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Abstract
This thesis seeks to understand and improve the effectiveness of partnerships formed by
industry, community and government members of natural resource management (NRM)
groups. The increasing popularity of partnership-based approaches to NRM is reflected
in the rise of landcare, catchment management and other social mobilisation approaches
throughout Australia and overseas. This thesis uses critical ethnographic methods to
identify the characteristics of effective NRM partnerships and the factors influencing
their effectiveness. This research also investigates appropriate methods for evaluating
the effectiveness of such relationships and for determining when working in partnership
with others may be the most appropriate response to a given NRM problem and context.
The critical intent of the study means that it sought not only to understand the nature of
such issues but also sought to enlighten and empower participants to improve the
practice of partnerships in natural resource management.
These characteristics and factors are analysed from three perspectives: the coordinators
employed to broker and facilitate community-based NRM groups, the groups
themselves and individual group members. This was done in order to reflect the
importance of the continuous (re)negotiation of power that characterises long-term
group relationships. It also enabled theories of power, cultural transformation, citizen
participation, social capital and social learning to be used in the analysis of the NRM
partnerships investigated in this study. These concepts were used to develop three tools
for analysing NRM partnerships: a pendulum of citizen participation, an NRM citizen
participation decision tree, and an NRM partnership typology.
The study is based upon the analysis of nineteen cases, predominantly in South East
Queensland, which were selected as examples of successful and effective NRM
partnerships on the basis of referrals from regional managers and coordinators from
State and Local Government. The research design was ‘T’ shaped, with Phase 1 of the
study providing breadth through the analysis of fifteen partnerships. Depth was
achieved in Phases 2 and 3. Phase 2 was a long-term ethnographic case study of one
catchment management group while Phase 3 comprised a detailed analysis of three
issue-specific partnerships formed by this group. These three phases concentrated on the
viewpoint of coordinators, NRM groups and participants, respectively. Data on each of
the nineteen cases were collected through interviews, field observations, workshops,
iv

document analyses and a short questionnaire. Data were analysed qualitatively. All data
records were systematically coded to reveal themes and concepts relating to the research
objectives from the viewpoints of coordinators, NRM groups and participants. Coding
also revealed implications for governments seeking to enter into or to facilitate
partnerships with others.
The coding and interpretation of this data revealed a suite of twelve characteristics
typical of effective natural resource management partnerships. These fell into five
groups: (i) definitional characteristics (relating to effectiveness and shared power and
responsibility) (ii) relationship characteristics (focusing on social capital building
processes; communication; processes for knowledge acquisition and social learning;
shared values, intent, action and risk-taking) (iii) participant characteristics (high levels
of motivation and realistic expectations); (iv) a context characteristic (that the context is
appropriate for a partnership) and (v) an ‘outsider’ perception characteristic (that the
partnership is perceive positively by outsiders). A comparative analysis of cases reveals
that only one of the nineteen cases exhibited all twelve characteristics. Importantly,
three of these characteristics are not mentioned in the literature reviewed for this thesis.
Two of these, share values and shared intent are relationship characteristics. Study
findings emphasise that effective NRM partnerships are built on good personal
relationships, based on shared values and intent. The third new characteristic is that
people outside the partnership should perceive the relationship favourably. Since funds
and other resources may be under the control of people outside a partnership, it is
important that participants are able to effectively communicate their shared values and
intent to others.
Five factors were found to be significant in the development of effective partnerships (i)
the need for participants and those brokering partnerships to realize that effective
partnerships are built on positive personal relationships in which (ii) participants have
high levels of motivation for being involved, particularly early in the relationship. The
study further revealed that such relationships: (iii) need to be supported by a continuity
of adequate funding and resources and (iv) the services of skilled, enthusiastic
coordinators who (v) enjoy and are skilled at working in ‘grey areas’, the constantly
changing social and organizational environment that is typical of NRM groups.
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These findings of the study are synthesized through a critical ethnography which depicts
three years in the life of a typical, yet hypothetical, NRM group, the Armstrong
Narrows-Yarooba Catchment Management Group (ANY Group). Based on the
literature review and the analysis of results from this study, this composite story
protects the anonymity of those who have participated in this research. Each of the three
vignettes that make up this story contains two sections –As it was and As it could be.
This ‘double take approach’ highlights the critical nature of the ethnography,
emphasising how the development of collaborations and partnerships among members
of NRM groups may be improved and evaluated. Coordinators, NRM group members
and agencies supporting their efforts may use this ethnography as a basis for reflection
and deliberation on the development of effective partnerships in natural resource
management. Recommendations for how different stakeholders in NRM partnerships
may develop the effectiveness of the partnerships they form are provided.

vi

Contents
Abstract
Contents
List of figures, tables and maps
Preface
Acknowledgements
Abbreviations

iv
vii
xiii
xv
xx
xxii

VOLUME 1
1.0 Introduction
1.1 Two purposes, four tasks
1.2 Qualitative approach and critical intent
1.3 Significance of the research
1.4 Research questions and methods
1.5 Three strategic questions
1.6 Thesis in outline

1
1
1
2
5
7
10

2.0 Literature review (part one)
2.1 Introduction
2.2 Ecosystems, NRM and sustainability
2.2.1
Ecosystems
2.2.2
Natural resource management
2.2.3
NRM, Australian ecosystems and people
2.2.4
Sustainable NRM
2.3 Partnerships
2.3.1
Introduction
2.3.2
NRM, citizen participation and partnerships
2.3.3
Alliance, network, collaboration, cooperation, partnership
2.3.3.1
Alliance
2.3.3.2
Network
2.3.3.3
Collaboration and cooperation
2.3.3.4
NRM partnership
2.4 Limitations of NRM partnerships
2.5 Examples of NRM collaborations and partnerships
2.5.1
Global level
2.5.2
Queensland level
2.5.2.1
Final authority on decisions and policy
2.5.2.2
Improving institutional arrangements
2.6 Partnership as a philosophy
2.7 Partnerships and power
2.8 Partnerships and social capital
2.9 Partnerships and social learning
2.10 Partnerships and dialogue
2.11 In summary

12
12
13
13
14
16
20
23
23
24
28
28
39
39
30
31
34
34
36
36
37
38
45
50
56
59
61

3.0
3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4
3.5

63
63
64
65
67
69
70
72
72
77
82
89
94
98
98
99

Literature review (part two) and analytical tools
Introduction
Groups, collaborations and partnerships
A pendulum of citizen participation
When to partner: a decision tree
NRM partnership typologies
3.5.1
Conflict and core relevance
3.5.2
A new NRM collaboration and partnership typology
3.6 Evaluating the effectiveness of NRM collaborations and partnership
3.7 Factors relating to NRM group and partnership effectiveness
3.8 NRM group and partnership life cycles
3.9 Effective NRM collaboration and partnership brokers
3.10 Issues, collaborators and partners
3.11 NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships in Australia
3.11.1 Administrative, legislative and political milieu
3.11.2 Federal and State Government perspectives

vii

3.11.3
Local Government perspective
3.11.4
Catchment management groups in Australia
3.11.5
Political environment
3.12 In summary

105
106
108
108

4.0 Research design
4.1 Introduction
4.1.1
Chapter overview
4.1.2
Overview of research design
4.1.2.1
Questions
4.1.2.2
Causality and dialectical reasoning
4.1.3
Research paradigm
4.1.4
Qualitative and quantitative research
4.1.5
Critical social science
4.2 Methods
4.2.1
Critical collective case study
4.2.2
Critical ethnography
4.3 The conduct of the study; techniques used
4.3.1
Research design details
4.3.1.1
Choice of cases for critical collective case study
4.3.1.2
Phase 1 workshop
4.3.1.3
Participant-authored extended abstracts
4.3.1.4
Phase 2 workshop
4.3.1.5
Field notes and participant-observation
4.3.1.6
Document collection
4.3.1.7
Interviews
4.4 Data analysis
4.4.1
Development of analysis codes
4.4.2
Application of analysis codes
4.4.3
Analysis of coded data records
4.4.4
Compilation of case records
4.5 Synthesis: using the critical collective case study to complement the critical ethnography
4.6 Ethics, validity and reliability
4.6.1
Ethics
4.6.2
Validity and reliability
4.7 In summary

111
111
111
112
113
113
114
115
120
124
125
126
129
129
131
131
132
133
133
135
135
136
136
138
139
141
145
148
148
152
154

VOLUME 2
5.0 Results: characteristics of effective NRM partnerships
5.1 Introduction
5.2 Critical collective case study data and case records
5.3 Effectiveness of case study collaborations and partnerships
5.4 Characteristics of effective NRM partnerships
5.4.1
Shared power and responsibility
5.4.2
Context appropriateness
5.4.3
High levels of motivation
5.4.4
Realistic expectations
5.4.5
Good social capital building processes
5.4.6
Good communication
5.4.7
Good social capital building processes
5.4.8
Shared values
5.4.9
Shared intent
5.4.10 Shared risk taking
5.4.11 Perceived positively by outsiders
5.5 Using these characteristics to evaluate NRM partnership effectiveness
5.6 In summary

155
155
156
159
165
172
176
183
187
190
194
197
201
204
208
210
212
215

6.0 Results: identifying and enhancing factors that influence effectiveness of NRM
collaborations and partnerships
6.1 Introduction
6.2 Coordinator viewpoint
6.2.1
Being a good communicator: a listener and observer
6.2.2
Being a reflective practitioner

216
216
218
219
226

viii

6.2.3
Having appropriate context, technical and group process knowledge and skills
6.2.4
Having appropriate time, tenure and enthusiasm
6.2.5
Ability to develop and sustain personal relationship with participants
6.2.6
Enjoying and skilled at working in ‘grey’ areas and changing environments
6.3 NRM group viewpoint
6.3.1
Having a range and diversity of participants
6.3.2
Using appropriate group processes
6.3.3
Maintaining continuity of adequate funding and resources
6.3.4
Maintaining continuity of assistance of a skilled, enthusiastic coordinator
6.3.5
Using appropriate administration and information management systems
6.3.6
Building social capital external to the group
6.4 Participant viewpoint
6.4.1
Having high levels of motivation (‘seed’ stage of relationship)
6.4.2
Nurturing positive personal relationships
6.5 In summary

228
229
232
235
236
239
241
248
250
252
259
262
263
265
266

7.0 Three years in the life of ANY Catchment Management Group Inc
7.1 Introduction
7.2 Things had changed in Cornucopia
7.2.1
A land of plenty
7.2.2
Problems in paradise
7.2.3
Contested ground of natural resource management
7.2.4
Yarooba River and Armstrong Narrows
7.3 In the beginning
7.3.1
As it was
7.3.1.1
A touch of cynicism
7.3.1.2
A confusion of ambitions, expectations and capabilities
7.3.2
As it could have been
7.3.2.1
Shared intent, realistic expectations
7.3.2.2
Understanding networks and ‘communities within community’
7.4 Eighteen months later
7.4.1
As it was
7.4.1.1
Shifting sand and disjointed plans – trying to build a better future
7.4.1.2
Looking for motivation
7.4.1.3
Need for knowledge
7.4.1.4
Government departments – uneasy bedfellows
7.4.1.5
Big on planning, small on action
7.4.1.6
Lack of focus
7.4.1.7
Designed for representation and inaction
7.4.2
As it could have been
7.4.2.1
Acknowledgement gives authority
7.4.2.2
Designed for diversity of interests and actions
7.4.2.3
Achieving NRM goals by valuing people involved
7.4.2.4
Using ‘place’ to integrate government programs
7.4.2.5
Understanding through dialogue
7.4.2.6
Realistic expectations and intent lead to achievement
7.4.2.7
Social learning, social capital and on-ground success
7.4.2.8
Harnessing diverse interests and motivations
7.5 Three years later
7.5.1
As it was
7.5.1.1
Lure of better conditions
7.5.1.2
Administrative logjams
7.5.1.3
Confusion of ambitions and capabilities
7.5.1.4
Accusations of abrogation of responsibility
7.5.1.5
Crisis of citizen participation
7.5.1.6
Unresolved conflict
7.5.1.7
Constitutional crisis
7.5.1.8
Government support waivers
7.5.2
As it could have been
7.5.2.1
Jack makes a career choice
7.5.2.2
Birth of a festival
7.5.2.3
Brokers help one and one to make three
7.5.2.4
Reviewing plans – being realistic

268
268
269
269
270
272
273
273
273
273
275
277
277
280
282
282
282
283
285
285
286
288
289
290
290
291
292
294
297
301
302
305
306
306
306
308
308
310
311
313
314
315
316
316
317
318
320

ix

7.5.2.5
7.5.2.6
7.5.2.7
7.5.2.8
7.6 In closing

Need for good group processes – conflict resolution
Importance of clear understanding of expectations
Benefits of context-appropriate collaborations and partnerships
Beer and chips at the end of the day

321
322
324
325
327

8.0 Summary, conclusions and recommendations
8.1 Overview
8.2 A summary of four tasks undertaken for this study
8.2.1
Story
8.2.2
Theory
8.2.3
Evidence
8.2.4
Policy recommendations
8.3 Answering the research questions
8.3.1
What are the characteristics of effective NRM group participant partnerships?
8.3.2
From coordinator, NRM group, and participant viewpoints what factors
positively influence the development of effective NRM group participant partnerships?
8.3.3
What are appropriate methods and techniques for evaluating the
effectiveness of NRM group participant partnerships?
8.3.4
In terms of citizen participation in NRM, when is the brokering
of partnerships the most citizen participation process?
8.4 Credibility and trustworthiness of research findings
8.5 Limitations to results
8.6 Implications and recommendations
8.6.1
Implications for coordinators
8.6.2
Recommendations for coordinators
8.6.3
Implications for NRM groups
8.6.4
Recommendations for NRM groups
8.6.5
Implications for participants
8.6.6
Recommendations for participants
8.6.7
Implications for governments
8.6.8
Recommendations for governments
8.7 Directions for further research
8.8 Conclusion

346
347
349
350
350
351
351
352
353
353
354
356
358
359

9.0 References

361

VOLUME 3
Appendices
Case Records
Appendix 1:
Case Record 1
Appendix 1.1: Case 1 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 1.2: Case 1 Decision Tree
Appendix 1.3: Data Record 1
Appendix 2:
Case Record 2
Appendix 2.1: Case 2 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 2.2: Case 2 Decision Tree
Appendix 2.3: Data Record 2
Appendix 3:
Case Record 3
Appendix 3.1: Case 3 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 3.2: Case 3 Decision Tree
Appendix 3.3: Data Record 3
Appendix 4:
Case Record 4
Appendix 4.1: Case 4 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 4.2: Case 4 Decision Tree
Appendix 4.3: Data Record 4

x

329
329
330
330
331
333
335
335
335
340
343

Appendix 5:
Case Record 5
Appendix 5.1: Case 5 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 5.2: Case 5 Decision Tree
Appendix 5.3: Data Record 5
Appendix 6:
Case Record 6
Appendix 6.1: Case 6 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 6.2: Case 6 Decision Tree
Appendix 6.3: Data Record 6
Appendix 7:
Case Record 7
Appendix 7.1: Case 7 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 7.2: Case 7 Decision Tree
Appendix 7.3: Data Record 7
Appendix 8:
Case Record 8
Appendix 8.1: Case 8 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 8.2: Case 7 Decision Tree
Appendix 8.3: Data Record 8
Appendix 9:
Case Record 9
Appendix 9.1: Case 9 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 9.2: Case 9 Decision Tree
Appendix 9.3: Data Record 9
Appendix 10: Case Record 10
Appendix 10.1: Case 10 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 10.2: Case 10 Decision Tree
Appendix 10.3: Data Record 10
Appendix 11: Case Record 11
Appendix 11.1: Case 11 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 11.2: Case 11 Decision Tree
Appendix 11.3: Data Record 11
Appendix 12: Case Record 12
Appendix 12.1: Case 12 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 12.2: Case 12 Decision Tree
Appendix 12.3: Data Record 12
Appendix 13: Case Record 13
Appendix 13.1: Case 13 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 13.2: Case 13 Decision Tree
Appendix 13.3: Data Record 13
Appendix 14: Case Record 14
Appendix 14.1: Case 14 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 14.2: Case 14 Decision Tree
Appendix 14.3: Data Record 14
Appendix 15: Case Record 15
Appendix 15.1: Case 15 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 15.2: Case 15 Decision Tree
Appendix 15.3: Data Record 15
Appendix 16: Case Record 16
Appendix 16.1: Case 16 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 16.2: Case 16 Decision Tree
Appendix 16.3: Data Records (Interviews)
Appendix 16.4: Data Records (Field Notes)
Appendix 16.5: Data Records (Document Analyses)

xi

Appendix 17: Case Record 17
Appendix 17.1: Case 17 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 17.2: Case 17 Decision Tree
Appendix 17.3: Data Records (Interviews)
Appendix 17.4: Data Records (Document Analyses)
Appendix 18: Case Record 18
Appendix 18.1: Case 18 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 18.2: Case 18 Decision Tree
Appendix 18.3: Data Records (Interviews)
Appendix 18.4: Data Records (Document Analyses)
Appendix 19: Case Record 19
Appendix 19.1: Case 19 Diagnostic Checklist
Appendix 19.2: Case 19 Decision Tree
Appendix 19.3: Data Records (Interviews)
Appendix 19.4: Data Records (Document Analyses)
Appendix 20: Research Phases
Appendix 20.1: Phase 1
Appendix 20.1.1: Phase 1 Workshop Agenda
Appendix 20.1.2: Data Records 16 – 27 (Discussion transcripts
and written outputs from Phase 1 workshop)
Appendix 20.1.3: Summary of participant feedback sheets from
Phase 1 workshop
Appendix 20.1.4:Example of data output analysis summary form
Appendix 20.1.5: Example of document analysis summary form
Appendix 20.2: Phase 2
Appendix 20.2.1: Interview foci
Appendix 20.3: Phase 3
Appendix 20.3.1: Regional Landcare and Catchment Management Meeting Feedback,
2002
Appendix 20.3.2: List of requests for papers on research results
till December 2003

xii

Lists of figures, tables and maps
Figures
Figure 2.1:
Figure 2.2:
Figure 2.3:
Figure 3.1:
Figure 3.2:
Figure 3.3:
Figure 3.4:
Figure 3.5:
Figure 3.6:
Figure 4.1:
Figure 4.2:
Figure 4.3:
Figure 4.4:
Figure 4.5:
Figure 5.1:
Figure 6.1:
Figure 8.1:

Page
Eight rungs on the ladder of citizen participation
A new ladder of citizen participation
A wheel of participation
Pendulum of citizen participation
Citizen participation in NRM: government decision tree and options
for participation
NRM partnership map: degree of participant conflict plotted against
core relevance to participants
The partnership life cycle model (PLC)
Relationship of the broker to initiating organisation
Participant’s view of Burnett-Mary and South East Queensland
Natural Resource Management Groups
Overview of ‘T’-shaped research design
Detail of research design
Data records, analysis and synthesis
Components of data analysis: interactive model
Diagnostic checklist: NRM collaborations and partnerships
Characteristics of an effective NRM partnership
Factors affecting characteristics of effective NRM partnerships
NRM partnership effectiveness as a function of four factors

25
26
27
66
68
70
87
90
103
112
130
140
141
144
214
217
342

Tables
Table 1.1:
Table 2.1:
Table 2.2:
Table 2.3:
Table 3.1:
Table 3.2:
Table 3.3:
Table 3.4:
Table 3.5
Table 3.6:
Table 3.7:
Table 3.8:
Table 4.1:
Table 4.2:
Table 4.3:
Table 4.4:
Table 4.5:
Table 4.6:
Table 5.1:
Table 5.2:
Table 5.3:

Thesis overview – purposes, strategic questions,
tasks and research questions
A comparison of dominator and partnership models
Power in partnerships: comparing views of Arnstein and Eisler
Strategies for dialogue
Difficulties in evaluating NRM partnerships
Factors affecting NRM group/ partnership effectiveness
Meaning systems of major groups involved in NRM
Three stages in the evolution of NRM groups according to fifteen
criteria
Matrix of phases and success factors of environmental partnerships
Summary of attributes necessary for staff working in
community-based NRM
Traditional division of natural resource and environmental management
responsibilities in Australia between the levels of government
and individuals
Approximate number of Acts with natural resource and environmental
management implications administered by State departments
(as of December 2000)
Predisposition of quantitative and qualitative modes of inquiry
Assumptions and intent of social science research paradigms
Differences between conventional and critical ethnography
Data analysis coding matrix: research objectives, perspectives
and implications
Aristotlean value-rational questions and enlightenment,
empowerment and emancipation by research phase
Checklist for ethnographic research
Nature of data records
Description of case studies that make up critical collective case study
Effectiveness of case studies that made up critical collective case study

xiii

8
40
48
60
75
78
81
84
88
91
99
101
117
122
127
137
147
154
156
158
160

Table 5.4:
Table 6.1:
Table 6.2:
Table 6.3:
Table 6.4:
Table 6.5:
Table 8.1:
Maps
Map 7.1:

Case studies and effective partnership characteristics
Factors influencing effectiveness of NRM collaborations and
partnerships: coordinator viewpoint
Examples from case studies of use of strategies for effective
dialogue from Yankelovich (1999)
NRM group viewpoint: factors affecting effectiveness of NRM
collaborations and partnerships compared to those derived by
Chamala (1995)
Participant or partner perspective: factors affecting effectiveness of
NRM collaborations and partnerships
Industry and university researcher motivations for collaboration: one
perspective from a university researcher
Factors influencing the development of effective NRM group
participant partnerships

