter seven.
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7 Results

and

discussion:

comparing

social

catchment areas
Social catchments were developed primarily as a way to spatially analyse community
areas. In this chapter social catchments were elicited from the forum participants in two
ways; firstly through spider diagrams charted the locations participants travel from and
to for various activities, secondly by community area maps drawn by participants.
These two methods of participants mapping were compared to each other, before being
compared to the different areas and regions mapped by the Eco-civic project, Smailes’
social catchment areas, Landcare groups, CMA areas and local government areas
(LGAs).The chapter concludes with an analysis of other factors that may have affected
participants engagement with the different social catchment areas.

7.1

Compilation of spider diagrams from pre-forum survey responses

Another way of interpreting the pre-forum survey data to determine the effectiveness of
the social catchment boundaries was via the composition of spider diagrams, originally
used in Smailes’ work (Smailes, 2006). In this case spider diagrams were composed
using the answers given in questions one to five. On the basis of whether the travel was
undertaken for social/recreational reasons (answers to questions 1-3), to attend possible
NRM meetings (answers to question 4), or to purchase and consume various goods and
services (answers to question 5) the spider diagrams were grouped by the forum
location participants attended and composed to show participants’ movements from
their home community to the various destinations. As can be seen in the following map
(figure 7.1) unravelling where participants went for what activities from what locations
was not a simple task as so many different locations were involved.
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Figure 7.1 Overview of all locations travelled from and to for questions 1-5 for all preforum survey participants

As so many maps were created through the process of creating spider diagrams for the
pre-forum survey responses for each forum, an overview of the trends for all the
Landcare forums by questions answered are given instead of multiple maps.
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The main trend discerned in the spider diagrams was how participants attending forums
held close to larger centres nominated locations that were more homogenous for the
different social, NRM and commercial activities than those nominated by participants
who attended forums further away from large centres. Furthermore, travel to locations
for social activities was comparatively localised, particularly when compared to the
locations utilised for other activities (see figure 7.2).

Figure 7.2 Locations participants travelled from and to for social activities (locations
given in answer to the pre-forum survey questions one to three)

Preferred meeting locations were slightly more widespread than the locations travelled
to for social activities. However, fewer locations in the Blue Mountains or any other
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location east of the Central Tablelands were given in comparison to the locations
travelled to for social, commercial and professional activities. Patterns of travel are
shown in figure 7.3.

Figure 7.3 Locations participants would travel from to attend a meeting on NRM
(locations given in answer to the pre-forum survey question four)

Locations travelled to for commercial, professional and educational activities were the
most diverse, featuring Sydney and other east coast locations more frequently than for
any other activity (figure 7.4), indicating respondents travelled greater distances for
these types of activities.
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Figure 7.4 Locations participants travelled from and to, for commercial, professional
services and educational activities (locations given in answer to the pre-forum survey
question five)

7.2

Compilation of the community area maps from follow-up survey
participants

Each of the 31 community area maps compiled was amalgamated into one map (figure
7.5). Three maps only indicated a home point and not a community area, but their home
point was used as a possible indication of part of the respondent’s community area.
Overall, participants’ perceptions of the size of their community areas varied vastly in
scale, in some cases covering more than 360 km2, others less than 25km2. What the
community area maps do display to some extent, in common with the pilot studies from
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the Eco-civic project and Smailes’ social organisation studies, is the tendency of the
respondents to include the nearby larger regional centres in their community area. Close
examination of the individual maps does, however, reveal some interesting trends.

Twenty of the 31 maps nominated a community area that was localised around the
forum location, and did not include any other regional centres larger than the forum
location. Two maps did not include the forum location in their community area,
suggesting that for these respondents the forums may not have been in the most ideal
location and that the respondents did not feel part of the community. However, this
remains untested.

Figure 7.5 Community Areas and home points, compiled from individual participant
community areas
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A general examination of the shapes of the community areas found that five maps were
roughly round, nine were roughly elliptical, and seventeen were of an indeterminate
shape. Of the indeterminate community area shapes, four participants indicated multiple
community areas, with three indicating different scales of community (a smaller area
being nested inside a larger community area), one featuring two overlapping areas, and
two featuring separate community areas. Table 7.1 clarifies these results.

Participant

Nested
community areas

Overlapping
community areas

Separate
community areas

E

Yes

No

No

X

No

Yes

No

AL

Yes

No

Yes

R

Yes

No

Yes

Table 7.1 Multiple community area map properties

7.2.1 Analysis of the home points
Two maps did not have a home point indicated within the community area and three
maps had a home point indicated but no community area. Another two maps had a
home point and community area drawn, but the community area was so close in size to
the home point that no further analysis could be undertaken. Two maps had the home
point exactly on the boundary of their community area, and one map had the home point
just outside the community area boundary. Eleven maps had the home point roughly in
the middle of their community area and the remaining eight maps had the home point
close to one end of the community area.
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7.3

Comparison of spider diagrams, community area maps, eco-civic
zones, Landcare and CMA areas

To make better sense of how the maps captured participants’ communities and NRM
activities, comparisons were made between spider diagrams and social catchment areas
the Eco-civic boundaries and social catchment areas. Comparisons were also made with
the pre-existing NRM and LGA boundaries in operation in the Central Tablelands
which have some impact on how NRM is carried out (CMA boundaries, LGAs, and the
Landcare districts). Due to the quantity of maps and comparisons generated in this
section, a summary of the results is presented here. Maps and detailed discussion of
each comparison can be found in appendix 9.

7.3.1 Comparison of community area maps
The community area map largely encompassed the locations nominated as “home areas”
(answers to question one of the pre-forum surveys), “community centres” (answers to
question two of the pre-forum surveys), and places where participants and their families
carried most of their social, sporting, church and/or visiting activities (answers to
question three of the pre-forum surveys). There were very few locations identified
outside the community areas. Interestingly, the greater range of locations given for
question three (country towns or localities where respondents and their families carried
out most of their social, sporting, church and/or visiting activities) encompassed a larger
area than found for questions one, two or four. This suggests that social activities as
framed by the question were not as localised, and participants were prepared to travel
further for these purposes.

Curiously, the comparison of the NRM spider diagram (answers to question four of the
pre-forum surveys; where would participants go to attend a community forum or
meeting on natural resource management?) to the community area map largely
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overlapped with the higher density community areas, but many meeting locations were
in the less dense community areas. There was some overlap between the community
area boundaries and locations given for commercial, professional and educational
activities (answers to question five of the pre-forum surveys), but many more of the
locations were located beyond the community area boundaries. This suggests that the
community area map is probably a more accurate predictor of community areas for
residents of the areas covered. However, the spider diagrams give a more specific
spread of locations for activities that could be interpreted as typical of community
activities separate from ideas of community location.

Comparisons to the Eco-civic 3 areas showed that just one of the Eco-civic zones, zone
33, contained the majority of locations named by survey respondents as a place they
would travel to for a meeting on NRM. Cudal, Molong, Oberon, Canowindra and
surrounding regions were, however, in separate zones. The importance of this division
could not be ascertained.

The community area map illustrated the differing density of community areas and was
more informative, showing that the Eco-civic boundaries were occurring where there
were less dense community areas. The single exception was the comparatively dense
interface between Orange and Cudal.

The civic 3 zoning was generally more inclusive of the forum locations and the
locations given in the spider diagrams and the community area maps. Given the premise
of the Civic 3 areas of local governance to encapsulate the denser social surface for
civic participation, and the location of the Landcare forums being the result of public
demand as opposed to the supposition of what areas had the most cohesive NRM
features (Brunkhorst, et al., 2008) this is not surprising. Smailes’ social catchment areas
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covered a much smaller area than any of the Eco-civic 3 or Civic 3 zones, and as such
the range of the spider diagram activities typically spanned more than one social
catchment. However, the community area maps sat quite closely with the social
catchment boundaries, with the higher density community areas being consistently
contained within the social catchment boundaries, not across. As an indicator of scale
and fit the social catchment areas appear to correspond quite well with participants’
ideas of where their community boundaries lie and where their community area “is” but
does not fit so well with the ‘community activities’ as nominated in the pre-forum
surveys.

In his project “Rural Community Social Area Identification” (2002), Smailes used his
social catchment methods to plot social catchment areas for South Australia, New South
Wales and Victoria as a basis for grouping statistical areas. The Central Tablelands area
is plotted according to these methods in figure 7.6.

Comparisons of Landcare group areas with the community area maps and Smailes’
social catchment areas are startling in their high level of overlap between Landcare
areas and community areas and their lack of division by the social catchment areas.
Similarly, the Eco-civic 3 and Civic 3 comparisons are also remarkable for the scarcity
of Landcare groups dissected by boundaries, although the number of Landcare groups
included in each zone has increased. It needs to be noted that the Landcare group
boundaries were compiled by the leaders of the individual Landcare groups in 2003
(Dalton & Worsley) and it is possible that most of the respondents would not have
known how their Landcare boundaries were spatially represented in Dalton and
Worsley’s study. However, it is probable that current Landcare members might have
had some notions of where other members lived and have equated this within the extent
of their community area.
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Figure 7.6 Smailes’ social catchment areas plotted for the Central Tablelands area of
New South Wales
Source: electronic files accompanying Smailes, Griffin & Argent (2005)

One could also presume that the Landcare areas were also indicative of where NRM
activities would typically take place for the individual Landcare groups; as represented
by the data from the Central Tablelands District (NSW) Natural Resource Toolkit
(Central Tablelands Landcare Committee, 2008), but not indicative of where
participants would attend meetings on wider NRM interests, as represented in the NRM
spider diagrams.
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Comparisons of CMA areas to community areas, spider diagrams and Landcare group
areas do not reveal a high level of Landcare group integrity, with CMA boundaries
being crossed in many instances. LGA boundaries show a much closer scale to
community areas and spider diagrams than the CMA areas, being smaller but less
cohesive of community areas than the Eco-civic 3, Civic 3 or the Social catchment
areas.

The composition of the spider diagrams using the data from the pre-forum surveys
showed a wide diversity of locations travelled to for various community, social,
recreational, NRM, and commercial purposes. The range of locations nominated as the
home town (answer to question one of the pre-forum surveys) fitted into the
amalgamated community area maps with only two exceptions, while the spider
diagrams (based sequentially on answers to questions 2, 3 and 5) extended beyond the
boundaries of the community areas. Larger centres did attract a higher number of
answers, particularly those based in the Central Tablelands and extending towards
Sydney, in alignment with Christaller’s central place theory (1966) of larger urban
centres dominating spatial activities within a defined area.

Proposed locations for a meeting on NRM spider diagrams were an exception, being
more localised, closer to the dimensions of the community areas and home towns, and
focusing more on local community centres as opposed to larger regional centres. Data
from the statistical analysis of the pre-forum surveys and plotting of spider diagrams
reveals that not only have the central places based on commercial and social activity
drifted apart in the Central Tablelands, but social activities are also less localised, and
frequently exceeding community areas (as defined by the participants community area
maps), while community NRM activity (as denoted by preferred locations for NRM
meetings and the range of Landcare group areas) is still localised.
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This development adds an interesting dimension to the interpretation of Smailes, Argent
and Griffin’s (2000) documentation of social areas and the understandings of
Brunkhorst et al, in regards to the intensification of drift between social and business
interaction patterns in their Eco-civic work. While the data gathered in this thesis was
not gathered over a substantial time frame, it indicates that for the Central Tablelands
region (unlike the Smailes’ surveyed area of South Australia) some social activities
were taking place outside the local area, and as far away as Sydney – a travel time of
two to four hours depending on where the participant lived within the Central
Tablelands. Participants still displayed a sense of place allegiance, as evidenced by their
naming of a home town in answer to question one in the pre-forum surveys, but it was
perhaps more loosely held than found in Smailes’ studies (2000, 2002, 2006; 2002;
2005). Further, there are some indications that different scales of attachment might be at
work and therefore more closely aligned to Brunkhorst et al’s premise of scaling
governance areas for different types of needs.

7.4

Other factors affecting the effectiveness of social catchments as a
recruitment tool

This section analyses the factors that had an influence on the number and diversity of
participants at the forums, inclusive of, and in addition to the social catchments
approach. I explore the value of the social catchments approach in recruiting
participants, utilising data from the forum facilitator’s journal, participant observation
notes, and the three surveys. The ability of a social catchments approach to engage
community was accessed for its ability to provide multiple sites for participants to
access, equal access for all potential and actual participants, and overcome barriers to
access. It is argued that social catchments do not appear to work by themselves as an
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engagement strategy, as they are only a way of locating community rather than an actual
method for accessing community.

7.4.1 The availability of multiple sites for participants to access the community
forums
Given that the forums were held in nine locations in the CTLC area, in excess of the six
planned, there is a substantial case for stating that the project did make available
multiple community forums for residents to access. An examination of where the
forums were held, however, reveals that the forums were not distributed equally
throughout the Central Tablelands, or equally amongst the social catchments based on
the towns of Oberon, Bathurst, Blayney, Orange, Molong and Manildra, the larger
population centres in the area (Central Tablelands Landcare Committee, 2008).

The first four community forums at Panuara, Blayney Millthorpe and Lyndhurst
arguably took place in closer proximity to Blayney, than to either Orange or Bathurst.
However, this is counterpoised by the Blayney forum participants being the only
attendees to significantly nominate their forum location as an area where they would
carry out social activities. When compared to Blayney, the other social catchments were
under-represented in the number of forums based in their area. One explanation of this
unevenness of distribution lies in the forums in part being coordinated by local key
contacts. That is, the local key contacts had to show sufficient cause for a forum to be
run in their area to the facilitator. Initially, the facilitator’s brief was to run only six
community forums in locations where the greatest benefit to the communities could be
achieved, However, the facilitator commented that community demand had resulted in
more forums being run than anticipated (observer one notes). The facilitator did not
provide any detailed information on how she assessed demand for a forum.
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7.4.2 Equity in access for all potential and actual participants
Given the uneven nature of where the forums were held throughout the CTLC area and
the changing nature of publicity for the forums (discussed in more detail below) there
was arguably inequitable access to the forums for potential participants. This may have
occurred due to the emphasis on Landcare networks for key contacts and for word of
mouth publicity, and may potentially have excluded large proportions of local
communities interested in NRM and not members of Landcare or interested in
Landcare, an increasing phenomena in rural areas of Australia (Compton, et al., 2009).