167
218
222
238
263
264
340

Northwest Cornucopia: Bay of Many Islands, Sunrise, Yarooba and

Armstrong Narrows

270

xiv

Preface
From the Range to the Sea

By Peter Oliver
He’s waitin’ for the storms to come
Patient for the rain
He really needs the crops he’s sown
We all need the same
It’s hard to keep on pleasin’ people
When they’re pullin’ on your sleeve
Give him land and water to grow forever
And he will never leave
Chorus
From the range to the sea
Let creeks flow free
Water joins you and me
From range to sea
Keep wise hands on the land
Help us understand
That so many strands
Join sea and land
He’s waitin’ for the storms to come
Patient for the rain
He really needs the fish he’ll catch
We all need the same
Dark, muddy creeks hold little life
There are droughts on land and sea
Give him clean creeks and green seagrass meadows
And here he’ll always be
Chorus
She’s waitin’ for the storms to come
Patient for the rain
Aunty knows good water joins good land
May we all know the same
It’s hard to help some people feel the things she clearly sees
Water joins us all in many ways
And joins the land and seas
Chorus
Strong wings reel
They ride high skies now
Summer storms seldom lie
Land and sea are joined to sky
Hearts and hands hold people’s dreams now
As storm clouds smile and weep
Lullabies of tin-roof rain songs lead me to my sleep
Smooth-stone sounds of Obi Creek give my soul relief
Sand-washed sounds of Bribie beaches take my hand in peace
Lullabies of tin-roof rain songs help me feel complete
© Peter Oliver, 2001
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Personal statement
Reading a PhD thesis is a substantial task, as is the completion of one. The topic may be
of interest to both the reader and the author. However, this interest may be obscured by
the nature of the task. In a PhD thesis the stated topic is investigated in considerable
detail. The theories and concepts used to explain specific research questions to be
answered may be abstract and involved. The research process used may be very detailed
and intricate. The voice and intentions of the author may become inaudible due to these
competing sounds. In an effort that both my voice and intentions are clear, I offer these
brief details to give an insight as to my background and my intentions in undertaking
this PhD research.
My supervisors have counselled me that a PhD is not one’s ‘life work’, that it should be
a manageable, focused research task, that makes a significant contribution to the body
of knowledge in a specific area and that it should be completed within the time and
resource limits available. While I have accepted their counsel, and have tried to act
accordingly, I must admit that this research has largely been about my life’s work – to
date at any rate. I was in the first intake of environmental science students into Griffith
University in 1975. I forsook a place in a veterinary science course at a ‘traditional’
university, much to the horror of my teachers, but not my parents, who both supported
and encouraged me to pursue my interests and passions. I was young and intemperate. I
was sure that the determined application of ‘scientific’ knowledge and the rise of a more
environmentally aware and informed society would provide panaceas for the
environmental ills that confronted humanity at that time.
During the next thirteen years I worked as an environmental educator in school, outdoor
education centre and community settings. For the last few years of that time, I also
worked as a volunteer with a local Landcare group. The group was part of the broader
Landcare movement of ‘place-based’ groups of men and women who were interested in
working on practical ways that people in rural communities could manage land, water
and biodiversity more sustainably. (Landcare has now spread overseas and to urban
areas in Australia.) I moved into paid extension work. As well, I worked as a volunteer
and spent two years as president of a local catchment care group. For the last nine years
my paid work has involved supporting a variety of government Natural Resource
Management (NRM) programs involving local groups including Waterwatch, Landcare
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and catchment management groups. Over that time, from my one small vantage point on
the planet, I became aware that a more informed and technically adept society was not
necessarily a more sustainable one. Other factors came into play. Values, beliefs,
economics, injustice, intolerance – a host of other factors ensured that this ‘changed’
society was not necessarily one that lived more sustainably on the planet.
I have developed a deep and abiding respect for members of these NRM groups. I
would hope that the song that I have written and placed at the start of this Preface
encapsulates my feelings for these people and their efforts. The fisher, the farmer and
the Aboriginal Elder mentioned in the song are all people associated with catchment
management groups with whom I have worked. I have watched in admiration as these
people, often from diverse backgrounds and varied interests have come together to work
on land, water and biodiversity problems and opportunities of mutual concern.
Increasingly, I have become interested in the ways that such relationships develop and
are nurtured. I have also become aware of instances in which these relationships have
broken down or been manipulated by others for their own advantage. While I have seen
that such ‘collaborative’, ‘partnership-based’, ‘group’ approaches to NRM undoubtedly
have untapped potential to solve NRM problems, I have become increasingly aware that
they are only one of a variety of ‘tools’ that may be usefully applied in these
endeavours. I see no ‘one-size-fits-all’ solution.
The environmental ills that drove me to study environmental science in 1975 are still
with us. In Australia the Federal Government implemented the Natural Heritage Trust
(NHT) in 1997. With the advent of the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water
Quality and the Natural Heritage Trust II, the Federal Government has provided some
funding and is developing regional institutional frameworks and planning processes
designed to help local people to address priority natural resource and environmental
management issues. A mid-term review of the effectiveness of NHT(I) recommended
that much greater emphasis be placed on the development of partnerships arrangements
to include Local Government, the community and industry in this work. At a global
level the calls to partnership at the Johannesburg World Summit on Sustainable
Development were no less strident.
These ‘calls to partnership’ are also found outside the talk of world summits. When I
was in Japan in 2001, I was given a copy of a children’s comic book on the quality of
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the environment in Japan, a page of which is reproduced here, complete with spelling
mistakes. If comic book characters are to be believed, and one can ‘read backwards’
(given the way Japanese comic books are laid out), then the idea of power being created
within a ‘circle of partnership’ to fix environmental problems is also gaining credence
in Japan.

[image removed]

(Anon, 1996, p.27, from ‘Partnership for a Rich Environment for the Future’, Comic
Strip Edition: Quality of the Environment in Japan III, Environment Agency,
Government of Japan.)
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This ‘circle of partnership’, as it applies to the NRM group settings with which I have
been associated for the last fourteen years, is the focus of my research. I seek to
understand what makes these partnerships ‘tick’. Such understanding may help those of
us involved in supporting or brokering these relationships to work more effectively.
Peter Oliver
March 2004
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1.0 Introduction
1.1

Two purposes, four tasks

I have had two goals in undertaking this study:
• Firstly, to complete a piece of scholarly work that makes a significant
contribution to knowledge on a topic of personal, professional, and public
interest and importance, namely the development of effective natural resource
management (NRM) partnerships and,
• Secondly, to use, and to make available to others, the outputs of this research to
encourage positive change in the development of such relationships. 1
In natural resource management a variety of approaches is available to resolve the land,
water and biodiversity problems that challenge society. These include legislation and
regulation, education and awareness programs, and provision of economic incentives
and disincentives. However, this study focuses on social mobilisation approaches,
specifically the NRM group approach involving collaboration and partnership-building
that is prevalent throughout Australia and overseas [Buhrs and Aplin, 1999, Wiseman,
2001; Pretty and Ward, 2001, Anon, 2002(a)]. It focuses on social processes. Woolcock
(2002, personal communication) argues that to facilitate positive change in social
settings, one must undertake four tasks:
•

Provide a simple, yet interesting ‘story’ relating to the desired change that
makes intuitive sense;

•

Have, or develop, good theory to underpin and help to explain the story;

•

Present good evidence that renders the story credible; and

•

Outline plausible, positive policy recommendations that would allow the
changes to be implemented.

I have followed Woolcock’s advice in undertaking this study and writing this thesis.

1.2

Qualitative approach and critical intent

A qualitative rather than a quantitative approach has been used in this research (Denzin
and Lincoln, 2000; Glesne and Peshkin, 1992; Neumann, 1997, and Tesch, 1990).
Qualitative research focuses on how people come to understand themselves and what is
1

Natural Resource Management (NRM) is concerned with the management of ecosystems for human
purposes. It is discussed fully in Chapter 2.2.2.
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significant for them in their situation. The researcher is generally personally involved,
and seeks to understand the perspectives of those involved in the research settings
(Glesne and Psehkin, 1992 and Neumann, 1997). I have chosen to work within a critical
social science paradigm. A paradigm is “a set of basic beliefs … that deals with
ultimates or first principles. It represents a worldview that defines, for its holder, the
nature of the ‘world’” (Guba and Lincoln, 1994, p.107). Reasons for this qualitative,
critical approach to this study are discussed in Chapters 4.14 and 4.1.5.
As outlined in the Preface, I have been actively associated, either as a volunteer or a
paid coordinator, with NRM groups for over fourteen years. Through developing more
effective NRM partnerships, I seek to improve the lot of the members of NRM groups
and to better recognise the place of and any limitations to partnership-based approaches
to NRM. Chapter 4.1.5 explains the epistemology, ontology and methodology of critical
social science, the paradigm used in this study, comparing and contrasting it to other
social science paradigms. Suffice to say that critical social science is a worldview that
suits the second of my two purposes: to encourage positive change in the development
of effective NRM partnerships. A critical approach allows me to gain phronesis “a
prudent understanding of what should be done in practical situations,” and to better
engage in praxis “practical, thoughtful doing” in terms of the development of effective
NRM partnerships (Carr and Kemmis, 1986, p.132). The first purpose for my work may
be viewed as an exercise in phronesis. The second purpose seeks to guide praxis in this
area.

1.3

Significance of the research

The significance of the research topic is underscored by the severity of the NRM
problems we face as a human species and the comparatively recent development of
collaborative and partnership-based approaches to NRM throughout Australia and
globally. These social mobilisation approaches are discussed in Chapters 2.2, 2.5 and
3.11.4. However, several brief examples are provided below to illustrate their
significance.
The 2002 Johannesburg World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD)
highlighted the need for enhanced citizen participation and the benefits of partnerships
between people from different backgrounds to address shared natural resource and
2

environmental management problems. While partnerships were heralded as a new tool
for sustainable development, there were also criticisms of the use of communitybusiness-government partnerships by governments and industry as a type of
‘greenwash’ which may allow those in power to shirk their own responsibilities for
sustainable development [Anon, 2002(a); Anon, 2002(b); Kanno, 2002; and
Krishnakumar, 2002].
There is other evidence of a growth in citizen participation and a gain in popularity in
group-based approaches to NRM. For example, Pretty and Ward (2001, p.209) state that
in the decade to 2001, the number of NRM groups throughout the world rose by nearly
half a million. These groups are focused on a wide variety of NRM issues including
catchment management, irrigation, micro-finance, forestry and integrated pest
management.
The 4000 Landcare groups throughout Australia provide a national example of a ‘group
approach’ to NRM (Wiseman, 2001, p.1). There are also a range of ‘multilateral’ NRM
groups, where people from a variety of backgrounds come together seeking to address
NRM problems of mutual concern. These include catchment management groups. For
example, in Queensland, in 2000 there were 33 government-endorsed Integrated
Catchment Management (ICM) groups, where participants from a diversity of
backgrounds came together to address shared NRM problems and opportunities on a
catchment basis (Bellamy, McDonald, Syme, and Walker, 2000, pp.217-219).
At both the global and the national level there are good reasons why people wish to
work together on NRM problems of mutual concern. To date our efforts to sustainably
manage the ecosystems on which we rely have been unsuccessful. The recent WSSD
Declaration states, “The global environment continues to suffer” [Anon 2002(a), p.2]. In
Australia over a third of our rivers are in extremely poor condition and a further 40 per
cent show clear signs of degradation [National Natural Resource Management
Taskforce (NNRMT), 1999, p.4]. The condition of other natural resources is also under
threat in many areas. Given the salinity, soil erosion, coastal eutrophication, weed,
introduced pest animal and other natural resource and environmental problems we face,
it is not surprising that there are claims that European Australians’ relationship with the
Australian landscape has been so disastrous that we should be talking about “sustainable
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damage” rather than the sustainable development of our natural resources (Gammage,
1994, p.258).
In 1997, the Australian Government formed the Natural Heritage Trust (NHT) to
support NRM groups (e.g. Landcare, Catchment Management, Bushcare, Coastcare
groups) to respond these problems. Up to the end of the financial year 2001, over $AUD
1.1 billion of Federal Government funds were spent and at least 370 000 volunteers
worked on 10 400 NRM projects around Australia [Environment Australia (EA), 2002,
pp. iii, 3&5]. A new Natural Heritage Trust II (NHT II) and a National Action Plan for
Salinity and Water Quality (NAPSWQ) have also been launched. Over $AUD 1.4
billion has been allocated to the latter over the next seven years [Agriculture, Fisheries
and Forestry Australia (AFFA), 2003, p.1]. These funds are to be allocated to projects
on a regional basis, through the formation of regional bodies – multilateral entities
reflecting NRM stakeholder interests for their region. Funds will only be forthcoming
when Regional Body NRM Plans, outlining priority issues and targets, are governmentendorsed [House of Representatives Standing Committee on Environment and Heritage
(HRSCEH), 2000, p.50 and EA, 2002, p.1]. One of the three key objectives of the NHT
is to “provide a framework for cooperative partnerships between communities, industry
and all levels of government” [EA, 2000(a), p.6]. The mid-term review of the Natural
Heritage Trust suggested that partnership arrangements between the Commonwealth
and the States and Territories should be “further strengthened and extended to more
effectively include Local Government, the community and industry” [EA, 2000(a), p.7].
Indeed, the Review concluded that “the Commonwealth strongly encourages
cooperation and partnerships at all levels so that all Australians take joint responsibility
for the environment” [EA, 2000, p.9].
As both a volunteer and a paid practitioner immersed in NRM groups, I am interested
in how we might achieve this objective. I am interested in ways that NRM groups can
provide a setting for community, industry and all levels of government to cooperate,
collaborate and partner more effectively on NRM problems and opportunities of mutual
concern. As a researcher, I am keen to document, analyse and learn from examples of
effective NRM practice that use these approaches. As a practitioner and as a researcher
I am keen to engage in praxis and to share the outputs of this research to encourage
positive change in the development of effective partnerships in these NRM group
settings.
4

1.4

Research questions and methods

This research focuses on relationships between participants in NRM groups. Various
terms may be used to describe the nature of the relationships that may exist between
members of these groups including ‘network’, ‘alliance’, ‘collaboration’, ‘cooperation’
and ‘partnership’. These terms are discussed and defined in Chapter 2.3.3. While I am
interested in understanding the meaning of all these terms as they apply to the
relationships between NRM group participants, I am specifically interested in
partnerships, given the significance of citizen participation and partnerships in NRM
groups and the notion of power ‘sharing’ in partnerships that exists in seminal citizen
participation literature (e.g. Arnstein, 1969). Therefore, in undertaking this research, I
have sought answers to the following questions:
1. What are the characteristics of effective NRM group participant
partnerships?
2. From coordinator, NRM group, and participant viewpoints what factors
positively influence the development of effective NRM group participant
partnerships?
3. What are appropriate methods and techniques for evaluating the
effectiveness of NRM group participant partnerships?
4. In terms of citizen participation in NRM, when is the brokering of
partnerships the most appropriate citizen participation process?
Differentiating between the characteristics of effective NRM partnerships and factors
affecting these characteristics presents as a challenge. As outlined in Chapter 4.1.2.2,
cause and effect reasoning based on seeking linear relationships between characteristics
and factors that may influence them, may be of limited use in the complex social
settings and systems that are the focus of this research (Anon, 2003, p.1). In some
instances, I have also found it useful to think of these characteristics and factors as
dialectically related. An attribute that may be characteristic of an effective partnership
may also be a factor in influencing the effectiveness of the partnership. Characteristics
may influence each other in ways that make causality difficult to establish, as they both
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influence each other. They may be viewed as dialectically related (Anon, 2003, p.1;
Kelly and Sewell, 1988, p.18).2
Seeking answers to these questions may also provide significant insights. For example,
being able to recognise the nature of those contexts where ‘partnering’ may be an
inappropriate process may help identify limits to partnerships. Understanding the
characteristics of effective NRM partnerships and the factors that influence these
characteristics may also increase understanding of how to positively influence similar
NRM group member relationships, such as cooperation or collaboration.
Two complementary methods have been used – a critical collective case study and a
critical ethnography (Stake, 1994 and Thomas, 1993). Both research methods are based
on ethnographic description, analysis and interpretation of a cultural or social group or
system (Creswell, 2002, p.490), in this case NRM groups. The case study is a synthesis
of data from nineteen cases that collectively reflect the range of NRM partnership
experiences in South East Queensland. The critical ethnography draws upon the
collective case study and not only describes the culture (behaviour, beliefs, languages
and artefacts) of an NRM group, as participants perceive it now but, reflecting the
critical intent of the study, also ‘as it could be’ (Thomas, 1993, pp.4-5). In this way, the
use of the critical collective case study overcomes one of the weaknesses of
ethnography, the difficulty of generalising findings from an individual case study. The
research design and phases of the investigation are outlined in Chapter 4.
Synthesising data from the nineteen cases, the critical ethnography focuses on a typical,
yet hypothetical NRM group and the endeavours of its members to develop partnerships
to deal with NRM problems and opportunities of mutual concern. This narrative is told
in two parts – ‘as it is’ and ‘as it could be’, with the differences in the storyline in these
two parts being informed by the findings of the critical collective case study. This
narrative style of presentation serves two purposes. Firstly, it aids in the understanding
of the development of effective partnerships amongst NRM group members. Secondly,
it presents an opportunity for personal reflection, group deliberation and learning about
ways to improve NRM partnership practice. Forester (1999) affirms that people
involved in natural resource and environmental planning and management, at all levels,
learn very effectively about their work by reflecting on the stories of others in similar
2

See Chapter 4.1.2.2 for a more detailed discussion of dialectical relationships.
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situations. Film writer, director and producer Robert McKee has commented on the
power of stories as follows:
If you can harness imagination and the principles of a well-told story, then you
get people rising to their feet amid thunderous applause instead of yawning and
ignoring you.
(McKee, 2003, p.53)
Films of Robert McKee include Erin Brokovich, Gandhi, Forrest Gump, and The Color
Purple. His stories have enthralled and had impact on millions of people. While I do not
hope to emulate the impact of this master storyteller in a thesis, I trust that the
ethnographic investigation upon which it is based, might engage readers and thus have
some impact on their understanding and development of partnerships among people
interested in NRM.

1.5

Three strategic questions

I have relied on the work of Bent Flyvberg to guide me in this phronetic investigation
(Flyvberg, 2000). In his book, Making Social Science Matter, Flyvberg builds on the
work of Aristotle to enunciate three strategic questions that guide phronetic research –
“Where are we going? Is this desirable? What should be done?” (Flyvberg, 2000, pp.
53-65). As a researcher and a practitioner, I am interested in both phronesis and praxis.
Table 1.1 shows how these three strategic questions have helped to integrate the two
purposes, four tasks and four research questions I have already outlined and how these
relate to each other and to the eight chapters of this thesis. It also indicates how this
phronetic research may inform praxis.
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Table 1.1: Thesis overview – purposes, strategic questions, tasks and research questions
Purposes (after Carr and
Kemmis, 1986, p.132)

Strategic questions (Flyvberg,
2000, pp.53-65)

Research questions

Tasks (after Woolcock, 2000)

Phronesis — Understanding —
Complete a piece of scholarly work that
makes a significant contribution to
knowledge on a topic of personal,
professional, and public interest and
importance, namely the development of
effective natural resource management
(NRM) partnerships (Chapters 1 to 8.)

What is happening? (Chapters 2 and 3 –
Literature review; also empirical evidence
presented in Chapters 5 and 6.)

1. What are the characteristics of effective
NRM group participant partnerships? (Chapter

Write a credible story as an aid to
understanding about people trying to work in
partnership in NRM groups (Chapter 7 –
Critical ethnography). Support this with
adequate empirical evidence (Chapters 5 and 6

Praxis – Use understanding to
advocate for improvement in practice
- make available to others, the outputs of
this research to encourage positive
change in the development of effective
NRM partnerships (Chapter 7- Critical
ethnography and Chapter 8 – Conclusions).

Is this desirable? (Chapter 4 – Research
design and Chapters 5 and 6 – Results of
critical collective case study.)

What should be done? (Chapter 8 –

5 – Results – Critical collective case study;
Chapter 7 – Three years in the life of ANY
Catchment Management Group Inc and Chapter 8
– Conclusions.)
2. From coordinator, NRM group, and participant
viewpoints what factors positively influence the
development of effective NRM group participant
partnerships? (Chapter 6 – Results – Critical
collective case study; Chapter 7 – Three years in
the life of ANY Catchment Management Group Inc
and Chapter 8 – Conclusions.)

Conclusions; also Chapters 5 and 6 –
Results; and Chapter 7 – Critical
ethnography.)

– Results – Critical collective case study).

Gather and present relevant theory and
develop a research design and analytical tools
to help in the gathering and analysis of
empirical evidence and to explain the story
(Chapters 2 and 3 – Literature review and
analytical tools. See Chapter 4 – Research design)

Present this credible story as a catalyst for
change and improvement of practice in
development of partnerships in NRM groups
(Chapter 7 — Critical ethnography — particularly
extensive footnotes linking the story back to
relevant theory in Chapters 2 and 3 and empirical
evidence in Chapters 5 and 6).

3. What are appropriate methods and
techniques for evaluating the effectiveness of
NRM group participant partnerships?
(Chapters 5 and 6 – Results – Critical collective
case study; Chapter 7 – Critical ethnography; and
Chapter 8 – Conclusions.)

Outline plausible, positive policy
recommendations that would allow the
changes and improvements to be
implemented. (Chapter 8 – Conclusions.)