Timing of the forums and accessibility of venue may also have impacted on equity of
access. The gender balance of the forums was close to equal, reflected in the
proportionally high ratio of females to males in an NRM forum. However, the levels of
participation in NRM and the forums, engagement with the forum content and the
power dynamics were not analysed in detail on a gender basis, that is gendered themes
were not uncovered. Proportions of non-English language speakers and Australian born
participants also compared favourably to the district averages. However, the number of
young adults and people with lower education levels was lower than district averages,
indicating there were problems of access to the forums for these cohorts.

Many forum participants queried the effectiveness of the community forums' publicity
in the post-forum surveys. This concern was reflected in the results where there were
significant differences between forum participants’ views on how well the forums
represented community members affected by and who would be affected by the
decisions. There was significant relationship between the forum attended and the level
of satisfaction with the representativeness at the 5% probability level. For example, half
of the forum participants from Panuara somewhat disagreed or were not sure on this for
both questions one (“The participants at the forum fairly represent the members of the
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community who are affected by the issues raised.”) and two (“The participants at the
forum fairly represent the members of the community who will be affected by the
decision”). Interestingly, participants from the Newhaven Park and Lyndhurst forums
exceeded the average responses by overwhelmingly strongly agreeing that the
participants did represent members of the community who would be affected by
decisions made at the forums.

Respondents’ comments made in response to this question were also revealing. A
Millthorpe participant thought that ‘only committed environmental people come to
these’ (participant PFM8), while a Panuara participant just thought there was ‘not a
large enough representation’ (PFP3). A Cudal participant thought that for ‘those
attending yes, other residents not sure’ (PFC5).

These results lend support to the conclusion that the Lyndhurst and Newhaven Park
participants were more positive about the effectiveness of forum publicity in attracting
the participants to discuss the issues they were concerned about. This does not
correspond with comments made by some participants about the difficulty of making
decisions when the urban residents of the community were not present to give their
input into planned projects (observers’ notes) and the absence of the wider nonLandcare community.

7.4.3 Barriers to access
Results suggest that the better attended forums were in areas where there was not a large
urban population, or in the case of larger towns (as in Blayney) there was an active
Landcare group. The numbers of people attending the forums dropped as the areas’
populations increased. Unfortunately the sample size was too small to establish if there
was a statistical relationship between town size and forum participation.
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It is possible that the population size also affected the ability of the facilitator to contact
key informants. The facilitator commented on this to the observers (Observer One,
Molong Notes), noting the importance of the forum facilitator personally being able to
contact all key people in the different communities of interest to ensure the message of
the forums’ purpose was heard and spread. It is possible that within larger regional
towns it might be more difficult to locate key contacts, due to urban density and urban
living shielding people from the NRM issues that occur in the more rural areas. Also at
issue is the likelihood that larger urban areas may not be the meeting location for
surrounding landcare groups, or the focus of a local bushcare group, therefore a forum
would not be ensured of at least one type of captive audience represented by local
landcare or bushcare members. This was the case at Molong, where the facilitator had
not been able to personally contact all the possibly interested groups in the community
as she was out of the district on other business prior to the forum. Only three people
attended the Molong forum.

Interestingly, a number of respondents observed in the follow-up surveys that
inadequate promotion probably influenced the low levels of diversity in some of the
forums. As a Lyndhurst respondent noted: ‘There was inefficient advertising of event to
town residents – very few, if any, were present…publicity of these projects and local
contact details should have been in the local newsletter…’ Another observed, ‘perhaps
we could have gone to more trouble to advertise the event even though we had posters
up in lots of places. A lot of people said after the event they didn‘t know it was on.’

Overall then, it is possible that the forums could have been more effectively promoted
throughout the communities, particularly if key contacts had been able to letter box
information for each forum. However it was not possible for this study to ascertain how
great a difference this would have made.
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The existence of a functioning Landcare group appeared to be influential in the type and
number of people that attended the community forums. The Blayney community forum
was the central meeting place for an active Landcare group and had a large number of
participants. Molong and Oberon, with low attendances, did not have Landcare groups
using the town as a central meeting place, and although Molong had a reputation for
having an environmentally active community (Crowther, personal correspondence) the
lack of an existing, centrally placed Landcare or other NRM network could not be
overcome in this instance. These results reveal the difficulty of using a social
catchments approach to target a particular section of the community that is not active in
the targeted activity/concern, implying that there must be some pre-existing concern,
interest, activity and/or community action on the targeted issue to be a successful vector
for a social catchments approach.

The forums at Panuara and Peel are also worthwhile discussing in this context. Neither
area had a functioning Landcare group at the time of the forums, and the key contacts in
both locations requested forums be held in those areas as an attempt to reengage/engage community members in Landcare. The Peel forum recorded some
success in this area, with forum follow up revealing that a farm walk for community
members to view what conservation works had been successfully undertaken in the
area.

The key contact at Panuara had requested a forum to sponsor support for the formation
of a Landcare group, and this appeared to be the impetus behind the majority of people
attending (Observer 1 notes, Panuara Forum). The Panuara forum was not so successful,
as on the night of the forum, the key contact’s family experienced a medical emergency
and could not attend, and the Landcare members who were also members of the local
Rural Fire Service had been called out to a bush fire. At the time of follow up the
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community still had not got together to launch a Landcare group and it was not
ascertained which factors were key in this failure of progress as no participants from
Panuara returned a follow up survey.

A number of respondents in both pre and post surveys emphasised the importance of
having public meetings in easily found locations, with some, particularly in the
Lyndhurst community, suggesting that holding meetings ‘in a difficult to find place not
commonly seen as public’ was an explanation for why more diverse community
participation did not take place. Taking Lyndhurst as an example, the local Landcare
meetings had previously been held in private homes, by invitation only, and after the
Facilitator’s urging a more public place had been found at the local Rifle Club.
Unfortunately the facilitator, as some of the forum participants and the researchers
found, this public place was not the easy to find. Several people reporting driving past
the Rifle Club entrance and having to turn back before they saw the sign for the Rifle
Club on the opposite side of the road to where they had been told it would be.

Accessibility also relates to the forums appearing ‘open’ to all participants. The
community forums were promoted on the fliers as ‘a gathering of all interested people
in each local community in the Central Tablelands’, and as such avoided branding
themselves as an exclusive Landcare event, mindful that not all people interested in
NRM wanted to be involved in Landcare. The fliers distributed for the forums did,
however, contain Landcare and CMA logos, showing they were sponsored by these
organisations (see Appendix 9). In keeping with this participants were invited to attend
as interested people, not as representatives of other organisations. CMA community
support officers attended as representatives of their respective organisations on
invitation from the facilitator to provide knowledge that might inform participants of the
support and funding the relevant CMAs could offer to NRM projects. This support was
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offered to facilitate the building of stronger relationships with Landcare members and
the wider community.

The Lyndhurst forum also followed on from the Garland Lyndhurst Landcare Group’s
AGM, and gave the appearance of being an exclusive Landcare member event. As a
respondent to the follow-up survey from this group observed, ‘I honestly didn’t know
what the meeting was about. I thought it was just a regular [L]andcare meeting’.

Although every attempt was made by the facilitator to avoid clashes with other
community events, this was not always possible. For example, a major deterrent to
attendances at Lyndhurst included last minute calling of a community meeting on the
same night by Blayney Council to decide the future of the Lyndhurst Community Hall,
and the regular meeting of the Lyndhurst Golf Club. The facilitator was quite
disappointed that more people hadn’t attended, as she had spoken to several people who
had indicated they would be present. Ultimately the only people who did attend were
Landcare members.

As documented in chapter six, these forums penetrated further in the mainstream
demographic spread of the Central Tablelands/Calare area (Australian Bureau of
Statistics, 2007b)

particularly for women and people of a non-English speaking

background than has been achieved by other Landcare efforts in Central Tablelands and
Australia-wide (Barr, 2004; Byron, et al., 2006; Curtis & Van Nouhuys, 1999). The
traditionally excluded groups of young adults (Curtis, 2003), indigenous people (J.
Shearing, personal communication October 5th, 2006) and peri-urban and urban
residents (Webler & Tuler, 2001) were still not accessed, but more equal representation
of women did result. This suggests that accessibility was still better than traditionally
found in Landcare groups, as suggested by the demographics of the people attending,
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but there was room for tweaking how the communities were accessed and the forums
promoted.

7.5

Discussion

The social catchment areas, civic and eco-civic regions all appeared to fit the spatial
representation of community areas as given by the community are maps and spider
diagrams, in comparison to the CMA areas. CMA regions split community areas, and in
terms of involving communities of interest such as Landcare and those evidenced by the
forums, in NRM they were not ideally located. This is rather ironic as both CMAs have
visions stating community involvement is integral to their charter; “Inspiring our
community to work together for improved management of our natural resources and to
build a sustainable future” (Lachlan Catchment Management Authority, 2008, p. 3) and
“Vibrant communities and healthy landscapes” (Central West Catchment Management
Authority, 2007, p. 6).

What, then do these findings suggest about the overall effectiveness of social
catchments as a recruitment tool for community engagement forums? This is the focus
of the next chapter.
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8 Discussion

8.1

Introduction

In this chapter the results will be synthesised to consider the overall effectiveness of
social catchments as a recruitment tool for community engagement forums. This is done
on several fronts; the success of the community targeting to achieve a representative
demographic, the most appropriate scale of community engagement in contrast to the
scales considered appropriate for governance. The nature of NRM is also considered in
this social catchment context, as are the perspectives on sense of place and social
capital. Biophysical boundaries, as distinct from community boundaries are also
discussed and the inherent prerequisites for a successful social catchments application
are also reflected upon. Literature from sense of place perspectives and social capital is
also re-examined from the perspective of determining whether social catchments are
able to utilise these concepts effectively. Finally, it is argued that the idea of
incorporating biophysical boundaries, as represented in the eco-civic project and CMA
are exclusionary to the individual’s and community Landcare’s envisioning of NRM
activities, and that there is a need for the fluidity and the fleeting nature of community
to be acknowledged.

8.2

Social catchments as a recruitment tool

The results contribute to our understanding of how social catchments may work as a
recruitment tool, by clearly showing that NRM activity is highly localised, and comes
from a personal experience of NRM. A comparison with Smailes’ social catchment
areas was the most favourable in this context. In the instance of this research, social
catchments were centred on the areas Landcare groups were active. The data was not
able to show if the forums’ location within a predefined social catchment affected forum
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participation, but respondents’ rates of participation suggested that an active Landcare
network (or other target group) in proximity to the forum location was critical to larger
numbers of forum participants.

Social catchments based on larger regional centres were harder to identify and access,
thereby attracting fewer participants. This was attributed to the lack of networks
actively centred on and around the forum location (as distinct from being based in the
same social catchment). This may have something to do with Landcare groups’ local
focus and may not be so problematic for community engagement focused on groups
active over a wider area in other circumstances.

There was no substantiated evidence to support the idea that differences in the forums’
participation rates were associated with social catchments as a system of regionalisation.
Thus, while the results showed that the forums were held within people’s social
catchments, the “fit” within the catchment area remain unascertained. Instead, the
results illustrated how social catchments are also a conceptual recruitment tool useful
for targeting community networks within a catchment area.

8.3

The appropriateness of social catchments

People do not appear to be prepared to travel far for forums or meetings on NRM, with
locations closely fitting within Smailes’ social catchment area boundaries (Smailes,
2002).

The community area maps reiterated to some degree Smailes’ first method of
identifying social areas (2006, p. 113), substituting Smailes’ search for the most
commonly held boundary of localities with the boundaries of community. The resulting
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community area maps generated reiterated the idea that participants belonged to a
spatially variable neighbourhood with membership of a community perceived as being a
localised area. As such, Smailes’ social catchment areas (Smailes, 2002; Smailes, et al.,
2005) appear to have encapsulated quite well the boundaries of community areas as
drawn by participants, with a similar scale being evoked. In this sense Smailes’
boundaries would appear to be the best fit if it is the scale of community involvement
and identification that is being considered, even though it was revealed that Landcare
group activities take place over an even smaller area.

Comparisons of the community area maps to Brunkhorst et al’s eco-civic work (2005;
2001; 2002; 2004; 2008) and its premise that community areas would be
“approximately elliptical in shape, with the person’s home point at one end of the
ellipse and one or more towns or villages at the other end” (Brunkhorst, et al., 2004, p.
3), did not hold true for the Central Tablelands participants, with indeterminate shapes
dominating.

The inclusion by four participants (out of 31) of multiple community areas, as with the
multiple answers to singular questions in the pre-forum surveys, indicates that in many
cases residents were able to nominate and identify multiple areas of belonging, possibly
occurring over different scales. This finding supports Brunkhorst et al’s reasoning (in
quoting Coop 2003; 2004, p. 2) that eco-civic and civic areas can be formulated on the
basis of applying “three simple concepts”: in two ways. First, respondents were able to
identify their community spatially. Second, the aggregation into a 3-dimensional surface
is simply a mathematical operation and does not reflect the findings of the study.
However, the findings do contradict the third 'simple concept' to some extent; that is:
boundaries which do not intersect the areas people regards as their community are
preferable to boundaries which cut through these areas. Note, however, that Brunkhorst
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et al (2003, 2004) did not say that actual boundaries between social catchments would
not intersect community areas only that it was preferable they should not.

These concepts, particularly the first, became more complex and fluid when people
were asked to apply them to their own understandings of community. Despite this
problem of applying 'community' spatially, the modelling of these community areas
using the civic zonings still appears to fit reasonably well, if at a different scale.