4. In terms of citizen participation in NRM,
when is the brokering of partnerships the
most appropriate citizen participation
process? (Chapter 3.4 – When to partner;
Chapter 5 – Results – Critical collective case
study; Chapter 7 – Critical ethnography; and
Chapter 8 – Conclusions.)
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1.6

Thesis in outline

This chapter introduces the background and significance of the research questions, and
the paradigm and methods used in this study, as well as outlining the structure of the
thesis itself.
The literature review is presented in Chapters 2 and 3 and provides information,
definitions, concepts and theories used in the analysis of the case studies. It defines and
discusses key terms such as ‘ecosystem’, ‘natural resource management’ and
‘sustainability’. As well as providing a global and a national perspective, these chapters
focus on sustainable NRM within a Queensland context, as all nineteen case studies are
in Queensland, with the majority in South East Queensland. Chapter 2 also presents and
defines the concept of ‘partnership’ in NRM from a citizen participation perspective,
comparing and contrasting the use of associated terms such as ‘alliance’, ‘network’,
‘collaboration’ and ‘cooperation’ in NRM settings. Partnership relationships are shown
to be very similar to relationships that rely on cooperation and collaboration between
participants, with the addition that, in partnerships, the exercise of power and
responsibility for its use are renegotiated. Limitations and examples of NRM
collaborations and partnerships are explored. The work of Riane Eisler (1987, 2002) on
partnerships and cultural transformation theory is presented and related to NRM and
citizen participation. Theories of power, social capital, social learning and dialogue are
also discussed and their significance to the development of effective partnerships in
NRM examined.
Chapter 3 presents the second part of the literature review, focusing on NRM groups.
Within this chapter, the place of collaborations and partnerships within NRM groups is
examined, an ‘effective’ group is defined and this definition is used to assess
partnership effectiveness. Factors that relate to NRM group and partnership
effectiveness are discussed, including the significance and nature of the NRM issue and
the backgrounds and skills of coordinators and participants in determining the
effectiveness of the relationship. NRM groups and partnership life cycles are also
discussed. As well as summarising relevant existing research and understanding in the
area, Chapter 3 synthesises and builds upon the literature to present three new
conceptual tools that are used to analyse the critical collective case study — a pendulum
of citizen participation, an NRM citizen participation decision tree and an NRM
9

partnership typology. As analysis of the case studies relies on an understanding of the
administrative, legislative and political milieu of NRM in Australia and Queensland,
background information relevant to the case studies is also presented.
The research design is presented in Chapter 4. Research questions and choice of
research paradigms, methods and techniques are discussed in detail. Case studies were
chosen by selecting NRM groups that were seen by others to be successful or effective.
This selection process and the conduct and phases of the research are explained. Data
analysis processes, including the development and application of analysis codes for
coding and analysis of field notes, interview and workshop transcripts and relevant
documents, are explained (Miles and Huberman, 1994, p.128). These data records were
organised into case records for each case study (Stenhouse, 1978). A diagnostic
checklist for analysing NRM collaborations and partnerships, based upon theoretical
and conceptual frameworks presented in the literature review, was developed. This
diagnostic checklist was also used in the analysis of the case records. Ethical issues
relating to the conduct of this research are also discussed in Chapter 4, as are matters
relating to the credibility and trustworthiness of the research outcomes and the adequacy
of evidence presented to support each claim made (Hammersley, 1992 and Kinchloe
and McLaren, 1994).
Chapter 5 is the first of two chapters that present the results of this study. On the basis
that they were seen by those working in the field to be successful or effective, the
nineteen NRM groups selected for the investigation were deemed, collectively, to
embody the characteristics of effective groups. On this basis the collaborations and
partnerships developed between members within these groups were deemed,
collectively, also to characterise effective collaborations and partnerships. All case
records were coded and analysed from three perspectives: coordinator, NRM group and
participant. The coding and analysis of data contained in the nineteen case records
revealed the characteristics of effective NRM collaborations and partnerships. As each
characteristic is presented, analysis of evidence from the case records is used to explain
the attribute and its implications.
Where Chapter 5 shows what effective NRM partnerships ‘look like’, Chapter 6 focuses
on what makes these partnerships ‘look the way they look’. Data contained in the case
records were also coded and analysed to reveal factors that seen to influence the
10

characteristics revealed in Chapter 5. Again, all case records were analysed from three
perspectives – coordinator, NRM group, and participant. Factors are identified and
analysed using data from the case records.
As well as providing responses to Research Questions 1 and 2, Chapters 5 and 6 provide
insights into factors that enhance the effectiveness of NRM collaborations and
partnerships and how these can be positively influenced from coordinator, NRM group,
and participant perspectives. Along with the diagnostic checklist presented in Chapter 4,
the characteristics and factors outlined in Chapters 5 and 6 help to make a conceptual
framework for evaluating NRM collaborations and partnerships. In so doing, Chapters 5
and 6 also respond to Research Questions 3 and 4 (see Table 1.1). Research Question 5
is concerned with the context-appropriateness of NRM partnerships. The pendulum of
citizen participation and the NRM citizen participation decision tree developed in
Chapter 3 were used in the analysis of each of the nineteen case records. The outcomes
of this process provide a response to this final research question.
Chapter 7 presents the narrative component of the critical ethnography. It synthesises
the results presented in Chapters 5 and 6, bringing the collective case studies to life in a
way that protects the anonymity of the research participants. It presents three vignettes
that describe the life of the hypothetical Armstrong Narrows-Yarooba (ANY)
Catchment Management group, using a ‘double-take’ approach. The second ‘take’ of
each vignette contrasts markedly with the first in that it describes ANY Group working
in a way that allows for the more effective development of collaborations and
partnerships between participants.
Finally, Chapter 8 summarises the findings of the research, providing responses to the
four research questions. Where the previous seven chapters have focused on the first of
Fylvberg’s questions – “What is happening? Is this desirable?”- this final chapter
responds to Flyvberg’s third question – “What should be done?” (Flyvberg, 2000,
pp.53-65) Informed by all preceding chapters, it presents recommendations that from
NRM group, coordinator and participant perspectives may help in the development of
effective collaborations and partnerships between members of NRM groups.
Implications and recommendations for all levels of government are also presented.

11

2.0 Literature review (part one)
2.1

Introduction

This chapter presents the first part of the literature review, the two parts of which
provide the theoretical background to this research. It has two foci. The first is natural
resource management (NRM), endeavours to manage the land, water and biodiversity of
ecosystems in a sustainable way. I begin this part of the literature review by defining
key terms such as ‘ecosystem’, ‘ecoplex’, ‘NRM’, ‘sustainability’ and ‘sustainable
development’ and situating them in relevant ethical frameworks. The global and
Australian contexts for NRM are also discussed. The second focus is citizen
participation in NRM. The call for citizen participation to address NRM problems is
being made from global to local levels. These calls are part of the discourse of
ecological modernisation, a way of thinking that has the need for collective action as its
cornerstone, and is steadily ‘colonising’ the contemporary NRM paradigm (Dryzek,
1997; Poncelet, 1998).
Terms such as ‘network’, ‘cooperation’, ‘collaboration’, and ‘partnership’, are
discussed, defined and situated within the field of citizen participation. The term
‘partnership’ is examined both as a citizen participation process and as a philosophy
underpinning cultural transformation (Eisler, 1987; 2002) via the sharing or
redistribution of power in social relationships. This perspective is central to the
definition of a partnership. Therefore, theories of power are examined, especially as
they relate to citizen participation in NRM, and how participants in effective NRM
collaborations and partnerships can work and learn well together (Wondolleck and
Yaffee, 2000, pp.132-134). Theories of social capital and social learning are discussed
and their relationships to each other and NRM collaborations and partnerships are
summarised. Dialogue, a communication act in which participants achieve mutual
understanding, is an important part of any process that builds social capital and
facilitates social learning. Thus, a brief overview of strategies that may facilitate
dialogue and ways to evaluate its effectiveness is also presented.

Chapter 3 contains the second part of the literature review. It focuses on, and describes,
NRM groups. It discusses theory on social groups and how they may work and act as
incubators for new collaborations and partnerships. Chapter 3 uses relevant literature to
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develop three tools that are used to analyse the critical collective case study: a
“pendulum of citizen participation” - new citizen participation framework; an NRM
partnership typology; and a “decision tree” that helps to identify context-appropriate
citizen participation processes.
Together, these two chapters provide the theoretical and conceptual foundation and the
tools for analysis in this study.1 As such, they provide the “good” theory that
researchers and participants may find necessary to improve practice in NRM
collaboration and partnership building (Woolcock, 2002).2

2.2

Ecosystems, NRM and sustainability

The purpose of this section is to define key terms including ‘ecosystem’, ‘ecoplex’,
‘NRM’, ‘sustainability’ and ‘sustainable development’ and to situate them in relevant
ethical frameworks. Global, national and state examples are also given.
2.2.1

Ecosystems

The term ecosystem was first defined by Tansley (1935) and is subject to continuing
debate and redefinition.3 Indeed, Coder (1996, p.1) states, “In many ways the term
“ecosystem” has become jargon in our society, as wholesale use and misuse of the term
blurs accurate and precise definition”, while the meaning of the term is contested in the
scientific community. Cox (2002) cites an early definition of an ecosystem:
The fundamental concept appropriate to the biome considered together with all
the effective inorganic factors of its environment is the ecosystem, which is a
particular category among the physical systems that make up the universe. In an
ecosystem the organisms and the inorganic factors alike are components which
are in relatively stable dynamic equilibrium. Succession and development are
instances of the universal processes tending towards the creation of such
equilibrated systems.
(Tansley, 1935, p. 306)

1

These concepts, theories and tools are combined and used as an NRM collaboration and partnership
diagnostic checklist. This is presented in Chapter 4.
2
See Chapter 1.1.
3
In popular circles, the term ‘environment’ is often used interchangeably with ‘ecosystem’ or ‘ecology.’
As outlined in this section, for the purposes of this thesis, I have defined an ecosystem as the collection
of the biotic and abiotic things present in a particular place and the interactions between them. Ecology
is the study of such ecosystems. When one observes the ecosystem in which an organism lives, one is
observing the ‘environment’ of that organism- “the collective term for the conditions in which an
organism lives e.g temperature, light, water, other organisms” (Abercrombie, Hickman and Johnson,
1980, p. 103).
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This definition contains key elements that link it to other definitions – typically, an
ecosystem being a geographic area in which all the living (biotic) and non-living
(abiotic) things present interact with and depend on each other (e.g. Abercrombie,
Hickman and Johnson, 1980, p.96; Stephenson and Woodford, 1986, p.124). Tansley
highlights the dynamic or changing nature of ecosystems, asserting that they inevitably
reach a state of “relatively stable dynamic equilibrium” and that they undergo a process
of succession as they move towards that state of equilibrium. This idea has been
challenged. Fiedler, White and Leidy (1997, pp.83-92) summarise the more recent
arguments against ecosystems ever reaching a stable state, identifying a paradigm shift
towards a “non-equilibrium ecology”. Coder (1996, p.1) also steers away from this
thinking, proclaiming, “The standard definition of an ecosystem is an infinitely nested,
overlapping, interacting set of processes without a defined boundary”. While such a
definition may be accurate and inclusive of all situations, it is a difficult one to apply in
community-based NRM. Coder continues:
For community natural resource management use, a more effective definition of
an ecosystem is required, especially for mapping and determining management
units. A working definition of a managed ecosystem (called an ecoplex) is
developed here. This working definition departs from classical definitions in two
important ways:
1.
The term “ecoplex” represents an ecosystem with a distinct
physiographic and biological boundary; and
2.
The term “ecoplex” involves components that are at a scale where they
significantly and directly impact a multiple or single community level
(community being defined along social identity lines not political
boundaries4).
(Coder, 1996, p.1)
The concept of an ecoplex is appealing because NRM involves managing ecosystems to
maximise their utility for human purposes while minimising undesirable consequences.
Therefore, for the purposes of this thesis, an ecosystem is defined as the collection of the
biotic and abiotic things present in a particular place and the interactions between
them.5 The boundaries of the particular place and the scale at which observations on the
ecosystem are made, are defined by the pragmatic needs of the observer.
2.2.2

Natural Resource Management

NRM is concerned with ecoplexes — the management of ecosystems for human
purposes. In Australia, the management of natural resources, the components of

4
5

My emphasis added.
Including humans.
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ecosystems that are directly used by humans has been documented as having three
broad, long-term goals:
•
•
•

Healthy ecosystems and catchments in which the integrity of soils, water,
flora and fauna is maintained or enhanced wherever possible;
Innovative and competitive industries that make use of natural resources,
within their capability, to generate wealth for social and economic wellbeing; and
Self-sustaining, proactive communities that are committed to the
ecologically sustainable management of natural resources in their region
(NNRMT, 1999, p.9). 6

The second and third goals relate to people, the communities in which they live and the
economic and social systems that nurture them. Thus, NRM involves understanding,
maintaining and, where necessary, improving the interactions that people have with the
biotic and abiotic components of ecosystems. The third goal indicates that NRM also
involves understanding, maintaining and, where necessary, improving the ways in
which people relate to each other within the communities that interact in these
ecosystems. NRM decisions that may lead to the achievement of these three goals will
need to be informed by appropriate knowledge and ethics. Carolyn Merchant (1992,
pp.61-82) has identified three ethical frameworks for explaining the relationship
between people and their non-human surroundings - egocentric, homocentric and
ecocentric. A person exercising an egocentric ethic seeks to maximise individual selfinterest when making decisions concerned with environmental matters, seeing him or
herself as separate from their surroundings. A person using ecocentric ethics considers
their duty to the ecosystem, and considers herself or himself as an integral part of that
ecosystem (Merchant, 1992, pp.64-65). Homocentric ethics emphasise the social
component and focus on duty to other humans, ensuring the greatest good for the
greatest number of people, while recognising that interactions with the non-human
components of the ecosystems on which we depend for survival are also critical to these
human-centred concerns. The long-term outcomes of NRM, as described above, are
decidedly homocentric, constituting a blend of egocentric and ecocentric perspectives.
NRM practices need to be informed by adequate knowledge of ecosystems if such
practices are to be sustained in the long term. When humans manipulate natural
ecosystems to improve the production of a particular biotic component (e.g. clearing
trees to encourage the growth of pasture grasses for grazing animals), then management
6

From a human perspective, the biotic and abiotic components of ecosystems may be viewed as natural
resources or environmental assets such as air, water, land, plants, animals and micro-organisms
(Tasmanian Department of Primary Industries, Water and Environment (TDPIWE), 2002, p.11).
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of other, perhaps unintended, outcomes of that manipulation will be required, if the
production of that particular component is to be sustained. Human use or extraction of
abiotic components of an ecosystem may also not continue indefinitely unless guided by
adequate knowledge of that ecosystem. For example, if too much water is taken from an
aquatic ecosystem, such as a stream, a limit may be reached at which the stream ceases
to function as an aquatic ecosystem – the stream dries up. Sustainable extraction of
water from this aquatic ecosystem requires knowledge of the quantity of water present
in the ecosystem, the rate at which it is being replenished by rainfall and/or
groundwater, and the quantity of water that can be extracted before the ecosystem
ceases to function effectively as an aquatic ecosystem. Thus sustainable NRM must be
informed by adequate knowledge of the ecosystems under consideration.
2.2.3

NRM, Australian ecosystems and people

The relationship between Australian people and ecosystems has been moulded by
culture, the nature of the Australian environment and western civilization. At the advent
of European settlement, in the late 18th century, Australia was a different place.
The soil had a mulch of thousands of years. The surface was so loose you could
rake it through the fingers. No wheel had marked it, no leather heel, no cloven
hoof. Digging sticks had prodded it, but no steel shovel had ever turned a full
sod. Our (endemic Australian) big animals did not make trails. … Every grasseating animal had two sets of sharp teeth to make a clean bite. No other land had
been treated so gently. Much of the soil was deficient in phosphorus and some in
trace elements like cobalt and copper, but plants and animals were accustomed
to that, even appreciative. Nearly all soils, even the phosphorus-rich black soils
were short of nitrogen. Scattered legumes were so important most of them
protected themselves with various poisons.7
What did Australia look like when European settlers arrived? It looked superb.8
(Rolls, 1994, p.22)
The cultures of Aboriginal Australians have evolved as the result of 40 000 years coevolution with the Australian landscape (Flannery, 1994, p.271). There is some debate
in the literature as to the impact that their cultures, including use of fire and methods of
hunting, had on the ecosystems that sustained them over that time (e.g. see Mackness,
1987, p.177-178; White, 1993, p.47). The exact nature of this impact is uncertain, due to

7

My addition in italics.
Rolls is making the point that the Australian landscape, at the time of European colonisation, was
generally in much better ecological health and had been treated ‘more gently’ than it is today.
Undoubtedly different from a European landscape, many colonisers may have found their new
surroundings unfamiliar and unattractive.
8
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the incomplete nature of the Australian archaeological record (Flannery, 1994, p.272).
However, what is certain is that the long period of co-evolution meant that they were
culturally very much better adapted to the Australian landscape than were European
colonisers (Flannery, 1994, p.271). For example, in terms of use of fire, White (1993)
notes that before Aboriginal settlement, fires affecting Australian vegetation were
caused by lightning and other natural phenomena, and that while Aboriginal use of fire
affected vegetation, the impact of European use of fire on vegetation has been
devastating (p.47).
When European people came to Australia, they arrived in a land that was very different
ecologically to their northern hemisphere homelands. The seasons and climate were
different. There were fundamental differences in soil, vegetation and fauna. In
geological and evolutionary terms, the physical isolation of the Australian landmass
from the other continents had ensured that Australia was a land of rich biological
diversity:
For over 40 million years Australia has been physically isolated from the rest of
the world’s landmasses. This long period of isolation has given rise to a unique
flora and fauna. … Australia supports at least 25 000 species of plants. Europe –
if one includes Turkey, the eastern part of the former Soviet Union and the
Mediterranean islands - supports only 17 500 species. But the flora of the core of
Europe is very much poorer. Great Britain, for example, supports 1600 species
of vascular plants compared with the 2000 or more found in the Sydney region
of Australia alone.9
(Flannery, 1994, p. 75)
The fauna of Australia is largely unique to the continent. Around 90 per cent of
mammals, 70 per cent of birds, 88 per cent of reptiles and 92 per cent of frogs are
endemic (Burke, 1996, p.16). Thus, as Rolls (1994, p.22) argues, European Australians
arrived in a unique land – one that really was “more like a new planet than a new
continent”.
European land, water and vegetation management activities were not well adapted to the
Australian environment. The present relationships that Australians share with the
ecosystems that support them cannot be sustained. Dovers argues that, “We must accept
that we are still settling Australia.10 He continues, we are “still working out our
relationship with Australia and each other” (Dovers, 2000, p.2). The past two hundred
9

My addition in italics.
Dovers’ emphasis.
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years of land and water degradation in Australia bears testimony to our inability to form
a workable relationship with the ecosystems of the Australian landscape that support us
(Fry, 1994, pp.99–118; Burke, 1996, pp.8–20). Gammage (1994, p.258) claims our
relationship with the Australian landscape has been so disastrous that rather than talking
about “sustainable development”, we really should be talking about “sustainable
damage” — how much further damage Australian ecosystems can sustain. This suggests
that we have yet to begin to develop a partnership with our surroundings that can be
sustained. Part of the problem may be cultural.

Indeed Flannery states, “The problem of cultural mal-adaptation seems to be
particularly acute in Australia, for it has the highest number of new settlers of any of the
“new” lands, and an extremely difficult and unusual ecology” (1994, pp. 389–390).11
Australia is really a challenging place in which to establish long-term human habitation.
Droughts, bushfires and floods punctuate our history. Between 1860 and 1975, for
example, Australia experienced eight droughts, a total of 47 years of deficient rainfall
(Bassett, 1987, p.81). In Australia, days of the week are often accorded the adjective
“black” to denote the occurrence of particularly severe bushfires.12 This ideal of
“mateship”, particularly in times of drought, bushfires, floods and other adversity, is
persistent in Australian culture. Flannery describes that after the 1994 bushfires in
Sydney that:
In contrast to the aftermath of the Los Angeles earthquake of 19 January 1994 there was no tent city, indeed not a single tent in Sydney following the fires. For
the people of places like Jannali, the prospect of a tent city housing their
neighbours would have been an insult to their sense of mateship. They would
have done anything in order to avoid it.
(Flannery, 1994, p.391 – 392)
Recognition and understanding of the significance of this sense of mateship in NRM
group contexts may prove an important factor in the research to be undertaken.
Culturally, we may be developing a predisposition to form groups to work on shared
NRM problems. Subconsciously, it may be that, as Australians, we are prepared to work

11

Flannery may be accurate in his assertion about ‘cultural mal-adaptation’ in terms of colonisation. He
may not be accurate in terms of the Australian continent having the highest number of new settlers. For
example, the North American continent had a much larger influx of settlers than Australia.
12
For example, the Black Thursday bushfires in 1851 that occurred in the colony of Victoria and the
Black Friday bushfires in Victoria in 1939 in which 71 people died (Bassett, 1987, pp. 28– 29).
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as mates, or even allies, to overcome the challenges thrown at us by what we perceive as
our common enemy – the ecosystems that support us. 13
The need to manage natural resources so that their condition is sustained and enhanced
in the long-term has been recognised at a national level. The National Land and Water
Resources Audit (NLWRA) (2002, p.v) reports that the matter is made more
complicated by the fact that natural resources, in Australia, are not in uniform decline.
Some “have undergone irreversible degradation and loss” (e.g. extinction of certain
native plants and animals); some resource management issues “are amenable and
require immediate consideration” (e.g. soil acidity); “some may require more adaptive
management” (e.g. living with salinity); others may be cumulative problems in the
longer term (e.g. nutrient enrichment of estuaries); while others “would benefit from
protective management (e.g. managed fire regimes in the rangelands)” (NLWRA, 2002,
p.v).
Sustainable NRM is critical to our future. According to NNRMT (1999, p.3):
Managing Australia’s natural resources to maintain healthy ecosystems and
healthy rivers is fundamental to the wellbeing of our society and of future
generations of Australians. Natural resources are the basis for production of the
food we eat and the clothes we wear; they also earn us about $AUD 25 billion a
year in exports. The rural environment is the source for water for our cities and
towns and the lifeblood of rural industries and our regional communities. It is
the habitat for our unique plants and animals and the landscapes that helps to
define our image of Australia. 14
NRM problems persist, despite our efforts and growing community awareness. Dryland
salinity and soil acidity are major problems. They will become even more serious.
Indeed, a third of our rivers are in extremely poor condition and around 40 per cent
“show clear signs of degradation” (NNRMT, 1999, p.4). The high economic value of
natural resources (e.g. $AUD 25 billion a year in exports for Australia, as outlined
above) has both positive and negative effects on their management. The prospect of
large economic profits being derived in the short term as a result of misuse of our
natural resources means that the NRM goals of the corporate sector, private landholders

13
14

The use of the term ‘ally’, a military term, in an NRM context is discussed in Chapter 2.3.3.1.
At a State level the gross value of commodities produced by Queensland primary industries in 20012002 was estimated at $AUD 9.3 billion dollars, which accounts for approximately one third of the
total value of Queensland’s overseas exports (Queensland Treasury, 2002; Queensland Department of
Primary Industries, 2002). These figures account only for primary agricultural production and do not
take into account the economic value of mining or the ‘ecosystem services’ (e.g. the value of clean air,
clean water and healthy wetlands provided by our surroundings).
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and different levels of government are not always in agreement. The way natural
resources are managed can become a hotly contested issue. Decisions to build dams, to
log forests or to allocate water to high demand-high economic return crops, such as
cotton, in arid inland Australia, can divide communities and the nation. Thus, national
resource bureaucracies that determine government policy become “not only powerful
shapers of the environment themselves; they are also perhaps the most important sites of
struggle over environmental classification and regulation, … — sites of negotiation and
debate as to what will count as ‘nature’, ‘resources’ and ‘environment’ ” (Tsing, 1999,
p.2).
At an international level, the situation is little different. For many years, authors have
detailed our inability to interact with natural ecosystems in a way that may be sustained
for the long-term (e.g. Carson, 1962; Ehrlich 1962; Goldsmith, 1972; Day, 1989;
Ponting 1991; Merchant, 1992; Chittleborough, 1992; Wackernagel & Rees, 1996;
AtKisson, 1999; 2001). This was reinforced at the recent World Summit on Sustainable
Development at Johannesburg. The Summit Declaration states:
The global environment continues to suffer. Loss of biodiversity continues, fish
stocks continue to be depleted, desertification claims more fertile land, the
adverse effects of climate change are already evident, natural disasters are more
frequent and more devastating and developing countries more vulnerable, and
air, water and marine pollution continue to rob millions of a decent life.
[Anon, 2002 (a), p.2]
Our failure at effective long-term management of the natural resources of Australian
ecosystems mirrors the lack of success of others elsewhere on the planet engaged in
similar activities. In essence, sustainable NRM could be thought of as occurring when
we work in partnership with the ecosystems on which we rely for our survival.
2.2.4