8.3.1 Questions of scale
The issue of social catchment scale and the best fit with NRM in the Central Tablelands
was a problematic issue in this thesis. NRM activities undertaken by participants were
extremely localised but found to nest within the larger social catchment boundaries.
This finding reaffirms the evidence of divergent NRM scales operating, with localism
more apparent in individual and local NRM activities (represented by Landcare), and
regionalism in the administration of state sponsored NRM as represented by CMAs
(whether in pre-existing CMA areas or those proposed by Brunkhorst et al). The extralocal organisation of community Landcare implies that for Brunkhorst et al’s
(Brunkhorst, 2005; Brunkhorst & Coop, 2001; Brunkhorst, et al., 2002; Brunkhorst, et
al., 2004; Brunkhorst & Reeve, 2006; Brunkhorst, et al., 2008) ideas of nesting, NRM
areas should involve an extra local level similar to that employed by Smailes (2002).
The question of what is to be achieved through NRM is paramount to answering
whether this extra local scale needs to be acknowledged in NRM thinking, and whether
these multiple scales are at odds or complementary in conceptualising and
implementing NRM administration areas, (as discussed by Lane, Taylor and Robinson
M. Lane, Robinson, et al., 2009). This creates the impetus to consider the nature of
NRM as construed by different stakeholders; the forum participants, government
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rhetoric, and NRM writers, and to then consider what is appropriate for these different
stakeholders.

Different scales of community involvement in NRM have been recognised and detailed
in the literature review, for example Knight and Landres (1998), Harrington et al (2008)
and Morrison (2007). Morrison’s views of regions as a social construction occurring in
multiple ways, deeply conflicted, contested and often ignoring or neglecting the
relationships that “transcend government hierarchies and spatial organisations to
harness specific resources and opportunities between governance” is a perspective that
receives considerable support from this research, as does her argument that is not
possible to come up with a singular system of regional arrangements that would be
workable for any NRM organisation or network.

Smailes (2006) considered there might be an extra layer of spatial allegiance in more
densely populated rural areas as found in his study area of South Australia, an outcome
that might conceivably also be found in parts of the Central Tablelands. However, he
stopped short of considering that regions might be constructed in multiple ways through
different networks and scales, limiting his community modelling to community as the
smallest social group occurring. In this sense, Smailes’ understandings of community
and its application to NRM is more suited to community Landcare and its focus on the
local, but does not acknowledge the level of the wider networked NRM agencies or the
higher scales of Landcare that operate in regional, state and federal jurisdictions.

Brunkhorst et al’s (2005; 2001; 2002; 2004; 2006; 2008) rationale and modelling of
regions appear quite simplistic considered against Morrison’s criticisms (2007), which
have certainly favoured the larger scale of networks and agency and glossed over the
issues of the localism involved in community NRM management as epitomised by
182

Community Landcare. The suitability of including biophysical data for community
involvement in NRM with the permanence of “regional” government declared
boundaries is called into question when so much of the data from the forums indicates
that NRM for the forum participants involved highly localised activity tied to social
activity carried out in quite specific locations. This raised questions over the Eco-civic
zoning’s ability to provide the best “representation of people’s interests in community
consultative processes” (Brunkhorst et al, 2006; p.1) when these extra-local issues are
considered, and even more so when the shifting personal basis of involvement and
definition of NRM is acknowledged. This extra-local area of scale does of course need
to acknowledge that the scale of some environmental problems can extend far beyond
the local, as can be the external forces that shape the local experience.

8.4

The nature of NRM

Within NRM many vested interests are represented, largely a reflection of the different
stakeholders involved. From a government perspective community involvement is
utilised as just one remedy amongst others “to achieve an environment that is healthier,
better protected, well managed, resilient, and provides essential ecosystem services in a
changing climate” (Commonwealth of Australia, 2011). In the past these priorities have
frequently been in contrast to rural NRM priorities such as represented in Landcare
(Colliver, Lucas, & Moore, 2008; Compton, et al., 2009) and therefore avoid addressing
the issue of how NRM is being defined by different stakeholders. NRM issues
nominated by the participants were also very similar to many of the issues listed by the
Australian Government (Australian Government NRM Team, 2008) as being high
priority. However, to the participants the concept of NRM came from personal ties to
the land in ways that fitted their identified patterns of small scale social and community
activity.
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NRM, as defined, described and enacted by the participants was also found to be
multidimensional, a reflection of the literature written on the NRM (Mascia, et al.,
2003; Morrison, et al., 2004; Woodgate & Redclift, 1998). For example, NRM was
sometimes construed as being an environmental problem caused by human interactions,
but also about the environmental management of biophysical resources as separate from
a human element (Pepperdine & Ewing, 2001). None of the perspectives from the
forums' participants reflected the perspective that NRM is just about extrapolated
economic value for mining and agricultural activities (Howitt, 2001; Lockie, et al.,
2006).

Tantamount to all the definitions and activities of the forums' participants was the idea
that NRM was socially constructed, the people and the community were key in defining
what NRM was, in line with the precepts of ICM (Reeve, 2001, p. 265) and CBNRM.
This dissimilarity with the rhetoric of Australian Government (Commonwealth of
Australia, 2011; Department of Agriculture & Department of Sustainability, 2011)
suggests that the priorities of government programs, as represented through ‘Caring for
Our Country’ are at cross purposes with those people on the ground. This continues to
risk disenfranchising the ‘Landcarers’ it is attempting to engage.

The NRM examples used by the Eco-civic project to formulate their eco-civic
boundaries do not provide many similarities with the NRM activities undertaken by
forum participants. The Eco-cvic project used bio-physical data that could be
consistently categorised on the basis of their similarities for “a relatively homogeneous
set of landscapes – climate, ecological characteristics and resources” (Brunkhorst &
Reeve, 2006, p. 153). This contrasts with how forum participants had experienced their
environment, what motivated them to care, and what they were concerned about in the
phenomenological tradition of perception and the creation of meaning, with its parallels
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to sense of place creation. This subjective nature was further expanded in the forums’
creation of group projects to work on that did not necessarily correlate with programs or
activities supported or endorsed by existing government or Landcare program. Thus,
while the eco-civic zonings were built on measurable physical variables, for the forum
participants NRM was a subjective and phenomenological experience that corresponded
with positivist measurable phenomena. However, such an observation must be tempered
by the obvious connection between the biophysical and the social, in that the
biophysical determines the physical phenomena are present for social construction to
work on.

8.5

Involving community: diverse participation in NRM?

The forums which featured a more diverse demographic and penetrated beyond
Landcare networks appeared to be more dynamic events, with more diverse multiple
outcomes planned for within the forums. Curiously the forums held in larger centres
with a larger population had either a poorer attendance or a narrower Landcare focus,
demonstrating that a different approach was needed to target non-traditional NRM
networks (Landcare) for fuller community participation/representation, particularly if
the low numbers are indicative of 'landcare fatigue'. The best attended forums featured
Landcare groups centred on the forum location and/or efforts by some of the forum
attendees to promote the forums to the wider community (posters in public locations,
letter box drops, etc.). Linked with this was the issue of community Landcare being less
prominent in urban areas. Localised Landcare activity as represented in the Landcare
maps also implies that Landcare members may not traditionally want to travel to larger
centres outside their immediate Landcare area for NRM meetings. Overall there is
considerable complexity involved in determining how social catchments can be used as
a tool for recruiting people to attend forums on NRM, suggesting that the idea of using
'social catchments' based on place (i.e. towns and rural locations with a hall of some
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description) as opposed to community of interest is rather simplistic. This concern is
compounded by difficulties in applying the concept in terms of scale, boundary,
governance, and so on.