Sustainable NRM

The terms ‘sustainability’ and ‘sustainable development’ are central to the above
discussion. They achieved this level of prominence as a result of the Bruntland Report
[World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED) 1987]. This report tied
the notion of sustainability to development, saying that sustainable development was a
process that “meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs” (WCED, 1987, p.43). This view of sustainability
has utilitarian, homocentric connotations (e.g. Beder, 1993 & 1997; Gammage, 1994;
Korten, 1995). Taking a more ecocentric view, AtKisson (2001) argues sustainability
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means “ long-term survival and well-being in general, both for human civilization and
the rest of nature” (p.7). Homocentric or ecocentric interpretations aside — the critical
thing about the Bruntland definition of sustainable development is that it ties the present
to the future. It speaks of making sure the needs of future generations are not left
unfulfilled because the needs of present generations have taken precedence. Lee (1993,
p.200) asserts, “Sustainable development is not a goal, not a condition likely to be
attained on Earth as we know it”. Instead, he sees it as a road “along which we search
for a life good enough to warrant our comforts”.
Australian governments have taken three approaches towards sustainability:
•

A green planning (rational policy) approach;

•

An institutional reform approach; and

•

A social mobilization approach.
(Buhrs and Aplin, 1999, p. 317)

The green planning approach relies on the formulation and implementation of longerterm policies, strategies, and plans [e.g. Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESD)
Strategy (Intergovernmental Committee for Ecologically Sustainable Development
(ICESD), 1996)]. The institutional reform approach looks at developing and enforcing
legislation and regulations (e.g. Environmental Protection Act of Queensland, 1994) or
redesigning organizations (e.g. Murray-Darling Basin Commission) to produce changes
in practices and behaviour. These two approaches focus on the role of government. The
social mobilization approach focuses on action by the community. In this approach
initiatives that combine community ownership with local knowledge and experience are
seen as critical in turning the discourse of sustainability into action (Buhrs and Aplin,
1999, p. 319).15
Reflecting the importance of this third approach, the role of all parties is increasingly
being emphasised in NRM planning documents and strategies. For example, at a State
level, the 2001-2006 Corporate Plan for the Queensland Department of Natural
Resources and Mines (QDNR&M) is based on a vision of “enhanced community
benefit through sustainable natural resource management”. It states “this vision applies
to both current and future Queenslanders and implies a strong stewardship

15

A discourse is “an interrelated set of concepts, beliefs, assumptions and values that allow events and
situations to be interpreted in ways that are appropriate to their respective concerns” (Carr and Kemmis,
1986, p.114).
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responsibility for everyone involved in natural resource management ” [QDNR&M (a),
2001, p.2].16
This vision links the present to the future. It also shares responsibility amongst parties
involved in NRM. Queensland is not alone in recognising the need to share this
responsibility. For example, in Tasmania, the Department of Primary Industries, Water
and Environment (TDPIWE) state “NRM is fundamentally about people”, commenting
that what “really determines the success of NRM is the level of community involvement
and the adoption of ecologically sustainable practices across the community” (2002,
p.11). A 1999 discussion paper for development of a national policy on the matter states
“NRM requires a partnership between all parties – government, communities, industry,
landholders and individuals – with clear and agreed roles and responsibilities”
(NNRMTF, 1999, p.11). It also notes that:
Such a partnership needs to be based on a clear understanding of the roles,
responsibilities and interests of each party. This is particularly important for
establishing appropriate institutional arrangements for implementing strategies
and projects and for negotiating shared investments that deliver the best public
and private outcomes for natural resource management.
(p.27)
This idea that different parties should work in partnership and share responsibility for
decisions and actions in NRM is becoming more common at all levels. Indeed, 12 of the
37 statements that comprise the 2002 Johannesburg Declaration on Sustainable
Development reflect this view. These highlight that the sustainable development of
natural resources will depend on partnerships between all parties (i.e. all levels of
government, industry, community groups), to “assume a collective responsibility” for
these matters, to build effective, accountable democratic, multilateral institutions, and to
develop and use inclusive processes to establish constructive dialogue and cooperation
between all parties on matters of mutual concern [Anon, 2002(a), pp.1-5].17
Eighteen of the nineteen case studies undertaken in the research for this thesis are from
South East Queensland. This notion of the development of partnerships in NRM is even
further reinforced when one looks at NRM documentation relating to this more local
level. For example:
The NRM Guide for South East Queensland recognises the importance of
partnerships among those involved in natural resource management. Through

16
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these partnerships, sustainable approaches to land and water management are to
be developed.
[South East Queensland Regional Strategy group (SEQRSG), 2000, p.1]
The NRM Guide for South East Queensland was one of the regional strategies requested
by the Federal Government as a requirement for the administration of the Natural
Heritage Trust (SEQRSG, 2000, pp.ix-xii). Its central focus is the formation of
partnerships between different parties to undertake NRM. In terms of understanding and
participation of parties potentially or actively involved in NRM, the Strategy identifies
that one of the key strategies for achieving a “well-informed and motivated South East
Queensland community, actively participating in, promoting and practising sustainable
NRM” is to “facilitate and resource effective partnerships and encourage networking to
address identified natural resource management priorities” (p.17 & p.71). It highlights
the need to “foster partnerships between networks and groups with compatible NRM
issues, concerns and opportunities” and that these partnerships may be used “to address
physical and financial resource support and information-sharing deficiencies,” as well
as responding to cross-cultural NRM projects and activities between indigenous and
non-indigenous Australians (p.71).
These documents show that from the global to the local level, the need to develop
partnerships between parties involved in sustainable NRM is being increasingly
recognised. Often, these partnerships are being formed on contested ground as to what
actually counts as NRM, who should make decisions, who should be in control and
whose knowledge and ethical frameworks should guide decisions.

2.3

Partnerships

2.3.1

Introduction

This section examines the notion of partnerships in NRM, using the conceptual
frameworks found in citizen participation literature to inform this discussion.
Definitions of relevant terms are presented and arguments concerning limitations and
appropriateness of partnerships and citizen participation in NRM are outlined.

17

I comment more specifically on the matter of partnership development and implementation, particularly
on the notion of “Type I and Type II partnerships” prevalent in Johannesburg discussions, in Chapter
2.3.1.

23

2.3.2

NRM, citizen participation and partnerships

The concept of ‘partnership’ is central to citizen participation and the theories of
democracy and community development that underpin it (e.g. Fischer, 2000; Cooke and
Kothari, 2001). The terms ‘public participation’, ‘community participation’,
‘community involvement’, ‘community engagement’, ‘citizen involvement’ and ‘citizen
participation’ are often used to describe similar processes [e.g. Arnstein, 1969; Pretty,
1994; Connor, 1994; Fischer, 2000; Queensland Department of Premier and Cabinet,
(QDPC), 2001].18 Fischer (2000, p.32) defines it as “deliberation on pressing issues of
concern to those affected by the decisions at issue” and says that it is “the normative
core of democracy”. However, there are unresolved tensions in western representative
democracies between citizens, experts and decision makers and the way decisions about
the management of natural resources and our environment are made (Fischer, 2000).
NRM problems are complex, like many other problems that face decision makers in
western democracies. They are an amalgam of economic, social, ecological and,
sometimes, also spiritual issues. Their resolution relies on the ability of decision-makers
to integrate and reconcile information from different disciplines and sources, as well as
different ethical viewpoints.
In terms of NRM problems, resource managers have tended to think of two main groups
of people being involved, the experts and the ‘non-experts’ or lay citizens. The editor of
Nature makes the point:
It would be absurd to suggest that science can be conducted democratically. It
would be no less ridiculous to suggest that consideration of the impact of science
and the regulation of its applications be left to the discretion of scientists and
those who fund or employ them.
(Anon, 2000, p.59)
Fischer (2000) analyses the roles of expert scientists and lay citizenry in the resolution
of natural resource and environmental problems. He notes that experts and scientists
18

A full discussion of these terms, their origins, similarities and differences is beyond the scope of this
thesis. I have observed that authors in this area tend to use different terms to describe largely similar
processes. This may be due to the differing backgrounds of the authors and the settings in which they
are working. Planners and social scientists such as Arnstein (1969) and Connor (1994) may be more
likely to talk of citizens, given their involvement in town planning processes in democratic settings.
Given the wide variety of roles undertaken by Local Government, and recognising that terms like
‘community’, ‘citizen’ and ‘public’ have different connotations for different audiences, the South
Lanarkshire Council (1998) has omitted any adjective when describing the participation typology it has
developed, talking only of a Wheel of Participation. However, I must comment on the term
‘community engagement’, the term favoured by the Queensland Government. The engagement
component, from one perspective may sub-consciously convey militaristic overtones (e.g. armies
engage each other in combat). From another it may seem almost sexual (e.g. bodies engage in congress
as described in sex manuals such as the Karma Sutra)! It is therefore not my term of choice.
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throughout the 20th century have tended to set themselves apart from the general
citizenry and worked with elected representatives and the bureaucracies to practise an
increasingly technocratic form of decision-making (p.259). This has not resolved the
NRM and environmental problems that face us. He contends that full citizen
participation in every circumstance is not the answer, but that there should be available
an “analytical toolbox for cases that benefit from increased citizen participation and that
there is an urgent need for the professions to rethink their approach and to adopt more
“cooperative, facilitative interactions with the citizen-client”.19
Various efforts have been made to describe the different processes that make up citizen
participation.20 The seminal work in this area is undoubtedly that of Arnstein (1969)
who developed a typology of citizen participation. This is outlined in Figure 2.1.
8 Citizen Control

Degrees

7 Delegated Power

of

6 Partnership

Citizen Power

5 Placation

Degrees

4 Consultation

of

3 Informing

Tokenism

2 Therapy

Non-

1 Manipulation

Participation

Figure 2.1: Eight Rungs on a Ladder of Citizen Participation
(Arnstein, 1969, p. 217)
This typology provides an eight-rung ladder of citizen participation in decision-making.
In general, one would expect a move from purely instrumental to more transformative
citizen participation programs as one moves further up the ladder. Whilst not advocating
a preference for particular forms of citizen participation, ‘Arnstein’s Ladder’ is a useful
tool for analysis in citizen participation settings. It locates manipulation of citizens on
the lowest rung, with citizen control on the top rung. Partnership is located on the sixth
rung, with the last three rungs (six–eight) being labelled as having various degrees of
citizen power. Arnstein explains:
19

This research responds to this request. The development of an ‘analytical toolbox’ to help to determine:
• which NRM problems or opportunities may be more appropriately addressed through citizen
participation,
• what types of citizen participation processes may be most suitable in a given context, and
• how collaboration and partnership citizen participation processes may be better evaluated and
continuously improved,
are themes that underlie this research.
20
Several examples are described in this chapter.
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At this rung of the ladder, power is in fact redistributed through negotiation
between citizens and powerholders. They agree to share planning and decisionmaking responsibilities through such structures as joint policy boards, planning
committees and mechanisms for resolving impasses. After the groundrules have
been established through some form of give-and-take, they are not subject to
unilateral change.
(Arnstein, 1969, p.221)
Pretty (1994) has developed a seven category typology of participation in which people
working together may distribute the power they bring to their joint venture in varying
ways – from being functional participants in category five of his typology where they
participate after major decisions have been made, through to category seven, selfmobilisation, where people participate by taking initiatives independent of external
institutions. The typologies of both Arnstein and Pretty show a redistribution of power
as we move to the higher, more transformative levels of their respective typologies. The
concept of partnership in citizen participation is linked to this redistribution of
responsibility and power amongst participants.

There have been other attempts to typify citizen participation, usually in an effort to
match citizen participation processes to different professional circumstances (e.g.
Connor, 1994, pp. I17-I19; South Lanarkshire Council, 1998). For example, Connor
(1994) is a sociologist consulting with planners involved in citizen participation. His
“new ladder of citizen participation” is divided into two sections. One section focuses
on interactions between government agencies or industry groups involved in a planning
process involving the general public in education, information and consultation
activities. The other section highlights the role leaders of government, industry and (or)
community in joint planning, mediation, litigation or resolving and preventing
disagreement about a planning decision.
RESOLUTION/ PREVENTION
LITIGATION
LEADERS

MEDIATION
JOINT PLANNING
CONSULTATION
INFORMATION FEEDBACK

GENERAL PUBLIC

EDUCATION

Figure 2.2:

A New Ladder of Citizen Participation (Connor, 1994, p. I18)
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Working from a Local Government perspective, the South Lanarkshire Council (1998),
has developed a Wheel of Participation, shown as Figure 2.3.

[image removed]

Figure 2.3: A Wheel of Participation (South Lanarkshire Council, 1998)
The ‘wheel concept’ is an attempt to get away from any notion that there is a hierarchy
of participation and that one form of participation is better, or more worthy, than
another. The categories represented on ‘the Wheel’ show that the Lanarkshire Council
realises that there are different types of citizen participation and that, when choosing a
type, one should select a citizen participation process appropriate for the intended
purpose and situation. This is important, given the diversity of roles undertaken by
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Local Government.21 ‘The Wheel’ is divided into four quadrants: Information,
Consultation, Participation and Empowerment. Interestingly, partnership is viewed in
this typology as a type of problem solving activity rather than as an act of responsibility
and power sharing. According to this typology, people are not empowered when they
enter into a partnership with a Local Government. They are simply helping to solve a
problem. This use of the term is inconsistent with Arnstein’s definition. While the
Wheel of Participation does allow for power sharing, it denies that this act occurs when
people work in partnership. While I find merit in the circular, non-hierarchical structure
of this typology, I have a difficulty with this denial. From a citizen participation
perspective, I accept Arnstein’s definition of partnership, and find the use of the term
‘partnership,’ as it occurs in this typology, somewhat misleading.
Differences in use of the term ‘partnership’ in these citizen participation typologies,
particularly in relation to power sharing, highlight the need for such terms to be clearly
defined. The following section defines the term ‘partnership’ and other associated terms
commonly used in citizen participation, including ‘alliance’, ‘network’, ‘cooperation’
and ‘collaboration’.
2.3.3

Alliance, network, collaboration, cooperation, partnership
2.3.3.1 Alliance

Alliance has been defined as “any joining of efforts or interests by persons, families,
states or organisations” (Anon, 1991, p.45). Although it has military overtones, it is
finding increasingly common usage in NRM circles. For example, the QDNR&M
Corporate Plan 2001 talks about the need for the Department to “build vibrant
community alliances” and to “build strategic alliances with relevant parties to enhance
natural resource management and mining development outcomes” [QDNRM 2000(a),
pp.2-4]. Gunningham (2002) defines environmental partnerships as ‘green alliances’.
De Bruijn (2002) refers to “building alliances for a sustainable future” in the title of the
recently published book he edited on partnerships and leadership. In an NRM context,
people who feel that they are in control or hold power in a given situation may wish to
avoid use of the term ‘partnership’ because of these connotations of power sharing.
Eisler and Montuori (2001, p.16) argue that it is a myth that partnership involves just
working together; that it simply means alliance or collaboration. They cite the
21

In western democracies Local Government is responsible for a wide range of functions: from
construction and maintenance of local roads, water and sewerage systems to town planning, through to
environmental management and community and cultural development.
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partnership model proposed in Eisler’s cultural transformation theory, noting that
outcomes of partnership activity should accrue a mutual benefit to all who may be
affected by the goal achieved, not just those directly involved in the alliance (Eisler,
1987, 2002).22
2.3.3.2 Network

Stoker and Young (1993) identify the characteristics of effectively functioning networks
as including six characteristics: a recognition of dependency; pooling of resources;
exchange of information; development of trust; a mutual orientation; and a commitment
over the long haul. These characteristics have been applied to the study of partnerships
by other researchers (e.g. Darlow and Newby, 1997; Roberts, 2000). However, these
characteristics do not highlight the effect of the relationships that make up networks, or
the way in which these relationships may be used as a collective tool to achieve
mutually beneficial and desired, or otherwise unachievable goals.
2.3.3.3 Collaboration and cooperation

People may collaborate and cooperate to achieve mutually beneficial and desired goals
that would be otherwise unachievable. Collaboration is defined as:
(1) the polling of appreciations and/or tangible resources, e.g., information, money,
labor etc., (2) by two or more stakeholders, (3) to solve a set of problems which
neither can solve individually.23
(Gray, 1985, p.912)
Collaboration may have positive and negative purposes. For example, terrorists may
collaborate to achieve goals that they mutually desire, but that are very destructive to
the community at large. Eisler’s cultural transformation theory and her development of
dominator and partnership models, help to articulate this point.
Collaboration occurs in both partnership and dominator systems, but patterned
differently in each. Partnership collaboration stresses mutual benefit – and not
just for the collaborators, but to those affected by the collaboration. (The Nazis
collaborated very well, but not for the benefit of all.)
(Eisler and Montuori, 2001, p.16)
In Eisler’s partnership model, partners work together to achieve goals that will be of
benefit to and desired by all – not just the partners. This is particularly important in
NRM settings, as the management of land water and vegetation can affect a broad range
of people – not just those directly involved in making decisions and taking action to
22

The work of Riane Eisler, on partnerships and cultural transformation theory, is discussed in detail later
in this chapter.
23
My emphasis – often NRM projects are very ‘problem focused’. In this research I have endeavoured to
focus on any shared opportunities as well problems.

29

manage those resources. The notion that the achievement of the goal should be of
mutual benefit to and desired by all affected by that goal should be central to any
definition of an NRM partnership.
People may also cooperate to solve an NRM problem. Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000,
p.xiii) see cooperation as involving “individuals or groups moving in concert in a
situation in which no party has the power to command behaviour of others.” For
example, an agricultural extension officer working for a government department may
cooperate with an NGO aid agency by taking on a work experience person from an
overseas country. No one forced her to do this. The overseas country may have a goal to
improve the sustainability of its agricultural practices. Her desire and decision to
cooperate in this way are largely based on ethical grounds, as she will derive little direct
outward benefit from the relationship. The overseas trainee will derive much greater
benefit. The skills and knowledge the overseas trainee acquires will help her to achieve
her country’s goal of improved agricultural sustainability. The Australian is cooperating
because she desires achievement of the goal. Cooperation and collaboration are
different. Cooperation is about working together to achieve mutually desired goals.
Collaboration is about working together to achieve mutually beneficial goals.
Cooperation cannot be forced. Cooperation implies choice based on values held by the
participant. If this is forced, for example, if it occurs as the result of threatened
withdrawal of funding, it is coercion, not cooperation.
2.3.3.4 NRM partnership

Two discriminating features set NRM partnerships apart from collaborations, acts of
cooperation, alliances or networks:
•

The power in the relationship is shared and used for achievement of the mutually
beneficial and desired goals of the relationship; and

•

The goals of the relationship are beneficial to, and desired by, all who may be
affected by achievement of those goals, not just the partners directly involved.

Thus:
An NRM partnership is a relationship between two or more individuals or groups where
the participants share the power present in their relationship to achieve NRM goals that
are desired by, or beneficial to, all who may be affected. Typically, participants working
alone will not achieve these goals.
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Participants may collaborate and cooperate when they work together in an NRM
partnership. However, they also share the power present in the relationship. This
definition accords with the views of Long and Arnold (1995, p.6) who define
environmental partnerships as “voluntary collaborations between two or more
organisations with a jointly-defined agenda focused on a discrete, attainable and
potentially measurable goal.” Specifically, these “partnerships are voluntary, jointly
defined decision-making processes among corporate, non-profit, and agency
organisations that aim to improve environmental quality or natural resource utilisation”
(Long and Arnold, 1995, p.6). Environmental partnerships sound almost synonymous
with NRM partnerships, given that both are concerned with “improvement of
environmental quality or natural resource utilisation.” In this thesis, therefore, I use the
two terms inter-changeably. Long and Arnold (1995, pp.7-8) caution that they do not
regard “dialogues among organisations aimed at solely exchanging information, …
lobbying or association activities, ... or financial contributions such as grants or
charitable donations” as constituting partnerships. These activities may be well
intentioned. However, they do not necessarily involve the sharing of power present in
the relationship to achieve a goal that is mutually desired by, or beneficial to, all.
Tennyson and Wilde (2000, p.16) underscore this sentiment explaining that only when
participants make a “tangible commitment … does the relationship move from a
dialogue to an actual partnership”
.

2.4

Limitations of NRM partnerships

Some NRM commentators see talk of cooperation, collaboration or partnerships in
NRM as inflammatory. As Coggins (1998, p.33) notes:
The flaws in the current legal system will not and cannot be cured by the New
Age wishful thinking that believes all problems can be solved by just sitting
down and talking. The lamb may lie down with the lion, but it will not get much
sleep. Some form of coercion is absolutely necessary, and it can come only from
the law. Ours, after all, is supposed to be a government of laws, not men (sic).
Coggins would rather the legal system was used to resolve NRM problems. In part, he is
correct. Not all NRM problems will be solved if parties involved simply sit together and
talk about the difficulties they are having. However, neither may all NRM problems be
solved in Court! Choosing ‘the right tool for the right job’ presents a challenge. If a
decision is taken that citizen participation is desirable, indeed necessary for a given
situation, we (community, government and business) must be prepared to pay for this
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participation, in terms of our time, money and other resources. The on-ground outcomes
of citizen participation in NRM group participant partnerships are often long-term and
not immediately apparent to politicians and decision-makers. There may be temptations
to curtail this type of expenditure as a cost-saving measure.
There are other issues apart from costs and time frames. Sometimes participants may
simply be too far apart, philosophically and pragmatically, to come together to work in
any effective and meaningful way on a shared NRM problem. Wondolleck and Yaffee
ask:
Is the situation amenable to a collaborative solution? Is it characterised by such
fundamental value differences that collaboration is likely to provide little room
for agreement? Do the different groups who should be involved have the
incentive to engage in an effective way, or can incentives be structured to
encourage their participation?
(Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000, p.250)
Citizen participation is not an ‘NRM magic wand’. Sometimes it may be preferable to
try other approaches (e.g. legislation and regulation, economic incentives and
disincentives, and education and awareness programs). Of course, a combination of
these approaches may also prove most effective. Cosgrove, Evans and Yencken, (1994,
pp.5-6) advocate a need for this eclectic approach to sustainability.
There are also other concerns relating to citizen participation in NRM. They include:
•

The need for agencies to embrace their statutory responsibility under Acts of
Parliament and not to abrogate these by attempting to devolve NRM
responsibility to collaborative, partnership-based NRM groups;

•

The argument that groups who have not participated in this process may be
alienated from any advice given to government, decisions made, or resources
that are made available to participating groups; and

•

The proposition that citizens participating in these processes may lack the
scientific and technical expertise necessary to provide sound NRM advice, make
good decisions, or undertake practical works that lead to better NRM
(Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000, p.230).

Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000, p.231) answer these criticisms by proposing a three-way
test. They advocate that any NRM advice, decision or project undertaken that involves
citizen participation should be subject to the following scrutiny:
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•

“Is it legitimate?”

Does

it

provide

for

normal

public

review

and

opportunities for comment?
•

“Is it fair?”

Have all parties who may be affected by the matter been invited

to be involved in the citizen participation process? Are the processes they are
using in their deliberations open and transparent? Are the requests that are being
placed on citizens in terms of their participation reasonable and in proportion to
the significance of the NRM problem under scrutiny?
•

“Is it wise?” Have adequate sources of knowledge been identified and brought
to bear on the matter at hand? Do the participants understand areas of
uncertainty in this regard?

All NRM advice, decisions and project proposals, regardless of their origin, could also
be subject to this three-way test (Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000, p.231). NRM citizen
participation processes have their limitations. They are difficult things to develop and
maintain. The experience is similar in other areas. For example, in urban planning,
Darlow and Newby (1997) argue of partnerships between planning authorities and
communities that:
It has become clear that partnerships do not achieve results as a matter of course.
Commitment, resources and the right set of people and circumstances are all
needed if they are to work. Equally, there is a realization that partnerships have
limitations as well as benefits. Without doubt partnerships can oil the wheels of
change and it would be a grave mistake to abandon them. But at the same time,
partnership is not the yellow brick road to a sustainable city that it is sometimes
made out to be.
(Cited in Roberts, 2000, p.13)
NRM agencies involved in citizen participation must recognise these limits. The
statements echo the concerns of Tsing (1999) who says that NRM bureaucracies are
sites of “negotiation and debate in this area”.24 It is within this milieu of contestation as
to what counts as natural resources, who counts when it comes to making decisions
about them, and how, where, when and, indeed, if these parties should be involved, that
the calls for collaborations and partnerships to resolve NRM problems at international,
national and local levels are increasingly being made. There is a need for agencies and
professionals to think clearly about the purpose of citizen participation in their particular
NRM setting. For example, participation may be ‘instrumental’, used as a tool for a
specific end or it may be ‘transformative’ and used as a means for social change
[Nelson and Wright, 1995, cited in Buchy and Race (2001, p.294)]. If citizen
24

See Chapter 2.2.3
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participation is to be transformative then the processes used and the degree of sharing of
decision-making and responsibility between participants may be markedly different
from that found in instrumental citizen participation programs. Levels of resourcing will
also be commensurately greater. There is, indeed, a need to match the ‘right tool with
the right job’.
Parties involved in NRM may sometimes wish to capture the discourse of NRM citizen
participation, particularly when it comes to the partnership level. Effective partnership,
however, involves sharing power and responsibility for decisions and actions between
those involved. Parties with vested interests, perhaps those with something to lose or
gain economically, or those who previously held ability to influence decisions, may
wish to portray that citizens and the public at large are participating in a meaningful
way, when, in fact, these participation activities count for little. It is also important to
remember that there is not necessarily a positive causal link between increased citizen
participation and more sustainable NRM. As well as the possibility of manipulation of
the citizen participation process, other factors such as deregulation of an industry,
drought or changes in global market prices may come into play and render inert the
positive effects of citizen participation (Buchy and Race, 2001, p.295).

2.5

Examples of NRM collaborations and partnerships

2.5.1

Global level

At the 2002 Johannesburg World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD), part of
the debate focussed on the development of partnerships and the need for citizen
participation for sustainable development. There is evidence that citizen participation in
NRM is increasing. In the decade to 2001 in global terms the numbers of NRM groups
have swelled by just under half a million groups. This represents an increase of around
10 million in the total numbers of members of catchment, micro-finance, irrigation,
forestry, agriculture and integrated pest management groups throughout the world
(Pretty and Ward, 2001, p.209). It was indeed timely that the WSSD should make this
an important agenda item. The Summit heralded partnerships as the new tool for
sustainable development. However, it also saw criticism regarding the use of
partnerships by governments to shirk their responsibility for sustainable development
and by unsustainable business corporations as a type of ‘greenwash’ to show themselves
in a favourable ‘green light’ [Anon, 2002(a), pp.1-5; Anon, 2002(b), p.1; Kanno, 2002,
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pp.1-3; and Krishnakumar, 2002, p.2]. For these critics, the Summit provided an
example of governments and businesses with vested interests ‘hijacking’ partnerships as
a citizen participation process to continue to profit at the expense of the environment.
The Summit brought together 104 heads of government, with a total of 191 countries
participating. 21,340 accreditation passes were issued with around 22,000 delegates also
attending a parallel Civil Society Forum for non-government organisations (NGOs)
[Anon, 2002(b), p.1)] Those organising the Summit coined two new terms: “Type I
partnerships” and “Type II partnerships.” Type I partnerships describe the bilateral or
multilateral country relationships where two or more nations work together to address
sustainable development issues. The Summit also recognised the development and
implementation of Type II partnerships where various other stakeholders may be
involved, including business corporations, industry groups, governments, civil society
groups and NGOs (Lanzona, 2002, p.2).
Groups developing and implementing such partnerships were invited to submit their
partnership initiative to the United Nations Commission on Sustainable Development
for posting on the Johannesburg Summit website. At the time of writing 251
partnerships that adhere to the guiding principles set down by the commission have
been posted. As mentioned above, the criticisms of Type II partnership initiatives and
the absence of more solid and binding Type I partnership outcomes from the Summit
was considerable, particularly from NGOs. However, there were comments in the leadup to the Summit that “multi-stakeholder partnerships [had a] role to play in delivering
credible outcomes at WSSD” (Calder, 2002, p.2). This statement was justified in a
variety of ways — that the complexity of the sustainable development process required
a wide range of actors if it was to be adequately addressed; that strong linkages between
these actors were needed and that new financial and non-financial resources needed to
be brought to the table (Calder, 2002, p.2). At the Summit itself, UN Secretary-General,
Kofi Annan, reinforced this view, stating:
Actions start with governments. The richest countries must lead the way. They
have the wealth. They have the technology. And they contribute
disproportionately to global environmental problems. But governments cannot
do it alone. Civil society has a critical role, as partners, advocates and
watchdogs. So do commercial enterprises. Without the private sector,
sustainable development will remain only a distant dream. We are not asking
corporations to do something different from their normal business; we are asking
them to do their normal business differently.
[Anon, 2002(b), pp.4-5].
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To me, the comments of the Secretary-General are reasonable, as are the fears of the
critics of Type II partnerships. The challenge would appear to lie in developing
processes to enable parties to work in partnership when managing their natural
resources, with all parties accepting their fair share of responsibility for joint decisions
and actions. Individuals or businesses may own these natural resources. Sometimes they
may be part of what Hardin refers to as the “commons” (Hardin, 1968, pp.1243-1248).
They may be “owned” by nobody, yet used and needed by everybody.

2.5.2

Queensland level
2.5.2.1 Final authority on decisions and policy

The Queensland State Government uses the term community engagement rather than
citizen participation, stating that community engagement refers to “arrangements for
citizens and communities to participate in the processes used to make good policy and
to deliver on programs and services” (QDPC, 2001, p.5). Where Arnstein (1969)
divides her ladder into three levels involving “non-participation; degrees of tokenism
and degrees of citizen empowerment”, the QDPC (2001, p.5) has three levels called
‘information’, which it says is a one way process; ‘communication’, which is explained
as being a two way process; and ‘active participation’.25 ‘Active participation’,
according to the Queensland Government documentation means that:
Citizens and communities actively engage in the policy-making process. It
acknowledges a role for citizens in proposing policy and shaping the policy
dialogue – although the responsibility for the final decision or policy
formulation rests with the elected government. 26
(QDPC, 2001, p.5)
This QDPC view of community engagement is meant to apply to all government
departments, including the Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Mines
(QDNRM), the lead State agency for NRM. However, this definition may be
problematical for NRM, as citizens who own land may have certain legal rights over
vegetation, soil and water on their properties. Contrary then to the notion of ‘active
participation’ mentioned above, final authority over management of these resources
might not always rest with the State. Decision-making and policy development on such
matters, may be better negotiated in partnership, as outlined by Arnstein (1969, p.221).

25
26

See Figure 2.1
“Community generally means a collection of citizens, groups or organisations with a common interest.
… Some have local and regional interests and others have interests in specific issues” (QDPC, 2001,
p.11).

36

Thus, NRM is not only a matter of government developing good NRM policy. It is also
about community and industry understanding, developing and implementing more
sustainable practice, and being able to develop good relationships with government so
that dialogue may take place on matters relating to sustainable NRM policy and
practice. QDNRM has realised a need to develop institutional arrangements that may
help to meet this need.
2.5.2.2 Improving institutional arrangements

In 2000, the QDNRM undertook a project entitled, Strengthening Community-Based
Natural Resource Management. This project involved QDNR&M staff engaging in
dialogue with people involved in NRM groups throughout Queensland.27 Early
documentation on the project stated that its purpose was to develop a policy framework
and arrangements to:
•
•

Strengthen local stewardship of natural resources; and
Provide institutional arrangements for government-community
partnerships.
(QDNR&M, 2000, p.1)

In March 2001, a final report on this dialogue process suggested the following actions:
•

Clarify roles and responsibilities of all involved (NRM groups, government
agencies at all levels);

•

Improve regional coordination, partnerships and planning;

•

Improve funding arrangements (seeking long-term commitment for funding to
be administered at a regional level)

•

Build community awareness; and

•

Provide incentives for sustainable NRM practice.
[QDNR&M, 2001(b), pp.5-6]

Four alternative models of regional coordination were suggested for this to occur: the
formation of alliances of groups by region; formation of formal non-statutory regional
NRM bodies; formation of formal statutory NRM authorities; and government-led
regional coordination [QDNR&M, 2001(b), p.8].28 The term ‘partnership’ appears in
the second dot point of recommendations summarised above. Formal non-statutory
regional NRM bodies have been formed throughout the State, this process being
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For example - members of Landcare, Integrated Catchment Management (ICM) and other NRM groups
One might reasonably assume that individuals and nations who have allies, also have enemies. In terms
of NRM and the activities and programs government undertakes, I am uncertain who these enemies are!
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facilitated by QDNR&M, the lead agency for NRM in Queensland. At present, it is
difficult to determine whether these regional bodies will operate on a partnership
basis.29 A QDNR&M document written in 2000 emphasises forming partnerships to
resolve NRM problems that face us.30 The QDNR&M Corporate Plan (2001-2006), a
more recent document, instead states that the Department will build “vibrant community
alliances” [QDNRM, 2001(a), p.2].31
It appears that at both whole-of–government and QDNR&M levels, there are three
unresolved issues as to the development of NRM partnerships with community and
industry:
(i)

The need to determine who has final authority for NRM decisions and policy
development;

(ii)

The need to develop government–community–industry dialogue on
sustainable NRM policy development and practice; and

(iii)

The need to improve institutional arrangements to allow dialogue on NRM
decisions and policy development to occur.

These three issues underline the relevance of the research undertaken for this thesis.
For some, partnerships are more than just citizen participation tools to be used in
context-appropriate circumstances. The concept of partnership is a philosophy guiding
and changing their way of life at all levels, influencing their relationship with
themselves, family, community, nation, international community and natural
surroundings. This is the way of thinking that I now wish to discuss in relation to NRM
partnerships.

2.6

Partnership as a philosophy

Eisler (1987, 2002) has developed a cultural transformation theory which proposes two
basic models of society, the dominator and partnership models. Eisler asserts that these
two models may help to explain the great diversity of human culture. Table 2.1
compares and contrasts these models. Eisler maintains that the history of western
29

As defined by Arnstein (1969, p.221)
E.g. The Strengthening Community Based Natural Resource Management document mentioned in this
Chapter (QDNRM, 2000).
31
Use of such a military term may fit with notions of community engagement, as noted previously, but it
is in contrast to language that is being used at international and national levels relating to the
development of partnerships in NRM, as outlined in this Chapter.
30
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civilization can be broadly explained as a struggle between cultural groups that adhered,
in general terms, to either the dominator or partnership models. In terms of national
examples, Iran presents as a dominator-oriented country whereas Scandinavian
countries such as Sweden, Norway and Finland are more partnership-oriented (Eisler
and Koegel, 1996, p.7; Eisler, 2002, pp.151-152). The two models are concerned with
the central principles of social organization found within a culture-sharing group. They
may be applied as analytical tools to help in understanding and social relationships such
as NRM partnerships.
The partnership model proposed by Eisler does not just concern itself with female/ male
relations. Rather, it focuses on developing “a more trusting, reciprocal, and egalitarian
linking, not a fear-based hierarchic ranking” within a social group (Eisler and Koegel,
1996, p.6). It may be tempting to think of social groups or societies as being constituted
entirely along either partnership or dominator lines. However, it may be more useful to
think of social groups or societies as existing somewhere on a dominator-partnership
continuum and with each group or society containing elements of both models. Eisler
and Koegel explain:
No society, regardless of how rigid its rankings of domination, can survive
without at least some partnership elements. Indeed, like a plant that refuses to be
killed, no matter how often it is crushed or cut back, partnership has again and
again sought to re-establish its place in the sun.
(Eisler and Koegel, 1996, p.9)
Table 2.1 on the following page compares and contrasts the dominator and partnership
models.
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Table 2.1: A comparison of dominator and partnership models
DOMINATOR (CONTROL) AND PARTNERSHIP (RESPECT) MODELS
COMPONENT

DOMINATOR MODEL

PARTNERSHIP MODEL

1:
Social Structure

Authoritarian structure of rigid
rankings and hierarchies of
domination.32

Egalitarian social structures of
linking and hierarchies of
actualisation.33

2:
Gender Relations

Ranking male half of humanity
over female half. High valuing
of traits and activities such as
control and conquest of people
and nature associated with socalled “masculinity”.34

Equal valuing of female and
male halves of humanity. High
valuing of traits and activities
such as empathy, non-violence,
and care giving in women, men
and social policy.

3:
Violence and Fear

High degree of fear and socially
accepted violence and abuse –
from wife and child beating,
rape, and warfare, to emotional
abuse by “superiors.”

Mutual trust and low degree of
fear and social violence, since
these are not required to
maintain rigid rankings and
domination.

4:
Belief System

Relations of control/ domination
presented as normal, desirable,
moral.

Relations of partnership/ respect
presented as normal, desirable,
moral.

(Eisler, 2002, p.212)
Dominator societies may still exhibit acts of collaboration and cooperation found in
partnership-oriented societies. For example, conquerors could not win wars if they did
not cooperate with their allies. Nazi Germany would not have been able to occupy most
of Europe without the help of collaborators from the countries they occupied (Eisler and
Koegel, 1996, p.7). Conversely, unpleasant aspects of human life such as violence, pain
and cruelty appear as part of the human condition, and would, therefore, one assumes,
be present in partnership-oriented societies. Eisler and Koegel make the point that
“violence, cruelty and domination are neither idealised nor institutionalised in
partnership societies”, whereas they are in dominator-oriented societies which need
them to ensure their survival (1996, p.7). Eisler interprets the last 300 years of history as
showing a resurgence of the partnership model, noting that this resurgence is being
resisted by those by sections of society who benefit from and, consciously or
unconsciously, adhere to dominator thinking (Eisler and Koegel, 1996, p.10). The
32

A domination hierarchy “is the type of hierarchy based on fear of pain and or force” (Eisler, 2002,
p.212).
33
A hierarchy of actualisation is “where leadership and management are empowering rather than
disempowering, and the goal is higher levels of functioning” (Eisler, 2002, p.212).
34
Eisler explains that “‘masculinity’ and ‘femininity’ in this context correspond to gender stereotypes
appropriate for a dominator society and not to any innate female or male traits” (Eisler 2002, p.212).
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struggles, disagreements and criticisms of the WSSD, as outlined previously, could
easily be seen as an example of this phenomenon – as could the uncertainty of
government departments involved in collaborative NRM work with industry and
community groups.35
Organisations such as government departments may find it hard to act as ‘good
partners’ if they do not mirror partnership thinking within their own organisation. Eisler
and Montouri (2001, pp.11-17) have characterised “partnership organizations”. They
exhibit:
•

Flatter, less rigid, hierarchical structures;

•

Managers working more as facilitators and supporters rather than enforcers and
police officers;

•

A reconceptualisation of power (from power to control others and the
environment to power to work with others to achieve common goals);

•

An emphasis on teamwork and the creation of successful teams;

•

Diversity of membership;

•

Gender balance; and

•

An emphasis on creativity and entrepreneurship as everyday, collaborative,
continuous processes.36
(Eisler and Montuori, 2001, pp.11-17)

This factor may prove significant in the analysis of the case studies investigated in this
research. In her latest work, Eisler has extended the use of the partnership model in the
analysis of other relationships including partnerships with: self (mind, body and spirit);
family and life partners; the local, national and global community; and with nature
(Eisler, 2002).
There are distinct parallels between the dominator and partnership models in Table 2.1,
the description of a partnership-based organisation, described above, and the conceptual
framework developed by Robert Chambers (1997) to critique thinking and practice of
overseas aid agencies involved in community development. Chambers explains that
there is a need to truly empower individuals in communities if the ecoplexes on which
they rely for their survival are to be sustained in the long-term. The following dot points
35
36

See Chapter 2.3.1
I will return to these characteristics later when analysing and discussing results of research undertaken
for this thesis. Suffice to say, for the present, that they have some congruence with the WSSD
Principles for Type II partnerships outlined earlier in this Chapter.
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summarise how Chambers (1997, pp.15-199) characterises the ‘traditional community
development bureaucracy’ and how such institutions must change if they are to
empower people to interact sustainably with the ecoplexes on which they rely for their
survival.
•

Concerns – Traditionally, overseas aid agencies have been concerned with
‘things’. They must become more concerned with ‘people than things’.

•

Working environment – The bureaucratic working environment must move from
being controlled, standardised and simplified to being uncontrolled, diverse and
complex.

•

Errors – Errors that have been deeply ‘embedded’ within the bureaucracy, and
not acknowledged by all involved, must be ‘embraced’.

•

Power – Centralised, urban-based structures that concentrate power must be
replaced by rural-based structures that disperse power to the periphery.

•

Professionalism – There must be a move towards according respect to
professionals who are concerned with ‘people’ and ‘place’ away from those
concerned with things or ‘people as if they were things’.

•

Decision-making – Decisions that have previously been based on measurement,
reductionism, and precision must be based more on judgement, holism, and
fitness.

The ‘new way of working’ that Chambers describes may be just as relevant to NRM
practitioners working in Australian settings. It would appear that Chambers is
describing a more partnership-oriented approach to community development and NRM.
Yet, a partnership-oriented approach to NRM may not be without its pitfalls. Cultural
transformation theory and dominator and partnership models are useful tools in the
analysis of arguments for and against NRM partnerships. For example, Poncelet (1998,
p.7) studied multilateral NRM partnerships.37 He suggests that there was “a dominant,
taken-for-granted model by the vast majority of participants for how multi-stakeholder
partnerships are supposed to work”. He says that participants saw the partnership
process as non-confrontational in nature. Conflict with and opposition to other members
and their views were not allowed. On face value this may appear to concur with the
partnership model proposed by Eisler (2002). However, Eisler and Montuori (2001,
p.16) would refute this assertion, saying that it is a myth that there are no conflicts or
differences in true, effective partnerships. They explain that in the dominator model the
37

Multilateral partnerships are made up of participants from three or more different backgrounds.
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outcome of conflicts is that “one of the two parties is eliminated.” Conflict in
partnerships, according to Eisler’s model, is a potential source for creativity, where, by
using partnership principles, partners can develop a mutually-useful relationship. The
current rise in talk of partnerships may also be viewed as being caused by a gain in
popularity of the discourse of ecological modernisation.
Dryzek (1997) outlines the nature of environmental discourses and how they influence
approaches to environmental management.38 Poncelet (1998, pp.11-12) summarises the
work of Hajer (1995), Harvey (1996) and Mol (1996) to describe three such discourses
that he observes as prevalent in relation to management of NRM and environmental
problems – the survival discourse, the standard discourse of environmental
management, and the discourse of ecological modernisation. Environmental groups
often use the survival discourse. They describe the problems at hand and demand that
they be solved. Government departments and businesses often use the ‘standard
discourse’. This favours focusing on problems only when they are no longer able to be
ignored and then advocating that technology exists to clean up or fix the problem. In
summary there are four characteristics of the discourse of ecological modernisation:
•

Existing political, economic and social institutions are viewed as the most
suitable vehicles for environmental and NRM.

•

Collective action is the most appropriate to the solutions of current dilemmas.

•

Ecological problems should always be viewed with scientific rationality and
their monetary value calculated. The economic perspective is dominant.

•

It is possible to reconcile economic growth and ecological problems. Ecology
and economy are not opposed. ‘Wins for the environment can also be wins for
the economy.’ Environmental protection and NRM are positive-sum rather than
zero sum games (Poncelet, 1998).39

NRM and NRM collaborations and partnerships may be viewed as resting fairly
comfortably within the discourse of ecological modernisation, as described above. This
discourse is not without its critics. For example, the attachment to scientific rationality
38

As mentioned in a previous footnote, the term environment has an individual organism or individual
species focus – describing the conditions under which an organism or species lives. Environmental
management, then may have a very ‘non-human’ or ecocentric focus. NRM looks at manipulating
components of an ecosystem for human benefit, treating the ecosystem as an ecoplex. It has a more
homocentric focus.
39
The terms ‘sustainability’ and ‘sustainable development’, discussed earlier in this chapter rely upon this
idea.
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— the notion that science will always have all the answers, permeates both the
discourse of ecological modernisation and NRM policy.40 In terms of ‘scientific
rationality’ Saul (1992, 1995) describes what he regards, at a societal level, as our
obsessive attachment to scientific rationality and expertise.
Among the illusions which have invested our civilization is an absolute belief
that the solutions to our problems must be a more determined application of
rationally organised expertise. The reality is that our problems are largely the
product of that application.
(Saul, 1992. p.8)
Saul (1992) advocates that modernist science has little understanding of whole systems,
as it tends via reductionism to focus more and more effort to understand increasingly
smaller parts of systems. This results in the risk of making and acting on decisions that,
viewed holistically, are without sense or morality. He says that appropriate use of
“common sense, ethics, intuition, memory and reason” can help us overcome this
problem, noting “these can be exploited individually as a justification for ideology; or
imprisoned in the limbo of abstract concepts. Or they can be applied together, in some
sort of equilibrium, as the filters of public action” (Saul, 1995, p.189). Chambers (1997)
would support these words. He says that those directly affected should do “much of
their own analysis, planning, investigation and planning, and that professionals assisting
them should reflect critically on their own “concepts, behaviours, values and methods”
(p.108). Professionals involved in sustainable NRM need to let “local people become
the teachers” and to “be open to discarding beliefs, behaviours and attitudes, including
many inculcated through formal education and rewards” (Chambers, 1997, p.216). Such
an approach would respond to Saul’s criticism of modernist science. It would also fit
comfortably within the partnership model of cultural transformation theory (Eisler,
2002).
Thoughtful application of cultural transformation theory may help those practitioners
intent on developing NRM partnerships to respond to, and to learn from, the
observations of Poncelet, Saul, and Chambers. Eisler’s partnership model provides
principles on which NRM partnerships may be based. The challenge may lie in working
out how we might move NRM and current NRM institutional thinking from its
dominator-influenced conceptual home, as enunciated through the discourse of
ecological modernisation, to a more partnership-based model. However, the
40

For example, the actions taken by NRM partnerships should be guided by the best available science,
experience and information (NNRMTF, 1999, p.10)
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recommendations for action Eisler provides throughout her 2002 work (pp.215-254) on
how to implement partnerships have (at least for me) a slightly utopian air. She has
already previously sought to rebut this criticism in her 1987 work, The Chalice and The
Blade, saying that she is not out to create a utopia (a word which she says literally
means “no place”), but to create a “pragmatopia – a realisable scenario for a partnership
future” (Eisler, 1987, p.198). The difficulty may be in moving to this pragmatopia. The
challenge may be in putting cultural transformation theory into practice. Chambers
(1997) has provided some pointers for change that may be appropriate for the
application of cultural transformation theory in an aid agency context. In terms of NRM
partnerships, Eisler has provided a potentially useful philosophy. Arnstein has described
the partnership process as a form of citizen participation without linking it to context,
that is, without describing the characteristics of the places, people and situations in
which NRM partnerships may be the most appropriate form of citizen participation.
The concept of power in partnerships links the work of Arnstein and Eisler. In terms of
citizen participation, Arnstein sees power sharing as an integral part of working in
partnership. Eisler has conceptualised power as creative and enabling rather than as
negative and dominating. For example, she talks about managers having the power to
work ‘with’ others rather than power ‘over’ them in partnership-based organisations
(Eisler and Montuori, 2001, p.13). In her view power can be creative and positive as
well as negative. The discussion that follows explores the concept of power, how it
links the work of Arnstein and Eisler and how this understanding may help in the
development of effective partnerships in NRM.

2.7

Partnerships and power

Power is a complex and important concept in social science. It is many faceted and
therefore does not easily lend itself to concise definition. Max Weber, one of the
founders of social science, says that power is:
the probability that one actor within a social relationship will be in a position to
carry out … their … own will despite resistance, regardless of the basis upon
which this probability rests.
(Weber, 1947, p.47)
This view sees power as existing in all social relationships. It also gives us options. We
may look at power as being possessed by the actor in the relationship who manages “to
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carry out their own will despite resistance”, or as existing within the social relationship
wherein the actor manages to use it successfully. It also tells us that this is “regardless
of the basis upon which the probability rests”, meaning that the actor has power
regardless of the likelihood that they will act on the other party in some way to exert
their will (Weber, 1947, p.47). For example, if a person has a gun they may be able to
exert their will over others even though there may be only a very small probability that
they would actually fire the gun. The gun may not even be loaded. As long as those
being asked to do something against their will have a perception that it is loaded. Power
should not be confused with force. If the actor actually fired the gun, then they would be
using force. If she or he simply threatens to use the gun, then the act is one of exercising
power (Bachrach & Baratz, 1970, p.27).
However, power is not just about getting someone to perform an action against their
will. It is possible to think of four faces of power (Ledyaev, 1997, pp.7-21), where only
the first is the ability to get a person to make a decision to do something against his or
her will. It may also be desirable in some instances for a person exercising power to be
get someone not to make a decision. Bachrach and Baratz (1970, p. 42-44) call these
“decisionless decisions”. In terms of action we could call them ‘actionless actions.’ This
is the second face of power. The third face of power is concerned with the way people
think. “Power should not be reduced to behavioural events (actions or inactions) but
broadly defined enough to include the shaping of the subject’s preferences” (Ledyaev,
1997, p.21). For example, in terms of NRM, members of farmer-based Landcare groups
may feel that governments are making a ‘grab for power’ and trying to tell them how to
manage their land by employing facilitators to ‘control’ Landcare groups when other
much more powerful forces such as deregulation and globalisation of markets may have
much more significant effects (Martin, 1997, p.48).
The fourth face of power is concerned with meaning. Control of what counts as
meaningful is a form of exercise of power. French philosopher Foucault reasoned that in
modern society there were very few people going about directly exerting power over
others, but that people were still acting in ways that were contrary to their will – that
power was being exerted over them. He reasoned that these patterns of power evident in
contemporary society were due to “new ways of administration and surveillance and
tightly connected with knowledge, specialised skills and techniques” (Ledyaev, 1997,
p.19). He asserted that those who controlled the professions and academic disciplines
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controlled the discourses used in those areas. He noted that the discourses included not
just words and the ways that they were given meaning and meaningfully arranged, but
the act of speaking or refusing to speak, write or articulate those words. Other symbols,
apart from words, may also be imbued with meaning and then become part of a
discourse. He argued that in modern society discourses were controlled by the groups of
people who created them – notably the professions or academic disciplines. The
discourse was in turn made meaningful by an underlying system of knowledge or
episteme which governed what counted as knowledge (Jose, 1998, p.77-78; Ledyaev,
1997, p.19). Thus, individuals who control dominant discourses and therefore approve
certain knowledge to be legitimate and ‘true’, also exercise power. Those controlling the
discourse may also use this influence to obscure power relations and extend the
influence of elites in particular settings. This fourth face of power is similar to
Foucault’s view of discourse as disciplinary power. For example, Taylor (2001, pp.122138) has analysed how participatory discourse and practices in human resource
management have been used to obscure power relations in work settings, allowing those
‘in power’ to further enhance their control and authority.
Foucault (1980, p.98) argued that relationships between individuals, for the most part,
exist in broader social settings or networks and that power should be viewed as
something that flows within these networks. If we think of social networks as being
made of social relationships between individuals that are also enmeshed in other social
relationships, then it becomes easier to imagine ‘power’ flowing through the many
interacting social relationships that make up these networks.
Being able to get someone to do something that he or she does not want to do, to not
make a decision, to think in a certain way, or to be controlled by others who have access
to privileged knowledge and are, therefore, able to discount alternative views are very
negative ideas of power. There appear to be four key elements that are necessary if we
define power as a negative phenomenon: an actor, an action, intention and an outcome
(Debnam, 1984, p.ix). Given these key elements, the concept of power may be
encapsulated in four main points:
(1) Power is not the property of individuals, but a relationship between them. (2)
Any statement of outcome of its exercise must be couched in terms of
probability. (3) Almost anything can serve as a basis for power. (4) Power is
‘despite others,’ it is about conflict and resolution of conflict.
(Ledyaev, 1997, p.4)
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Some of the earlier thinkers on power viewed it as something that was held by an
individual. It was seen as a commodity that could be bestowed on others (e.g. a knight
receiving his powers from the Crown or government of the day). A more contemporary
view is that power is found in social relations, existing only when there is a conflict of
interest between parties, when one bows to the wishes of the other, and only because the
first party can threaten to invoke a sanction (Bachrach & Baratz, 1970, p.21).
This view of power underlies Eisler’s dominator model of society. Such a society has
hierarchies based on “fear of pain and/ or force” – having “power over” others (Eisler,
2002, p.212). However, power can also be positive. For example, one can have the
“capacity to work to achieve goals with others, but not at the expense of others” (Eisler
and Montuori, 2001, p.13). This view underlies Eisler’s partnership model which is
based on teams of people working in partnership to achieve mutually agreed goals.
Arnstein’s notion of power in partnerships has some similarities to Eisler’s partnership
model, but also differences. When Arnstein talks of partnership in her ladder of citizen
participation, we can learn much about the way she was thinking about power by
examining the phrase “At this rung of the ladder, power is in fact redistributed through
negotiation between citizens and powerholders” (1969, p.221). Like early thinkers on
power, Arnstein sees power as a commodity held by ‘those in authority’. Table 2.2
compares Arnstein’s and Eisler’s views on power.
Table 2.2:

Power in partnerships – comparing views of Arnstein and Eisler

Element
Negative / Positive aspects of
power
Power as a commodity

Dominator/ Partnership models

Role of managers

Power in Partnerships
Arnstein’s View
Depending on circumstances,
power can be either positive or
negative.
There are power holders and
citizens. Power is a commodity
that individuals can hold.
Dominator thinking is prevalent
in society. We can only form a
partnership if power holders are
prepared to give up power and
share it with citizens.
Managers are power holders.
They make decisions and take
responsibility for them.

Eisler’s View
Power is positive.
Power resides in social
relationships and networks and
the ways that people within
those networks share common
understandings.
Dominator thinking is prevalent
in society, but there are signs, at
many levels, of a cultural
transformation towards the
partnership model.
Managers are facilitators. They
work in partnership with other
to achieve mutually desired
outcomes. We call this
outcomes–based management.

(After Arnstein, 1969; Eisler and Koegel, 1996; Eisler and Montuori, 2001; and Eisler,
2002)
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These ideas render it vital to understand how participants in NRM partnerships
understand power. For example, in a government–community partnership on a
particular NRM problem that affects them both, the staff from government may see
power as a commodity that government has accumulated by virtue of citizens voting for
their political masters, in effect giving them their power. The staff from government
may control the discourse, e.g. the scientific research, which gives meaning to the NRM
problem. Partnerships then, would be viewed as relationships with citizens where
accumulated power (e.g. legislative authority and power to control a discourse) has to
be ‘given away’ by government staff if they are to work in partnership with citizens.
Government staff may not see this as wise.
Conversely, in such an example, landholders may view the power that they have under
law to manage their land, as a commodity. They may be loath to ‘give it away’ and
allow someone else from government to make decisions that affect them and their land.
There may be problems with understanding and trust. Landholders may not understand
and believe what the scientific research tells them should be done about the problem.
Government and scientists may not understand and believe the discourse of the
landholders on this particular problem. People involved in such government –
community NRM partnerships may have a fairly negative view of power and see it as a
commodity. The ‘Arnsteinian’ notion of a power-holder needing to decide to share
power in a partnership is one that may be immediately comprehensible for both
government and non-government people involved in NRM partnerships.
Eisler’s concept of power as relational and positive, with managers as facilitators rather
than power-holders (Eisler and Koegel, 1996), may represent another level of evolution
in the life of an NRM partnership. Participants in NRM partnerships may, over time,
realise that neither party holds all the power and that they therefore need to make the
most positive use of the power that exists in their relationship. These two views of
power in partnerships are points on a continuum along which NRM partnerships may
journey. For this to occur participants will have to be honest with each other and not
simply seek to capture the discourse of partnership and carry on with ‘business as
usual’, as critics of the WSSD Type II partnerships have claimed. If partners are going
to recognise the nature of the power relationship that exists between them and to use
that understanding creatively to solve their shared NRM problems, then they face
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certain tasks. They will have to learn from each other, to come to understand each
others’ values, and to embrace the conflict that Poncelet [1998, 2001(a)] saw avoided in
his partnership case studies, and use it to define common ground on which they may
achieve their mutually desired goal(s).
Finally, Eisler’s notion of power ‘with’ and ‘for’ seems to coincide more with
Foucault’s idea of power as something quite ‘fluid’ that flows through social networks.
If one accepts this notion, then power may be held by groups of people, as well as
individuals. If one wishes to enter into an effective NRM partnership with a group of
people, then the members of that group must also be working in partnership with other
people in the organisations that they represent in the NRM partnership. For example, a
government department working in an NRM partnership with a non-government
organisation (NGO) may have difficulties in power sharing and decision-making if
processes used within the NGO are not based on partnership principles. Of course, the
corollary also applies. Government agencies wishing to enter into successful NRM
partnerships with others will also have to mirror partnership principles within their
organisation. What happens within groups, in terms of power sharing, may be just as
important as what happens between the groups when it comes to developing effective
NRM partnerships (Buchy and Race, 2001, p.295).
An understanding of two other concepts is central to the discussion of the development
of effective NRM collaborations and partnerships: social learning and social capital.
People involved in an NRM collaborations or partnerships who take the time to learn
about each other and their interactions with their surroundings, are involved in social
learning, a concept discuss in greater detail later in Chapter 2.9. When people form
social relationships and networks they generate social capital. This concept is discussed
in the following section.

2.8

Partnerships and social capital

Although the term social capital was first used in the scientific literature around a
century ago, it was not until 1990 that James Coleman developed a comprehensive
theory of social capital with the publication of Foundations of Social Theory (1990)
(Gabbay and Leenders, 1999, p.2). Social capital research is a dynamic and expanding
area, with studies using social capital theory now being undertaken in economics, social
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sciences and political sciences. Given the diverse nature of these research fields, it is
understandable that a concise definition of the term is elusive. “Some authors equate
social capital with social structure, whereas others refer to it as resources an actor can
mobilise through the social structure” (Gabbay and Leenders, 1999, p.2). It may be
more appropriate to say that social structures can help to build social capital by placing
actors (people) in situations where they can develop relationships with each other. Like
any other form of capital, social capital allows actors to do things. “Whereas economic
capital is in people’s bank accounts and human capital is inside their heads, social
capital inheres in the structure of their relationships” (Portes, 1998, p.7). Social capital
may be viewed as being possessed by an organisation or social network or by an
individual within that organisation or network (Coleman, 1988, p.98). In summary,
social capital encompasses:
•

The extent of networks between individuals and groups;

•

The density of relationships; the knowledge of relationships;

•

The existence of obligation and expectations (promotion of reciprocity);

•

Other forms of local knowledge;

•

The level of trust;

•

Norms of routine behaviour; and

•

The existence and use of sanctions to punish “free-riding”.
(Rydin and Pennington, 2000, pp.153-190)

Social actors may not necessarily be conscious of the social capital that they have at
their disposal, even when they use it. It may be so deeply embedded in the social
structure that its existence is taken for granted (Gabbay and Leenders, 1999, p.3). The
presence of social capital may not be observable to those outside a social network or
organisation until it is used. While a social network may have been built for a particular
purpose, the accumulated social capital may be used for other purposes. For example, a
person who becomes friendly with colleagues in a work place may enjoy ‘non-work
place benefits’ when those colleagues help him build a new pergola at home. Social
capital may be accumulated. It may also be depleted. A person may recognise a
situation in which they are ‘on their last favour’ and do not have a ‘bank’ of social
capital within a relationship on which they may further rely.
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Putnam (1993) describes social capital as the horizontal associations between people
that foster mutual cooperation within a group. He investigated the outcomes of local
government reforms in Northern Italy in 1976-77, concluding that it succeeded well and
was accompanied by increased economic prosperity and a rise in the activity of the civic
community. Putnam (1993) draws broad causal relationships between these three
factors, thus conceptualising social capital as being built of moral obligations and
norms, social values (especially trust) and social networks (especially voluntary
associations). Coleman (1988, 1990) has identified vertical relationships that may be
found in hierarchical structures where power is distributed unequally as also
contributing to the social capital of a group. Vertical associations are just as important
in associations composed of volunteers as they are in other organisations. Aspects of
power and domination come into play. For example, voluntary organisations generally
have a leader, or president and a management committee, as well as rank and file
members. A voluntary organisation may also try to exert power over outsiders (e.g.
lobby groups, protest groups, groups who are exclusive in nature) (Siisiäinen, 2000,
p.6).
NRM groups, as voluntary organisations, also have these vertical relationships. In some
instances they may be operating as NRM partnerships, others may be more dominator
type organisations (Eisler, 2002, p.212). The nature of the relationship between these
voluntary NRM groups and government is also important to their functioning,
especially as, in many instances the groups have been government initiated. Identifying
these vertical relationships both within and outside NRM groups, e.g. their relationships
with different levels of government, industry groups and environmental groups, and
gaining an understanding of aspects of domination, partnership and power that inhabit
them will be important in the research undertaken for this thesis. Putnam’s work is
generally silent in this regard. His analysis of social capital in society is predominantly
Euro-American based, focusing on the integrative functions of voluntary associations as
a basis for civic society. Aspects of power, conflict and domination arising from vertical
relationships inherent in voluntary associations are not the focus of his work (Siisiäinen,
2000, p.6).

Coleman (1988, pp.101-108) characterises social capital as the obligations, expectations
and trustworthiness of structures within a group, the effectiveness of information
channels, norms and effective sanctions and the closure of social networks (i.e. social
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networks where all participants have the capacity to interact with each other to reenforce behaviour acceptable to the group) as being significant to the level of group
social capital. Social capital has value. Whereas physical capital, for example, exists in
tools and machines and other equipment that can be used to produce goods, and human
capital can be thought of as the skills and abilities that an individual possesses that make
them able to “act in new ways”, social capital exists within groups of people (Coleman,
1988, p.100). Physical capital and human capital are generally private goods. People can
benefit from investing in them and the benefits they produce (Coleman, 1988, p.116).
Social capital is different in that it is a collective good, something that gives benefit to
the individuals that are part of a group, but that resides at the group level rather than
being owned by the individual (Coleman, 1988, p.116). It can be thought of as existing
within any social group, regardless of size, from a family group, through to a nation.
The fact that it is a collective good or public good differentiates social capital from
other forms of capital (Coleman, 1988, p.116). Individuals may under-invest in social
capital, because it is highly unlikely that they will gain a return on all their investment,
unlike physical or economic capital over which they can exercise exclusive property
rights. I tend to think of social capital as the oil that lubricates the functions and
processes of a group of people.
Bourdieu (1985, 1986) distinguishes between economic, cultural and social capital to
analyse conflict from a class perspective. Bourdieu’s use of the term ‘economic capital’
is mainly Marxian in definition. Cultural capital is comprised of habitus or the way that
we see as acceptable to live, mainly derived from everyday learning (predominantly in
early childhood), cultural articles that are seen as having value and certifications
provided by institutions e.g. exams, degrees. Social capital, according to Bourdieu,
depends on the extent of the network connections that a person can mobilise. When
social capital is used, it is first ‘converted’ into symbolic capital that the actor and
others recognise as self-evident and that the actor then uses to advance their place in
society, and to resolve conflict (Bourdieu, 1985, p.204). While trust figures prominently
in Putnam’s ideas on social capital, Bourdieu does not mention the term. He does speak,
however, of a ‘capital of recognition’ where one actor may respond positively to the
interest of another because of some universalised value contained within a symbol used
in that particular context (Siisiäinen, 2000, p.12). However, Putnam (1993, pp.163-165)
emphasises trust as an important component of social capital, as trust creates reciprocity
or voluntary association. You will do something for somebody because you would
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expect her or him to do that for you. In return, this increases trust and the likelihood of
reciprocity and voluntary association occurring. Such a process may be viewed as a
“virtuous” rather than “vicious” cycle of social capital building in that the learning that
occurs is positive and helps to build social capital (Cavaye, 1999, pp.28-30). In a wellfunctioning society such learning can stimulate this virtuous cycle and lead to
‘generalised trust’ where people will act in trusting ways to persons unknown to them
(Siisiäinen, 2000, p.3).
Throughout his work, Trust: The Social Values and the Creation of Prosperity, Putnam
relates social capital to trust within a group, saying that groups who share common
values and ethical frameworks generally have much higher stores of social capital than
those that do not (Fukuyama, 1995). Of course, groups may share negative common
values and ethical frameworks, giving rise, for example, to organised crime syndicates
such as the mafia. As Collier (1998, p.21) says social capital may “spread criminality as
well as new agricultural technologies”. The social interactions that people have may
build both “good” and “bad” social capital – social capital that may be useful or
detrimental to the actors (Falk and Kilpatrick, 1999, p.6).
Fukuyama comments that nations with a higher degree of social capital have less need
to spend money on police, goals and lawyers to sue one another (1995, p.11). He claims
that nations (like all groups) have stores of social capital. For example:
In addition to its physical capital, the United States has been living off a fund of
social capital. Just as its savings rate has been too low to replace physical plant
and infrastructure adequately, so its replacement of social capital has lagged in
recent decades.
(Fukuyama, 1995, p.11)
From an Australian perspective, Cox (1995) comments on the need for trust as an
important element of social capital. She sees social capital as being related to the role of
the State which, she feels, is currently declining. As she says:
If we lose the social capital which the expanded role of the State has provided,
with its implicit and explicit concepts of citizen rights and mutual obligations,
there will be serious consequences.
(Cox, 1995, p.52)
So how do we reverse this trend? Cox comments, “We need to increase the functions
and visibility of governments. We need specific cultures of civic concern – of mutual
responsibility – and resources for social capital formation” (1995, p.53). Fukuyama
(1995, p11) is circumspect on this point, arguing, “While governments can enact
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policies that have the effect of depleting social capital, they have very great difficulties
understanding how to build it up again.” There are some studies to show that
Fukuyama’s cynicism about the role of government in building social capital may be
not entirely justified. For example, “comparative studies on trust show that the citizens
of Nordic countries are among the most ‘trusting’ in the world in the ‘Putnamian’ sense
of the word” (Siisiäinen, 2000, p.7 citing Inglehart, 1997 and 1999). Siisiäinen argues
that the high level of development of the Nordic welfare State has guaranteed citizens a
minimum level of living and a certain confidence in the future. In these countries the
general decline in social capital, as seen in the United States, has not taken place
(Putnam, 1993; Siisiäinen, 1994, 1999). This may relate back to Eisler’s description of
Nordic or Scandinavian societies as being more partnership oriented (Eisler and Koegel,
1996, p.7; Eisler, 2002, pp.151-152). There appears to be a positive association between
effective collaborations and partnerships and healthy levels of social capital, even at a
national level.
Cavaye (1999) investigated the role of the Department of Natural Resources in
Wisconsin, USA, in facilitating the development of social capital in small rural
communities. He observed how the government agency created a ‘vehicle’ for people to
act on existing concerns, built relationships, and shifted communication from a ‘vicious’
to a ‘virtuous’ cycle of contact. He commented that agencies enhance social capital
when they redefine citizen participation as “ ‘real work’ and include community contact
in delegated work” (Cavaye, 1999, p.2-3). Sirianni and Friedland (1995) build on the
work of Alinsky (1971) to argue that, at a community level at least, stocks of social
capital are growing in some areas of the United States and that there are policies and
strategies that can help this. Such actions may fall within the province of government.
Suggestions suitable for community application include building on small successes in a
network or group as these may then serve as a “cultural template for further negotiation”
(p.5). They argue, “dense networks of interaction probably broaden the participants’
sense of self, developing the ‘I’ into the ‘we’, or (in the language of rational choice
theorists) enhancing the participants’ ‘taste’ for collective benefits” (Sirianni and
Friedland, 1995, p.6). Government agencies involved in facilitating the development of
effective NRM partnerships may gain from these insights.
A parallel line of thought recognises the existence of social liability as well as social
capital. For government agency staff, apart from acting unethically or disrespectfully
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towards others, social liability may come about in other ways. For example,
longstanding relationships that NRM agency staff may have with various stakeholders
may use most of the available agency resources for citizen participation and, therefore,
stifle their ability to interact with others. Secondly, agency staff may interact with
influential stakeholders who are viewed negatively by others, thereby causing others not
to become involved. These are both examples of social liability. Social liability, like
social capital, may be thought of as a collective as well as an individual good. Gabbay
and Leenders (1999) have commented on this in some detail, using the terms corporate
social liability and corporate social capital, and applying these notions to business and
corporate settings.
The development of effective NRM collaborations and partnerships is closely related to
the levels of social capital and liability evident in the relationship between the partners.
It would appear logical that people are unlikely to work effectively together if they do
not trust each other, if there are no norms of expected behaviour or sanctions for people
“free-riding” and “not pulling their weight”. Leach, Pelkey and Sabatier (2000) borrow
from the tradition of Putnam (1993) and others to develop a set of social capital
indicators useful in measurement of the effectiveness and success of NRM participant
partnerships. Leach and Pelkey (2001, pp.378-385) have conducted a review of the
empirical literature on what makes watershed partnerships work in 37 studies in the
United States of America, Canada and Australia. Their findings indicate that the
presence of an adequate level of social capital (e.g. high levels of trust, good conflict
resolution processes and good interpersonal relationships) was significant in nearly all
cases in determining the success of a watershed partnership. This may appear to be
‘common sense’, given that the on-ground, biophysical outcomes of watershed
partnerships may be difficult to evaluate in the short-term. However, the breadth of the
empirical evidence they provide indicates that social capital is useful as a surrogate
short-term indicator of the effectiveness of such a relationship. Such work will inform
this study’s identification of the characteristics of effective NRM partnerships and the
significance of factors influencing these characteristics.