Additionally, the forum’s facilitator’s role as the ex-Landcare coordinator for the
Lachlan area potentially biased where the forums were held. The Lachlan Landcare area
covers much of the Belubula sub catchment where many of the forums took place.
Panelli’s analysis (2006) of rural society suggests quite strongly that researchers’ and
activists’ hermeneutics of community will determine how it is conceptualised,
formulated and targeted. Positionality, such as that experienced by the forum facilitator,
mean that certain types of community in the Central Tablelands were more obvious to
the facilitator than others when profiling took place (Love, et al., 2007). The question
that accompanies this is whether another facilitator would have been able to improve
efforts to target the wider Central Tablelands communities given the same resources and
time frames.

The idea of NRM or Landcare areas representing social catchments as captured in this
study needs to be considered against the multiple ways of defining and capturing
community (Liepins, 2000a, 2000b) and whether multiple constructions of community
were evident within the forums, particularly given the high percentage of Landcare
members attending. Research into Landcare members’ perceptions of community were
not been studied per se, but it has been demonstrated previously that Landcare members
are generally more highly involved in other community organisations than nonLandcare members (Curtis & Van Nouhuys, 1999; Curtis, et al., 2000) and as such
could be assumed to have a higher awareness of community and community networks
in their district. To counter this there is also the trend of Landcare burnout to be
considered (Byron & Curtis, 2001; Byron, et al., 2001), where previous involvement in
Landcare has become a burden and members have withdrawn.
186

Overall the forums varied in their ability to draw people uninvolved in Landcare, and
while some forums were “totally Landcare” (Blayney, Lyndhurst, Newhaven Park and
Cudal) others such as Millthorpe and Peel, reached people outside the usual Landcare
demographic of the farmer, lower levels of education and Landcare membership. It is
more important to acknowledge the potential limitations of the process of community
profiling was carried out by the facilitator and her contacts was a factor in this result. It
remains unknown how fully each of the forums were targeted to community as a preexisting stable entity as opposed to a social construct of diversity, difference and
multiple networks (Love, et al., 2007). It must be acknowledged, however, that the
facilitator did actively ask her contacts “who else do you know that might be interested
in a forum on NRM/environmental issues” in order for them to be contacted (M.
Crowther, personal communications October 11, 2006).

This dialogue raises two key questions meriting further enquiry. Could Landcare
sponsorship have been disentangled from the community forums as a way of targeting
more diverse groups of people to attend a forum on NRM? Are there other more
effective ways of targeting and engaging people who don’t want to be involved in
Landcare?

8.6

Sense of Place perspectives and the role of social capital

Data from the pre-forum surveys does seem to suggest that a deep sense of place held in
rural areas has been retained in the community identity as represented by answers to the
pre-forum survey questions “Which town or locality do you really consider your own,
that you belong to and feel most at home in?”; “the town or locality on which your local
community centres” and “the country towns or localities where you and your family
carry out most of your social, sporting, church and/or visiting activities”. The sense of
place was also reflected in the community area maps, even if not so well represented by
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actual social activities. This sense of place was particularly identifiable in the localised
activity of the Landcare groups (as mapped) and by the familiarity of the survey
participants with the other people attending the individual forums (as represented in the
follow up survey questions “how many people did you know at the forums?” and “how
did you know these people at the forum?” This resulted in some of these forums
featuring exclusionary bonding capital as opposed to the bridging capital that might be
found in events with a more diverse demographic (Dale, 2005; Pretty, 2003).

Social catchments seem to work best as a means of identifying communities of interest
that have social networks and social capital already in place, as evidenced by the role
Landcare groups played in the recruitment success. Molong and Oberon had low turn
outs with no Landcare group centred on the forum location. Landcare groups have been
found to typically have high pre-existing levels of capital in place (Oliver, 2009), in
some cases having replaced other social networks that have become defunct (Carr,
2002), but are still not inclusive of the ‘whole” of community that might be interested in
NRM or Landcare. The rise in Bushcare, Coastcare, Rivercare, Indigenous NRM and
farm production groups, and so on has been claimed by Landcare and the government
(Australian framework for Landcare Reference Group, 2010) as a way of applying the
Landcare philosophy more broadly to try and meet this need for increased inclusiveness.

8.7

Incorporating environmental catchments

The idea of incorporating hydrological or biophysical borders into NRM area
boundaries appears to be contrary to the reality of how NRM is operationalised within
the Central Tablelands communities’, with people drawn together by their social
networks as opposed to any common biophysical or hydrological issue. Ironically, while
the problems surrounding salinity and water management were the driving force for the
organisation of CMAs, government rhetoric for ‘Caring for our Country’ funding
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arrangements for 2008-2013 has shifted to focus on the national priority areas (NPAs)
of Australia’s National Reserve System, biodiversity and natural icons, coastal
environments and critical aquatic habitats, sustainable farm practices, community skills,
knowledge and engagement, natural resource management in northern and remote
Australia (Australian Government, 2009, p. 2). This shift in focus has also occurred
within the Central West and Lachlan CMA CAPs with specific NPA’s to be met by
2016 (Central West Catchment Management Authority, 2007; Lachlan Catchment
Management Authority, 2006), targets which may be contrary to those identified as
important at a community level. These shifts appear to represent a shift by government
agencies to a focus on individual landholders and the diverse NRM issues affecting
them in subtle, complex and shifting ways.

These concerns correspond with Dollery and Crase’s (2004) criticisms of new local
government ‘civic’ areas changes to LGAs (as recommended by Brunkhorst et al) on a
couple of fronts. Dollery and Crase perceived that civic areas were based on the
superficial coincidences between perceived social networks and would not relate to real
communities of interest or the traditional “benefit regions of council service delivery”
(Dollery & Chase, 2004, p. 298). It would seem, however, that the current research has
illustrated how social networks represented by Landcare do relate to NRM communities
of interest in some instances, and how the regions of municipal service delivery as
represented by LGAs and the Eco-civic regions fit quite well compared to the present
CMA system of NRM.

8.8

Fluidity in the interpretation of social catchments

The level of integration between Smailes’ social catchment areas, the Civic Areas and
community areas would suggest that they are all fairly consistent with the views of
community held by this study’s participants, with a focus on the scale of application as
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the main influence on which system is adopted in NRM. It suggests a need for any
system of ‘regionalisation’ to have some fluidity and flexibility to fit the context of the
issue, and certainly for some nesting to be involved. Boundaries of any system also
need to have some fluidity and openness to encapsulate the multiple and shifting
communities and networks targeted, with the provision for some kind of scaling
upwards and downwards to cater to inter and intraregional NRM needs.

Whether these NRM needs can be distinguished from social concerns and issues is
something this research found unlikely, and it is suggested that this social focus is what
drove the NRM issues identified as important at the individual forums. As observed by
Byron, Curtis and Mckay (2006) the engagement of landholders in NRM is not going to
occur if there is only a one dimensional focus on a given NRM issue.

8.9

The limitations of the social catchments approach

The lack of penetration of forum publicity and promotion into the non-NRM
community networks as a social catchments application was documented earlier. The
misappropriation of this approach through an inadequate identification and selection of
potential participant stakeholders could also have resulted in inconvenient forum timing
and location for the neglected stakeholders. Timing and location of the forums may
have unintentionally discriminated against the groups not identified as potential
stakeholders (Mendelberg, 2002). This lack of diversity could also have possibly
prejudiced how NRM was construed in forum publicity, excluding other individuals and
groups with contrasting views on NRM and the effectiveness of Landcare.
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8.10 Conclusions: Can social catchments processes improve the quality
of community engagement in general and NRM specifically?
In summary, social catchments as an organising instrument of NRM show some
potential, but the concept needs to be tested further to determine how it could apply to
different scales and types of NRM activity that come from quite diverse understandings
of what constitutes NRM. Smailes’ social catchments show the most potential in
targeting NRM groups that are organised primarily on an extra local scale that is
symbiotic to social and communal areas. The approach, as used in this thesis was
successful at attracting the active and interested demographic of NRM and it also
allowed forum participants to attend on the basis that the context of NRM was not
artificially dictated to them by an external organisation. However, the approach did not,
of itself, attract the ‘not active but interested’ to the forums believed to exist by the
project's designers (that is, the town dwelling non farmers identified in census data)
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2007b); it is likely this would not occur without extra
resources and targeted approaches. This however does not preclude the influence that
Landcare sponsorship and membership might have had on the participants.

A successful social catchments approach involves the identification and promotion to all
diverse social networks active in the area. This series of forums evaluated in this project
failed in this regard. It is clear that in the two forums where a more diverse participation
was achieved promotion had gone beyond the normal NRM participants through the
utilisation of letterbox drops and posters. If it is hoped to reach and engage people who
are interested but not active on the issues engagement instigators are promoting,
promotion needs to penetrate into diverse networks that may appear to be unrelated to
the issue.
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The personal contact made by the facilitator with key (Landcare) contacts in each forum
area was a great success, ensuring participation by local Landcare members. This type
of contact could possibly work well in recruiting other networks members, but questions
remain over its unfeasibility due to the amount of resources it may take. Care also needs
to be taken over how the forum’s goal is represented in promotional activities, with the
provision for diverse ways of experiencing and construing the issue being a concern
amongst diverse stakeholder groups. This consideration of diversity in perspectives may
also be reflected amongst participant demographics, where timing and location of
forums may not be convenient for some participants, nor be enough to overcome preexisting power relationships effectively excluding some people from participation (as
versus merely attending).

The expectation of what may be achieved in a forum needs to be tempered against what
can occur in a one-off event. The long term value of the forums was hampered by a lack
of funding for the facilitator to offer follow up support. As a community engagement
approach the amount of momentum for voluntarily involvement in NRM projects built
up over a two hour time frame in these forums was remarkable, but quickly diminished
in the forums’ wake.

Unfortunately one community forum is not going to change how most participants are
engaged with the issue, but may still serve as the testing ground for community projects
and how much support they may have when community is targeted in this way.

Overall the results found that only a small proportion of participants who returned the
follow up surveys had changed how they were engaged in NRM since the community
forums. This conclusion is based on analysis of new involvement in a pre-existing or
new project/activity and how participants felt and thought about NRM activities. This
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result is disappointing when compared to the post-forum survey feedback, in which
participants anticipated what they could change in their community as a result of the
forums, and how their thinking on NRM issues had altered. Thus, the forums’ outputs
did not sustain a continued involvement in NRM that matched participants’ post-forum
anticipation of changing involvement in NRM, as measured by their changes in thinking
and how they thought it had changed, and what community members might do
differently as a result of this forum.

The most significant change in participants’ engagement in NRM had resulted in people
being involved in new NRM projects. However most of these particular respondents had
previously been involved in NRM projects or activity and a majority were already
members of Landcare. As current members, it is likely that participants would have
already had exposure to or involvement in, the typical Landcare projects aimed at
physical works to reverse land degradation.

Data gathered during the follow up indicated that these forums were a lost opportunity
in changing how people were engaged in NRM. This occurred due to the lack of any
follow up from the forum organisers after the forum, by way of continued support for
new projects and sustaining new partnerships and contacts to realise changes in
perceptions and thinking on NRM. Additionally observers’ notes and post-forum follow
up indicate the importance of ensuring community forums’ content and purpose is
explicit in any publicity, and this publicity does not just rely on word of mouth and
Landcare networks to attract people not previously involved in community-based NRM.
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9 Conclusions
The purpose of this research was to evaluate how effectively the Landcare forums were
able to bring people together on the basis of their social catchment, to assess what type
of stakeholders participated in the forums as a result of the social catchments approach
and to identify how the forum stakeholders defined NRM subsequent to the forums.
This was achieved through an investigation of why participants attended the forums,
their demographics, places deemed part of participants’ community area, the kinds of
NRM issues they were interested in and participated in. Through an action research
approach it was explored how forum participants identified and demarcated spatial
representations of community areas, where they would attend meetings on NRM and
characterised NRM activities. In chapters five, six and seven themes arising from survey
results, community area maps, participant observer and forum facilitator notes, were
explored. In chapter eight the findings were synthesised in relation to social catchment
theory and modelling, NRM literature, and community definitions to reveal the subtle
complexities of engaging people to attend NRM forums. It was described how social
catchment theory and mapping does encapsulate Landcare group areas and individual
perceptions on the extents of community areas.

New perspectives on how social

catchment theory applies on on-ground NRM activity and policy implications were
explored. In this final chapter the key research questions are briefly returned to before
the implications of the findings, the limitations of the study, and future research possibilities
are subsequently investigated.

9.1

Research Outcomes

Four research questions were asked to reveal how social catchments effects engagement
in NRM; its effectiveness as a way of getting people to attend NRM forms, its ability to
bring together different types of NRM stakeholders, factors affecting social catchments’
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effectiveness, and the construction of NRM by forum participants and social catchment
planners. These questions are addressed in the following sections.

9.1.1 Social catchments as an approach for involving people in NRM forums
The Central Tablelands Landcare forums’ social catchment approach, compared against
the rural population of the area brought together a relatively small proportion of
potential NRM stakeholders in the Central Tablelands (as shown in chapter five). A
social catchments approach formulated on the social catchments definitions constructed
by Hugo et al (2001) and Smailes (2002, 2006) was conceptualised as the identification
and promotion of the engagement activities to all diverse social networks active in the
area. This approach was utilised as a method for identifying potential NRM forum
participants and was partially implemented by the forum facilitator.

A social catchments approach shows much potential as a basis of organising people’s
involvement in NRM. The two proposed forms of social catchment spatial organisation
used in this thesis; the Eco-civic mode of regionalisation, and Smailes’ social catchment
areas, were both found to arrange areas at a larger scale than the spatial extent of
individual Landcare group activities (as discussed in section 7.3, 8.3.1, discussed and
illustrated in appendix 8).