2.9

Partnerships and social learning

When people learn what is normal and acceptable in a certain social setting, they build
social capital. Such learning drives the positive ‘trust accumulation loop’ or a virtuous
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cycle of learning (Cavaye, 1999, p.28-31). Falk and Kilpatrick (1999, pp.1-25) have
undertaken a study on the way social capital was “produced” in a small rural community
in Australia. They investigated the “nature of the interactive productivity between the
rural networks in a small rural community” (p.7). Such interactions in social networks
can lead to learning which can help drive this virtuous cycle of social capital building.
This ‘social learning’ is also important in the development of effective NRM
collaborations and partnerships.
At least four groups of literature use the term ‘learning’ to describe interactive processes
between people and people and their surroundings: psychology/social psychology;
education; management and organisational learning and the NRM/environmental
education literature (Falk and Kilpatrick, 1999, p.3; Lee, 1993, pp.6-11 & pp.136-160;
Milbrath, 1989, pp.88-93). In the research described in this thesis, I am predominantly
interested in NRM-based environmental education. Without the help and presence of
other people it would be almost impossible, not to mention dangerous, for a young child
to learn what is necessary to survive in the social and biophysical world into which they
are born. “Fortunately, most human behaviour is learned observationally through
modelling: from observing others one forms an idea of how new behaviours are
performed, and on later occasions this serves as a guide for action” (Bandura, 1977,
p.22). While we may also learn on an individual basis, such social learning provides
constant lessons for us on the most appropriate behaviour in social settings. In some
ways it compares to the habitus of Bourdieu (1985, 1986). While we may also learn by
interacting with non-human technologies (e.g. books, computer CDs, watching videos),
a large part of what we understand as the most appropriate ways to interact with our
non-human or natural surroundings, occurs as a result of social learning. Our natural
surroundings have the potential to be a great teacher.
Learning is common throughout all species in nature. Milbrath (1989, p.89-91) details
how other species, from rudimentary bacteria to complex animals such as dogs and
apes, have the ability to learn from interactions with nature. Understanding social
learning is important to my research. It is the mechanism by which we build trust, an
important component of social capital underlying the foundation of the NRM
partnerships that are the focus of this research. People involved in NRM partnerships
also make decisions together and take joint action to address NRM problems that are of
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common concern to them. Social learning is a mechanism by which they may gain
information and learn values to guide these decisions and actions.
Milbrath (1989, p.94) advocates the need for a “learning society” that can “learn its way
out” of this dilemma, commenting that the ancient Greeks called such a society, one that
nourished personal and social learning, paideia. He feels that such a modern paideia or
learning society would:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Utilise a wealth of information;
Find better ways to disseminate and utilise information;
Emphasise integrative and probabilistic thinking (rather than
emphasising reductionist, linear thinking);
Emphasise values as much as facts;
Be critical of science and technology (rather than automatically paying it
undue deference);
Combine theory with practice;
Be consciously anticipatory;
Believe that change is possible;
Examine outcomes to learn form them;
Develop institutions to foster systems and futures thinking;
Institutionalise a practice of analysing future impacts;
Reorient educational institutions toward social learning;
Support research; and
Maintain openness and encourage citizen participation.
(Milbrath, 1989, p.94-113)

There are similarities between Milbrath’s “learning society” and a society based on
Eisler’s partnership model.41 Participants in both societies would believe that “change
was possible” and that both would “maintain openness and encourage citizen
participation”. In the above summary of the characteristics of a learning society,
Milbrath appears to have described the social learning processes that would allow a
society to make Eisler’s cultural transformation from a dominator/control to
partnership/respect society (Eisler, 2002, p.212).
The process by which people adapt the nature of their interactions with their natural,
non-human surroundings as a result of the social learning that occurs as a result of those
interactions can take place in a systematic manner. In NRM circles this has become
known as adaptive management – “treating the economic uses of nature as experiments”
(Lee, 1993, p.8). Lee (1993) describes adaptive management as an iterative, reflective
process, providing those involved with information and skills to better manage natural
resources and ecosystem with which they interact. It is a process of continuous
41

See Table 2.1.
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improvement. Social learning can help us learn to better relate to each other and manage
the conflict which inevitably arises when people with values derived from different
ethical frameworks come together in an attempt to manage natural resources (Merchant,
1992). Lee (1993) uses metaphors such as “road”, “compass”, “gyroscope” and “map”
to describe how these two learning processes interrelate. Lee observes that conflict is
common in NRM, generated when people with different values come together in
adaptive management and social learning processes. This conflict can be creative, but it
needs managing. Lee identifies this process of “bounded conflict” as politics and says
that it is the gyroscope that provides stability to the process. The map allows us to chart
our progress along the road (Lee, 1993, pp.8-11).
In summary, the descriptions by Milbrath and Lee characterise a process by which a
group of people may develop the social capital, knowledge, skills and values to live in a
more sustainable, partnership-based society – a society where power in all its faces
enables rather than controls citizens in this individual and collective endeavour.

2.10 Partnerships and dialogue
Relationships in such a society would need to be based on mutual understanding
between participants. Such an understanding may be gained through dialogue
(Yankelovich,

1999).

Dialogue

occurs

when

participants

achieve

“mutual

understanding” as to why others involved hold the viewpoint they do on the topic at
hand (Yankelovich, 1999, p.14). “Dialogue is never a mere technical or deliberative
exercise. It always reaches into deep pockets of personal convictions and fundamental
values” (Yankelovich, 1999, p.71). Table 2.3 summarises the main points that
Yankelovich (1999) argues are critical for effective dialogue.
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Table 2.3: Strategies for dialogue (Yankelovich, 1999)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Check for the presence of three requirements of dialogue – equality, empathic
listening, and surfacing assumptions non-judgementally – and learn how to introduce
the missing ones. (p.46)
Focus on common interests, not divisive ones. (p.56)
Keep dialogue and decision making compartmentalised. (p.57)
Clarify assumptions that lead to subculture distortions. (p.65)
Bring forth your own assumptions before speculating on others. (p.66)
Use specific cases to raise general issues. (p.67)
Focus on conflicts between value systems, not people. (p.70)
When appropriate, express the emotions that accompany strongly held values. (p.71)
Initiate dialogue through a gesture of empathy. (p.71)
Be sure trust exists before addressing transference distortions. (p.86)
Where applicable, identify mistrust as the real source of misunderstandings. (p.106)
Err on the side of including people who disagree. (p.107)
Encourage relationships in order to humanize transactions. (p.108)
Expose old scripts to reality check. (p.108)

While dialogue occurs between individuals, NRM collaborations and partnerships can
also occur between organisations. Practitioners need to be able to identify key people
within those organisations who are able to influence their organisation either through
use of power (authority) within their organisation, through the social capital they
possess within their organisation, or skills they have in facilitating social learning.
Gladwell (2000, pp.30-59) identifies people in the last two categories as “connectors”,
people who are able to influence social change within an organisation – as he puts it –
cause “positive social change epidemics”. Table 2.3 presents not just a list of strategies
that may be useful in facilitating dialogue between key people or “connectors” within
organisations, but also as a useful checklist in terms of evaluating the efficacy of the
dialogue process. Habermas (1974) has developed a yardstick, the Ideal Speech
Situation, which may be used to evaluate the effectiveness of any communicative act,
including dialogue (Young, 1989, p.75). The Ideal Speech Situation makes four
assumptions:
•
•
•
•

That what we are saying or hearing is intelligible
That what we are saying or hearing is true in so far as it implies the
existence of states of affairs
That the persons speaking are being truthful or sincere, and
That the things said are normatively appropriate considering the
relationships among the people and the situation they are in.
(Habermas, 1979, p.2 cited in Young 1989; pp.75-76)

The strategies documented by Yankelovich and the ISS provide two useful tools to
guide and evaluate dialogue in NRM collaborations and partnerships.
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2.11 In summary
At the start of this chapter I defined certain key terms such as ‘ecosystem’ and ‘natural
resource management’ and discussed the contemporary usage of concepts such as
‘sustainability’ and ‘sustainable development’ in NRM. I related this to the egocentric,
homocentric and ecocentric ethical frameworks that guide people working in NRM.
Social mobilisation approaches to sustainable NRM are common in Australia and
elsewhere, with the call for people to collaborate or form partnerships and take
collective action to address NRM problems, becoming increasingly common at all
levels. I have endeavoured, therefore, to show how the Topic, Developing Effective
Partnerships in Natural Resource Management, is relevant to local NRM groups, to
regional, State and National NRM initiatives and to the development and
implementation of Type II partnerships arising from the WSSD. This call to collective
action, emphasising a need for participants to work together if NRM problems are to be
resolved, is part of the discourse of ecological modernisation. This set of shared
understandings is increasingly becoming part of the dominant paradigm of agencydriven NRM.
The term ‘partnership’ has a significant place in the citizen participation literature, and I
have endeavoured to show how the concept of power is central to any definition of
partnership as a citizen participation process. Criticisms of citizen participation and tests
to determine its legitimacy and usefulness in NRM contexts have been presented. In
some instances, it may be difficult for government intent on entering into partnerships
with others, or on facilitating partnerships between other parties, to recognise that the
power that exists within these relationships must be shared, if true partnerships are to be
formed. The cultural transformation theory of Eisler helps to explain this point. Her reconceptualisation of power is a significant aspect of cultural transformation theory, as is
her development of dominator and partnership models of society and human
organisations. Her efforts to develop a comprehensive, partnership-based philosophy to
guide human relationships at all levels — from the personal to the global – have also
been discussed. Social capital and social learning have been defined. The role social
learning plays in building social capital in human relationships and in the adaptive
management process was also highlighted. The fundamentals of dialogue, a
communication process leading to mutual understanding between participants, have also
been discussed.
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In this chapter I have provided some of the conceptual and theoretical foundation to
make both scenarios intelligible to the reader. In the next chapter I will focus on
reviewing relevant literature to complete this foundation as well as developing tools to
aid in the analysis of the critical collective case study that is central to this research.
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3.0 Literature review (part two) and analytical tools
3.1

Introduction

This chapter has two purposes. Firstly, it builds on the first part of the literature review
in Chapter 2 to complete the theoretical foundation needed to guide the analysis of the
critical collective case study that is central to this research. Secondly, it develops
analytical tools to help in this task. To achieve the second purpose, the discussion in this
chapter goes beyond the analysis and synthesis commonly found in literature reviews to
the presentation of arguments to justify the nature of the analytical tools that are
developed.
The chapter defines the term ‘group’ in a social sense and outlines the nature of
effective social groups, applying this discussion to NRM groups, collaborations and
partnerships. The term ‘effective’ is discussed and defined. NRM groups, collaborations
and partnerships are shown to be social groups. It is argued that criteria used to
determine effectiveness of groups might also be used to identify effective NRM groups,
collaborations and partnerships.1 This research seeks to identify the characteristics of
effective NRM collaborations and partnerships and the factors that influence these
characteristics, from an NRM group, coordinator and participant perspective. Therefore,
the attributes of coordinators and participants that might influence the effectiveness of
NRM collaborations and partnerships are also discussed.
Based on the literature review in this and the preceding chapter, three analytical tools
are developed. In the first, collaboration and partnership are located as specific citizen
participation processes within a new citizen participation hierarchy, a pendulum of
citizen participation. In the second, a decision tree, to aid in the selection of contextappropriate citizen participation processes, is presented. This tool finds use in the initial
analysis of the case studies that make up the critical collective case study.2 The third
tool is a typology for NRM collaborations and partnerships. This typology has been
1

In Chapter 5 and 6 these criteria are applied to case studies that make up the critical collective case
study to ensure that, collectively speaking, they embody the characteristics of effective NRM
collaborations and partnerships. A thorough qualitative analysis of this group of case studies may then
reveal the characteristics of effective NRM collaborations and partnerships and factors that influence
these characteristics, thereby answering the research questions presented in chapter one.
2
This decision tree has been developed from the existing literature. It may also help other practitioners
and participants to identify and use the most suitable process or “right tool for the job” in terms of
citizen participation in NRM.
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developed by synthesising existing literature. The case studies that make up the critical
collective case study are typified according to this new typology.
Although this study focuses on the development of effective NRM collaborations and
partnerships at an NRM group level, it is important that the reader has an understanding
of the institutional, administrative and political milieu in which the NRM groups that
make up the case studies, are situated. This task is completed in the final section of this
chapter.

3.2

Groups, collaborations and partnerships

Shaw (1976) defines a group as:
A dynamic social entity composed of two or more individuals. These individuals
interact interdependently to achieve one or more common goals for the group or
similar individual goals that each member believes can be achieved through
group participation. As a result of this participation, each member influences and
is influenced by every other member of the group to some degree. Over time,
statuses and roles develop for members, while norms and values that regulate
behaviour of consequence to the group are accepted by members.
(Shaw, 1976, in Bertcher, 1994, p.3)
Collaborations and partnerships are particular sorts of social groups. In many ways they
fit the picture of a group painted in the quotation above. When two or more
interdependent individuals interact socially and influence each other as a consequence
of that interaction, they are a group (Forsyth, 1990). A social group may work as
partnership. Presenting a school-based example may help to illustrate this point. A
group of children in a classroom working silently on their schoolwork while a teacher
watches would certainly constitute a group, by the above definition. However, the
teacher may physically and verbally bully the group to ensure their compliance. They
may be punished for speaking. The goals of the children and teacher may be markedly
different. From a Foucauldian viewpoint, the power that flows through the network of
relationships within the group is being concentrated and used by the teacher, through
threat of violence and sanction. Their silence ensures that his will be the only discourse
to have meaning in that classroom setting. Such a class is a group of people, not a
partnership. On the other hand, there may be children with a teacher in a classroom
working after school working on ways to raise money for their end of year class trip.
People are talking freely and yet prepared to listen to each other to achieve their
common goal. They know that they will not be able to raise enough money individually,
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but they will if they work together. They are there because they want to be. They make
decisions together. They act together. They share responsibility together. They are a
group of people working in partnership.
From the above discussion, and using the definition of a partnership outlined in
previous chapter, we can deduce that a group of people working together to achieve a
common goal, and to share decision-making, action and responsibility are working in
partnership.3 An NRM group works as a partnership when the power within
relationships between group members is shared, and used as a tool by participants to
achieve mutually desired NRM goals that are beneficial to all may be affected.
Whereas, when participants in an NRM group work towards achieving mutually desired
goals that are beneficial to all who may be affected, yet do not share power, then they
are working in collaboration, rather than in partnership.

3.3

A pendulum of citizen participation

Several of the typologies of citizen participation presented in Chapter 2, for example,
Arnstein (1969), Pretty (1994) and South Lanarkshire Council (1998), locate citizen
participation processes along a continuum relating to the disposition of power between
citizens and government. If one accepts the “Arnsteinian view” that power is held by
government, or others in authority, then a renegotiation of power within the relationship
is fundamental to the formation of a partnership. Figure 3.1 presents a pendulum of
citizen participation. It builds on this work and the definitions for cooperation,
collaboration and partnership outlined in Chapter 2, placing citizen participation
processes along the arc of a pendulum, with partnership, the citizen participation
process that involves sharing and renegotiation of power located at the vertical point, at
the base of the arc. Citizen management of an NRM problem is located at one extreme
of the sweep of the arc of the pendulum. At this point, citizens have exclusive hold on
power. Citizens are responsible for decisions that are made and for their
implementation. Government management is positioned at the other extreme of the arc
of the ‘pendulum of power’. As is shown in Figure 3.1, it is here that government has
exclusive disposition of power in relation to the resolution of an NRM problem.

3

See definition in Chapter 2.3.3.4.
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Each of the NRM groups that make up the collective case study have been typified
using the pendulum of citizen participation, with the disposition of power within the
relationship being pivotal to their location on the arc of the pendulum.4

3.4

When to partner – a decision tree

The pendulum of citizen participation describes various citizen participation processes
including citizens having no role in the resolution of an NRM problem, through to
citizens managing the resolution of an NRM problem without any support from
government. In Australia, government agencies are usually the initiator of NRM citizen
participation activities.5 This role is challenging. Matching an appropriate citizen
participation process to a particular NRM problem and context, selecting the “right tool
for the job”, is part of this challenge. Figure 3.2 presents an adaptation of a decision tree
developed by Lawrence and Deagen (2001, pp.857-872). These authors have researched
the role of citizen participation in forestry. Their work is based on the work of Vroom
and Yetton (1973) who were interested in the role of employees in workplace decisionmaking, a conceptually similar area. I have modified the decision tree of Lawrence and
Deagen. These adaptations:
•

Make the terminology used in the decision tree compatible with that used in this
thesis; and

•

Introduce the concepts of social learning and partnership, as defined and
described in Chapter 2.

The decision tree is written from the perspective of a government-employed, NRM
practitioner. The eight closed questions yield a total of sixteen options, labelled A to P,
which provide nine different citizen processes. These are shown in the table that
accompanies the decision tree in Figure 3.2. Working through the decision tree may
provide an NRM practitioner with guidance on the most appropriate citizen
participation process for a particular NRM problem in a given context.

4

Use of this pendulum was one of the first steps in analysis of each of the case studies that make up the
collective case study. It should be noted that this pendulum of citizen participation has been written
from a government-citizen perspective. It could easily be rewritten to describe relationships between
two non-government organisations seeking to work together to achieve a common goal.
5
Case Studies 18 and 19, presented in this thesis, demonstrate that industry groups, universities and
NGOs can also take the lead in initiating citizen participation processes such as collaborations or
partnerships.
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The citizen participation options outlined in Figure 3.2 are similar to those outlined on
the government side of the pendulum of citizen participation shown in Figure 3.1, with
two exceptions:
•

Firstly, government management without provision of information to citizens is
not included as a citizen participation outcome in Figure 3.2.

•

Secondly, the concept of social learning is not included in Figure 3.1.

In terms of the first point, some government decisions about NRM problems may be
considered routine and, as a rule therefore, not generally requiring accompanying
citizen information programs. In terms of the second point, some NRM problems and
contexts may be extremely complex. Both government and citizens may benefit from
learning more about the problem, the context in which it occurs and how each party
views the problem. This is known as social learning.6 It may be superior to “one way”
implementation of a program to ensure “learning occurs among the publics” (Lawrence
and Deagen, 2001, p.863). Such wording implies that government knows all that needs
to be known about an NRM problem and that various “publics” may benefit from a oneway transfer of information from government. While this may be the case, in some
instances, government may have a very incomplete knowledge about what is needed to
resolve an NRM problem. Learning in these contexts becomes more of a social, twoway process.
The NRM problem and context for each of the case studies that make up the critical
collective case were analysed using the decision tree outlined in Figure 3.2. As a
researcher, this helped me to trial this “new” decision tree and also to explore whether
the particular citizen participation process used in the case study was contextappropriate.7

3.5

NRM partnership typologies

This research focuses on finding similarities and differences between partnerships, in an
effort to understand the characteristics of effective NRM partnerships and the factors
affecting these characteristics. As an aid to understanding, at an individual case study
level, it may be helpful to typify these relationships. The literature on partnerships and
6
7

See Chapter 2.8 for an overview of social learning.
See Chapter 5.2. Case studies 3, 7, 10 and 18 were classified as collaborations rather than partnerships,
differentiated by a lack of power sharing within the relationship(s). In all instances, this was seen to be
an appropriate citizen participation process given the nature of the NRM problem and the context
within which it occurred.
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communities provided some assistance in this regard, as did my initial review of the
individual case studies. For example, Long and Arnold (1995, pp.52-56) describe
several partnership typologies noting that they may be based on:
•

The partnership’s relationship to regulation (e.g. proactive, policy, response);

•

The partnership’s activity area (e.g. conflict resolution, research; or policy
formation); or

•

Negotiation and games theory.

Poncelet (1998, p.7) hints at the degree of inclusiveness of potential participants in
relationships focusing on NRM problems as a way to typify NRM partnerships in his
work on “multilateral” partnerships. The common focus or interest shared by a
community, is used by Duane (1997) to describe “place”, “interest”, or “identity”
focused communities. I have also found these terms useful to describe collaborative and
partnership-based relationships.
3.5.1

Conflict and core relevance

Figure 3.3 shows how the degree of conflict in a relationship may be plotted against
relevance to participants give rise to a ‘partnership map’. This map locates four
partnerships types described by Long and Arnold (1995, p.61).

Core Relevance
All participants
High

One participant
Low

High
Pre-emptive
Coalescing

Conflict

Exploration
Leverage

Low
(Long and Arnold, 1995,p.61)
Figure 3.3: NRM partnership map — degree of participant conflict plotted
against core relevance to participants

70

Long and Arnold (1995, p.61) developed their own partnership typology based on
common characteristics they saw arising from the partnerships they studied. In
summary, their description of the characteristics of the four type follows:
•

Pre-emptive partnerships: formed in an attempt to defuse a situation that is
already, or is potentially, hostile and where the problems at hand are of core
relevance to all participants.