The disadvantages and advantages of a social catchments approach required much
distilling from the results of this thesis due to the applied and evolved nature of the
usage of the definition and the contrasting of the different spatial formulations (see
appendix 8). Social catchments mapping appears to be an effective way of determining
community areas, however, the localised nature of CBNRM as utilised by Landcare
means social catchment areas frequently operated at a larger scale than could be
effectively utilised to engage people in NRM forums effectively without extra effort.
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This particularly applies to accessing social networks in existence in larger towns where
the type of engagement activity was not already in place and target organisations were
not in existence or difficult to locate. The difficulty of this access is directly related to
the organisers’ knowledge of community networks in operation and their ability to
command extra resources to promote community forums directly to residents not
already involved in NRM in a visible way (reported in section 7.3.4).

9.1.2 Can a social catchment approach bring together different types of NRM
stakeholders?
Social networks targeted for engagement purposes at community forums need to be
broadened beyond the traditionally targeted groups assumed to be involved in the target
activity. In this instance Landcare as the most relevant community network was targeted
extensively, but the lack of local groups in some of the forum areas needed to be offset
by penetration into other community networks to attract other people that might be
potentially interested in NRM but not interested in Landcare, especially relevant in
urban centres (as discussed in sections 6.3 and 7.4). This series of forums was mostly an
example of the usual ‘suspects’ being targeted and engaged, with only a partial
application of a social catchments approach as the social catchments targeted did not
consistently include people and/or community groups in the area beyond Landcare
members (see sections 8.2, 8.5 and 8.9).

The stakeholders attending the forums were those who mostly fitted the demographic
profile of the average farmer/Landcare member (see chapter five). Where the forums
were held in rural locations, this was the demographic almost exclusively attending the
forums and filling in the surveys. Forums held in more suburban locations did attract a
more diverse demographic including the younger, non-rural resident, but the social
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catchments approach was not successful at attracting large numbers of previously
excluded participants.

9.1.3 Factors influencing people’s ability to attend NRM forums
The positioning of the forum facilitator and their access to community networks was
found to be a key factor in the identification and promotion to all diverse social
networks active in the area (section7.4). It was clear that in the two forums where a
more diverse participation was achieved promotion had gone beyond the normal NRM
participants through the utilisation of letterbox drops and posters. People’s attendance at
forums was affected by issues such as personal motivation, timing, location, breadth of
promotion, etc. (section 7.4.3). It was not ascertained if the Landcare sponsorship of the
forums served as a barrier to people wanting to be involved, but this could have been a
possibility.

9.1.4 The construction of NRM by forum participants
People’s engagement with NRM was shown to be an individual experience
complemented and developed through social interaction. NRM was shown to be
constructed in many diverse ways frequently tied to personal relationships with land,
evoking notions of ownership and/or custodianship (all sections in 6.3 and 6.4). This
relationship was usually described in a personal, subjective way intertwined with a
sense of place and only occasionally in a discrete manner that invoked an economic or
professional dimension and/or identity. These constructions were at odds with the
construction of government constructions of NRM as a concrete measurable variable
that was about preserving ecosystem services and assets valued for economic
contributions and possible costs. People who did attend the forums did so from a
general interest and not because the forums were a platform for potentially divisive,
emotive issues.
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While it can be inferred there is a disjuncture of scale, both modes of regionalisation
worked as a way of organising NRM areas into regions that did not cut the smaller
community areas. The nesting of community areas into larger regions worked well in
this context, with Smailes’ social catchment areas (as formulated by Smailes in 2002)
most closely matching the scale of community engagement. However, the assumption
that there are universal principles that apply equally to appropriate scale of NRM
governance and NRM engagement, as presumed and commented on by some authors
(Emtage, Herbohn, & Harrison, 2006; M. Lane, Robinson, et al., 2009) was not found to
be appropriate in this context. The scale of effective NRM community engagement was
found to be unequivocally localised, in contrast to the possible spatial units developed
by Brunkhorst et al (Brunkhorst, 2005; Brunkhorst & Coop, 2001; Brunkhorst, et al.,
2002; Brunkhorst, et al., 2004; Brunkhorst & Reeve, 2006; Brunkhorst, et al., 2008;
Hugo, et al., 2001) and to a lesser degree by Smailes et al (Hugo, et al., 2001; Smailes,
1998, 2000, 2002, 2006; Smailes, et al., 2002; Smailes, et al., 2005). While this thesis
has found that typically the forums involved local Landcare groups, this was not
exclusively so. The motivations reported by respondents for attending these forums
were modest and personal. The question remains, that if more divisive, emotive or
larger-scaled NRM issues were affecting forum communities a more diverse and
dispersed individuals may have attended, slotting into the larger scales plotted by
Brunkhorst et al or Smailes. However, this research does demonstrate that NRM policy
and governance needs to more accommodating of the complex reasons people become
involved in NRM, and that the very concept of NRM is context driven and applied over
a subjective, shifting place-orientated localised landscape.

9.2

Limitations of the research

Anecdotal evidence based on the researcher’s notes suggests that the rate of nonresponse may have been increased by the exceptionally difficult drought conditions
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experienced by rural communities during the data collection times. In all likelihood
these drought conditions also impacted on individual and community ability to be
involved in non-core farm and income survival activities, as NRM activities may be
perceived. Literature relating to rural communities’ physical capabilities to participate
in individual or community-based NRM during extreme climatic events has not been
documented in the research, but common sense would suggest that people’s capacities
to do so would be reduced.

The limited number of community forums and lack of documentary promotional
evidence meant that this project was not able to adequately determine whether the
population size of the town/area in which the forums were held was a factor in how
effectively social catchments are able to be utilised as a tool to increase participation of
individuals in NRM participants in areas of varying population density and size. It also
remained undetermined whether non-Landcare networks could be penetrated as
effectively by a key contact system and whether these non-Landcare networks could be
penetrated by a more generalised social catchments recruitment method encompassing
media releases, advertising, fliers, and so on. The efficacy of recruiting non-Landcare
members to the forums using a social catchments approach was not able to be
determined with any accuracy.

9.3

Recommendations

In order to tease out the complexity of the research’s findings further research that
replicates the social catchments’ study over a wider regional scale is needed. This
includes research to determine if there is any relationship between the sizes of the town
in which the NRM forums are held and the number of participants attending, and if
there is a relationship between the means of promoting and advertising the community
forums and the number of participants attending.
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The promotion of the forums as a vehicle for exploring individuals’ interests in NRM
and the environment meant that only a narrow demographic was targeted, and additional
work is needed to determine whether a forum with a regional or as a single issue focus
would result in different demographics being represented. Ideally this would be
accompanied by an investigation into whether there are alternative ways of involving
people from urban areas and with lower levels of education that still make use of social
catchment principles.

Additionally, while this thesis investigated how effectively the forums encouraged
community members to attend a forum on NRM further examination of people’s
perceptions of NRM changed in the short or long term as a result of attending single
community forum on NRM is needed.
Finally, further research is needed to ascertain further whether the social catchments
approach has merit as a participant recruitment method, and whether these findings
apply more broadly to regional Australia.

Such research will go at least some way to ensuring that opportunities presented by
future forums do not replicate the difficulties encountered in this research.
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