•

Coalescing partnerships: formed because all parties need each other to
accomplish their goals. A common vision is formulated amongst all parties in
attempt to overcome threats of hostility.

•

Exploration partnerships: formed to make the most of opportunities to
investigate environmental or NRM problems of shared interest.

•

Leverage partnerships: the most opportunistic of all partnerships, formed when
participants can see “win-win” opportunities to make high social, political and
economic returns for modest investments in sustainable NRM.

One difficulty with this typology is group size. Partnership activities in the large NRM
groups, studied as part of this research, do not fit neatly into any of Long and Arnold’s
categories. In large multilateral NRM groups, such as catchment management groups,
there are a larger number of potential and actual relationships between participants.
These relationships may fall within several of Long and Arnold’s categories. Such
“large-scale” partnerships are found worldwide. Often the people involved see
themselves as really working in partnership, as do researchers who have studied them.8
While they may not always be functioning as effectively as they might, any typology
developed should be able to describe their efforts.

8

I offer two examples to support this statement.
1. In South East Queensland the Moreton Bay Waterways and Catchments Partnership (MBWCP) is a
group of catchment groups, scientists, Local Governments, State Government agencies and indigenous
and industry groups who are seeking to improve the condition of catchments of South East Queensland
(Costantini, 2002). The diversity of their efforts and their relationships with each other mean that they
do not fit neatly into any one category developed by Long and Arnold.
2. Leach and Pelkey (2001, p.378-385) have reviewed thirty-seven empirical studies from around the
world of factors contributing to watershed (catchment) partnership success. Such partnerships aspire to
be inclusive of all stakeholders (people who may be indirectly or directly affected by the condition of
the catchment in question). Undoubtedly, not all stakeholders are interested or involved in such large–
scale efforts and some of those involved may have ulterior motives. However, many of those involved
would be working according to partnership principles, as described by Eisler (2002) and genuine in
their collective attempt to improve the condition of their catchment. When participants are sincere in
their efforts, I feel that the relationships they develop with others should be characterised as a type of
collaboration or partnership, depending on degree of power-sharing within relationships, and not
dismissed out of hand as window dressing or greenwash (Long and Arnold, 1995, pp.5-6).
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I have chosen to use the two dimensions, level of conflict and core relevance, of the
Long and Arnold typology, to map the relationships that make up the nineteen case
studies investigated in this research. I recognise that some of the case studies of larger
NRM partnerships will fall within several categories. They will be mapped as such.

3.5.2

A new NRM collaboration and partnership typology

Given the shortcomings of the above typology in relation to partnership size, a new
NRM collaboration and partnership typology, based on literature reviewed in this thesis,
has been developed for use in this research. It typifies the collaborations and
partnerships that are the focus of this research in three ways, on the basis of:
•

Initiative – whether the partnership was externally initiated by a third party or
was self-initiated by the partners (Pretty and Ward, 2001, p.218);

•

Focus – whether the partnership is predominantly place, interest or identity
focused (Duane, 1997); and

•

Inclusiveness – whether the participants are from similar from backgrounds
(unilateral), two backgrounds (bilateral); a limited array of backgrounds (limited
multilateral), or whether those initiating the partnership aspire to be fully
inclusive (inclusive multilateral) (Poncelet, 1998, p.7).9

In conjunction with mapping the various cases against the dimensions of conflict and
core relevance described above (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.61), this typology has been
used in this study to describe and give form to the various cases investigated. The
following section discusses ways that the effectiveness or success of NRM
collaborations and partnerships that comprise these cases may be evaluated.

3.6

Evaluating the effectiveness of NRM collaborations and
partnerships

A discussion of the terms ‘effective’ and ‘success’ underlies the issue of evaluation in
NRM collaborations and partnerships. ‘Effective’ means “serving to effect the purpose;
producing the intended result” (Anon, 1991, p.558). ‘Success’ means “the gaining of
9

While it was not a specific focus of the questions guiding this research, as a government-employed
NRM practitioner and researcher who had often helped to initiate NRM collaborations and
partnerships, I was nevertheless interested in any similarities and differences between externally and
self-initiated relationships. I was also interested in observing if there was any evidence that externally
initiated partnerships became self-managed over time, and if so, how this occurred.
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wealth, position or the like” (Anon, 1991, p.1745). An NRM partnership may be judged
a success for its ability to attract sponsorship and media coverage, but may be quite
ineffective at achieving its stated purpose. Those external to the relationship (e.g. a
government agency) may view an NRM partnership poorly because they have selected
indicators that are relevant to their own organisational goals, rather than those of the
NRM partnership under consideration (Chamala, 1995, p.74).
Some authors do not make this distinction. Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) use the terms
‘successful’ and ‘effective’ almost synonymously. When investigating thirty-five case
studies in NRM collaboration, they recognised that they could rule out some case
studies because they did not meet their definition of collaboration. However, they chose
to use the positive perceptions of multiple participants from a diversity of backgrounds
to define success. They saw early indications that improvements in human relationships
would lead to improved ecological and social outcomes (Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000,
p.xiii). One may ask participants whether or not ‘things are better’ as a result of their
partnership work. A positive response from several participants from different
backgrounds may well be a useful indicator that the relationship was ‘successful’. Such
triangulation, gathering the viewpoints of people from different backgrounds, may well
help to obviate the ‘success–effectiveness dichotomy’ described earlier.
Tennyson and Wilde (2000) have focused on partnerships developed in community
development projects. They also used the terms “successful” and “effective”
synonymously, and focus on the social aspects of partnerships. They explain:
What makes a partnership successful and effective? Such partnerships have
partners who share four key characteristics:
•
Uphold the principles of openness and equity
•
Share risks and benefits
•
Adapt well to change
•
Work towards empowerment.
(Tennyson and Wilde, 2000, p.14)

Partnerships may also be evaluated by comparing their outcomes to those that may have
been achieved through use of other processes, or by comparing them to what most likely
would have occurred if nothing were done to address the NRM problem at hand. In the
literature on negotiation the term BATNA, Best Alternative To a Negotiated
Agreement, has been coined (Fisher and Ury, 1983, p.104). In deciding whether or not
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to accept a negotiated agreement, one should compare it to the BATNA. A BATNA has
been defined as:
The standard against which any agreement should be measured. That is the only
standard which can protect you from accepting terms that are too unfavourable
and from rejecting terms it would be in your interest to accept.
(Fisher and Ury, 1983, p.104)
In a similar way, I would propose that the outcomes of NRM partnerships should
always be evaluated against the BATPO, Best Alternative To a Partnership Outcome.
This involves comparing the partnership outcome against what would most likely have
occurred if nothing at all were done to address the NRM problem that was the focus of
the partnership (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.162). This may also be a useful way to
evaluate NRM collaboration and partnership effectiveness.
Chamala (1995, p.87) says that an effective NRM group meets the needs of individual
members. The same could also be said of effective NRM collaborations and
partnerships. Obviously, what participants think of the relationship is an important
measure of its effectiveness. As cited earlier, Wondolleck and Yaffe (2000, p.xiii) note
a relationship between improvements in the process of human interaction and improved
ecological and social outcomes. It would appear self-evident that people who have good
inter-personal relationships will have more chance of being able to achieve the
biophysical purpose that brought them together to work in partnership. Knowledge of
this aspect of the social capital that exists within the partnership, how it changes over
time and what factors are precipitating these changes would appear to be an integral part
of NRM partnership evaluation.10 Such data are important but predominantly qualitative
in nature and therefore not readily translated into numbers.11 They are therefore not
easily aggregated and reported on by bureaucracies. In the research undertaken, the
social capital that existed within the relationships between partners was recognised as
being an important surrogate indicator of the effectiveness or success in many of the
case study relationships. The goals of these relationships were often quite long-term or
were also being impacted on by other NRM processes, making the establishment of a
causal relationship between partnership activity and amelioration of the particular NRM
problem difficult to establish. Table 3.1 summarises the difficulties in evaluating NRM
collaborations and partnerships.

10
11

See Chapter 2.8 for an explanation of social capital
See Chapter 4.1.4 for a discussion on qualitative and quantitative approaches to social science

74

Table 3.1:

Difficulties in evaluating NRM partnerships

Difficulty

Reason

Improvements or deterioration in ecosystem
condition, as result of changing NRM practices,
may be difficult to detect.

Ecological time scales are often longer than
human interest and attention spans. Technology
may not exist to adequately monitor change.

Progress in NRM practices and resultant
ecosystem condition are reversible.

Unless an NRM partnership has access to ongoing
funding and resources, any positive changes
observed may be reversed when external funding
and support to the partnership cease.

It may be difficult to causally link NRM
partnership efforts to changes in ecosystem
condition.

Recent ecological research shows that, generally
speaking, natural ecosystems do not tend to
towards equilibrium (Fiedler et al, 1997, p.83-92).
Any changes observed may be “natural” or due to
NRM practices outside the control of the
partnership.

Partnership goals may only seek the resolution of
a small part of a much bigger environmental
problem.

NRM partnerships may be place-focused, and
interested in what, in ecosystem terms, is only a
small component of a larger ecosystem. External
human influences may therefore render
partnership actions ineffective.

(After Long and Arnold, 1995, pp.155-157)
For an NRM collaboration or partnership to be effective, the potential partners should
ensure they work at appropriate spatial and temporal scales, recognising a match
between the scale of the NRM problem confronting them and their available resources.
It is important that participants develop an evaluation program as one of their first
activities, looking at ways that they may regularly measure and evaluate performance.
They should seek agreement on a range of indicators that can be directly measured and
on ‘surrogate indicators’, ways that ‘intangibles’ such as social capital and liability can
be indirectly measured.
The measures used to assess effectiveness may be either ‘soft’ or ‘hard’. Soft measures
are predominantly qualitative and may include the improvement of relationships
amongst participants, particularly participants who were previously adversaries;
formation of new partnerships as a result of the relationships and understanding built in
the old partnerships, or a restructuring of organisations to help them meet the needs of
the partnership of which they are a part (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.153). Hard measures
are predominantly quantitative and relate to the achievement of the goal or purpose of
the partnership (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.153). For example, these may include
observations such as tree planting survival rates, areas of riparian regeneration, length of
fence line constructed and changes in sediment loadings in a stream. From a
government perspective, such quantitative measures from the activities collected from
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different NRM collaborations and partnerships funded by a similar program (e.g.
Natural Heritage Trust I or Natural Heritage Trust II) are easily aggregated, thus giving
an overall measure of the success and effectiveness of NRM collaborations and
partnerships being funded and supported by a government program.12 Other quantifiable
data on volunteer participation time and attendance numbers at field days may also give
some idea of the indirect benefits being achieved by a particular project activity.
Qualitative measures may be less useful for bureaucratic purposes, as they do not allow
for easy aggregation of data. Nevertheless, the collection and interpretation of
qualitative data are necessary if we are to evaluate the overall benefits and costs of
NRM collaborations and partnerships.

Rigorous evaluation of NRM collaborations and partnership relationships has not been
common. “Given the novelty of partnerships as solutions to environmental challenges, it
may not be particularly surprising that environmental partnerships are rarely evaluated
rigorously” (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.152).13 As the partnership approach to NRM and
environmental management has increasingly been advocated over the last decade or so
(the WSSD Type II partnerships initiative being the most recent example), moves to
formalise the evaluation of such relationships, and their outcomes, are gaining pace.
Given the above discussion, the effectiveness of the NRM collaborations and
partnerships that are the focus of this research will be evaluated against the BATPO and
in three other ways:
•

Purpose and goals: Did the partnership accomplish its purpose? Are the goals of
the partnership, held in common by the participants, being achieved?

•

Indirect benefits: What other benefits, not directly related to the purpose and
goals of the partnership accrued to participants and/ or others?14

•

Process management: How well was the process of partnership formation,
implementation and evaluation managed? (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.153)

12

For example, in terms of evaluation, Natural Heritage Trust final project reports seek information on
indicators such as number of monitoring sites, frequency of monitoring, and on-ground outputs such as
areas revegetated, lengths of fence line built. Quantifiable data that looks at people involvement (e.g.
number of people attending a field day) are also requested [Environment Australia, 2000(b), p.3].
13
These authors favour the term “environmental partnership” over “NRM partnership”, to describe a
relationship that is very similar to the definition of an NRM partnership presented in this Chapter. I
therefore use the terms interchangeably in this research.
14
Some of the smaller case studies presented in the analysis of results of this thesis research have focused
on smaller, issue and place focused bilateral or limited multilateral partnerships that have arisen, at
least in part, as a result of relationships kindled in larger, place-focused multilateral NRM partnerships.
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In the following section, I present an overview of factors presented in the literature that
may impact on NRM group, collaboration and partnership effectiveness.

3.7

Factors relating to NRM group and partnership
effectiveness

In this section, I outline the views and findings of various authors who have investigated
factors that influence the effectiveness of NRM groups and partnerships. Long and
Arnold (1995, p.130) view success factors as fitting into three categories: people, goals,
and capacity building.15 They emphasise that people are the single most significant
factor determining partnership success. They are the ones that “champion, coordinate
and sell environmental partnerships” (p.130). Based on a review of the theoretical
literature on small-groups research and various empirical studies, Chamala (1995,
pp.81-82) maintains that the effectiveness of community groups (CGE) involved in
NRM is a function of “group internal factors (GIF), service agency factors (SAF),
community factors (CF) and other external factors (OEF)”. This relationship can be
represented as:
CGE = f(GIF, SAF, CF, OEF)
Table 3.2 outlines specific factors that Chamala describes as making up the four sets
factors listed above.

15

As mentioned in the Chapter 3.6, I prefer the term ‘effectiveness’ to ‘successful’ when evaluating NRM
partnerships. Partnerships may be successful (that is, viewed as being gaining in wealth or the like) when
they are quite ineffective (are not meeting their purpose or goals).
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Table 3.2:

Factors affecting NRM group/partnership effectiveness

Set
of Specific Factor
Factors
Group
Internal
Factors

Service
Agency
Factors

Community
factors

Other
External
Factors

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Group composition
Group structure and size
Atmosphere
Cohesion
Group standards and norms
Leadership style
Balance between needs
Group think
Development phase
Group culture
Technical capabilities of staff
Staff’s “people skills” in managing groups
Staff attitude and commitment to groups
Type of planning methods used
Means or ends distinction
Support from field extension officers
Community structure
Community experience in working together
Availability of commercial service agencies in the community
Attitude and awareness of problems/ opportunities
Media exposure
Pressure groups
Legislation
Market prices for inputs and products
Science and technology
Political vested interests

(Chamala, 1995, pp.82-85)
The number of factors and the way they are presented above, as a formula, can give the
impression that they are linearly related to each other, or that the effectiveness of a
group may be arrived at simply by summing the effects of each of the individual factors.
However, Chamala (1995, pp.86-87) makes the point that this is not the case. Chamala
cites Hackman’s (1987) normative model of group effectiveness to explain that the
significance of each factor will depend on the context within which the group is
operating and its organizational design.

The adequacy and certainty of funding and resources, a factor not listed explicitly by
Chamala, may also affect partnership effectiveness. Leach and Pelkey (2001, pp.378385) have undertaken a review of the empirical literature as to what makes watershed
partnerships work. Their review of 37 case studies undertaken on watershed
partnerships in the United States of America, Canada and Australia catalogued the most
“unequivocal and most contested” of the conclusions from these studies. It revealed that
funding (23 studies) and the participation by an effective leader or coordinator (22
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studies) were the two most frequently named factors contributing to partnership success.
These factors were closely followed by two other factors - having a limited scope of
activities (16 studies) and having rules to encourage diverse participation (16 studies).
Their review makes interesting reading. Their last two findings appear contradictory.
For example, six studies indicated that having a broad scope of activities was a key to
success while eight studies said that limiting participation appeared critical to effective
partnership participation. It appears that the different contexts within which these
partnerships were operating may play a part in explaining the apparently contradictory
nature of these findings. In all they identified 451 conclusions amongst the 37 studies
they reviewed as to factors contributing to an effective watershed partnership. By
looking for identical conclusions amongst the studies, they were able to reduce this to
210 conclusions. By undertaking a factor analysis, they were able to further coalesce the
210 factors into 28 themes and four overall factors that encompassed the variability
found between studies as to factors contributing to the effectiveness of watershed
partnerships (Leach and Pelkey, 2001, pp.381-382).
These were:
Resources and Scope
•

Adequate

time;

legislature

encourages

agency

participation;

limited

membership; cooperative and committed participants; funding; appropriate
geographic scope; agencies encourage staff participation; miscellaneous
community resources.
Flexibility or Informality
•

Reliance on moral authority not formal power; balanced local/state/federal
participation; caution when using consensus decision making; training in
collaborative decision-making skills; appropriate geographic scope.

Alternative Dispute Resolution Theory
•

Effective leader, coordinator or facilitator; trust; funding; scope of activities –
limited or focused; broad or inclusive membership; consensus decisionmaking; well-defined decision or process rules; low or medium levels of
conflict; effective communication and data sharing; balanced local/state/federal
participation.

Institutional Analysis and Development
•

Monitoring and/or adaptive management; local, bottom-up leadership; scope of
activities – realistic or ambitious; well-defined decision or process rules;
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adequate scientific and technical information; scope of activities – limited or
focused; agency support and staff participation (Leach and Pelkey, 2001.
p.382).
The extent to which themes presented under the overall factors appear contradictory
may be accounted for by the differences in the contexts of the 37 studies analysed for
this review. Leach and Pelkey (2001, pp.382-383) have used concepts presented in
alternative dispute resolution (ADR) literature to group the themes presented under the
third overall factor (e.g. Carpenter and Kennedy, 1988; Gray, 1989; and Crowfoot and
Wondolleck, 1990). Concepts from the institutional analysis and development (IAD)
literature have been used to group themes under the fourth overall factor (e.g. Ostrom,
1990). IAD relies on a rational actor model of collective action, viewing groups of
people and organisations as rational beings able to make decisions and to take action
about specific issues (Allison, 1971).
Leach and Pelkey (2001, p.383) note that other theories may be able to explain and
group the factors identified as significant in the development of effective watershed
partnerships in the 37 studies reviewed (e.g. theories of participatory democracy,
environmental coalitions) but that these other theories were rarely mentioned in the
studies reviewed. It is for this reason that I have chosen to concentrate on theories
relating to participatory democracy and citizen participation as well as associated areas
of collaboration, partnership, power, values, social capital and social learning to help
further inform this line of research. For example, the backgrounds of the potential
partners, what their values are, what motivates them, in essence the differences and
similarities of their “meaning systems”, may also be an important factor in determining
the effectiveness of NRM partnerships. Participants and facilitators need to recognise
the different meanings that may be placed on a common problem or opportunity and for
them to identify and build on “common ground”, if their partnership is to be effective. A
lack of common ground may also be an important factor in determining whether or not
to attempt to work in partnership or to try some other NRM approach, e.g. use of
litigation or regulation (Dukes, Firehock and Leahy, 2001, pp.58-59). Table 3.3 outlines
the different motivators, drivers or “meaning systems” of three major groups of
participants involved in NRM – government, business and community.
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Table 3.3:

Meaning systems of major groups involved in NRM
Business
(Market capitalism)

Community

Institutions

Government
(State
democracy)
Parliaments,
governments,
public service
Votes, law

Markets, businesses

Families,
associations

Prices

Values

Representation
Order,
redistribution
Citizens
Programs

Competition
Efficiency, productivity

Key
regulator
Dynamic
Focus
People
Tools

Customers
Contracts

Reciprocity
Equity,
cohesion
Members
Networks
(Adams & Hess, 2001, p.20)

The significance of factors affecting NRM partnership effectiveness may depend on the
people involved in the relationship. From the point of view of the extension officer or
coordinator facilitating the development of a partnership, gaining an understanding of
the different meaning systems of the prospective participants, may be crucial to the
formation of an effective partnership. From an NRM group perspective, the presence of
a skilled and motivated facilitator may be highly significant. For the individual
participant, high levels of motivation, that is, having a reason or a real need to be
involved, may be the overriding factors determining the development of an effective
NRM partnership. The research presented in this thesis has sought to capture the
characteristics of effective NRM partnerships and the factors affecting these
partnerships by working from the perspectives of the coordinator, the NRM group and
the participant. As outlined in Chapter 4, Phase 1 of the research has concentrated on
the coordinator perspective, Phase 2 on the NRM group perspective and Phase 3 on the
participant perspective.
Relationships between people may change or ‘mature’ over time. The relationships that
make up NRM collaborations and partnerships are no exception. Not only may
characteristics and factors differ in significance when viewed from the three different
viewpoints, their significance may also differ over time. The following section
introduces a temporal perspective to the discussion.
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3.8

NRM group and partnership life cycles

In effective NRM collaborations and partnerships, as in effective social groups,
participants realise that they must fulfil two roles – task roles and socio-emotional roles
(Bales and Strodbeck, 1951, pp.485-495). Participants must do more than just ‘get the
job done,’ they must also look after the social health of the relationship so that it can ‘do
the job’. Task roles are those that group members undertake to help them achieve their
collective purpose or goals. Socio-emotional roles relate to maintenance of effective
group relationships. These ‘group-function focused roles’ may be positive or negative
and include actions such as showing support for other group members, withholding or
giving help or rewarding other members. group members must undertake an appropriate
mix of both roles, if the group is to be effective. The nature and mix of task and socioemotional roles changes, depending on context and phase of development of the group.
Tuckman and Jensen (1977, pp.419-427) have characterised various phases of group
development. They talk of groups (i) forming, (ii) storming, (iii) norming, (iv)
performing and (v) mourning or adjourning. These group phases may also be useful for
the study of NRM groups and NRM partnerships. Participants will need to alter their
task and socio-emotional roles as the partnership group moves from one phase to
another, if they are to be effective and successful. For example, during the storming
phase, when a relationship first forms, partners will need to be attentive to conflict
within the partnership and to look at ways that conflict may be resolved or managed and
used as a creative force to help partners achieve their collective purpose and goals.
Participants may undertake predominantly socio-emotional roles at this time. During the
‘performing phase’ partners will hopefully have resolved conflict and will undertake
more task-oriented roles looking to achieve the goals that brought them together.
Focusing specifically on NRM groups, Pretty and Ward (2001) synthesized the work of
twelve researchers’ who have identified ways NRM groups evolve. They note that all
the models of NRM group evolution they have studied have five things in common:
•

They describe how transformations in human and social capital occur,
but not necessarily why.

•

They are essentially progressive indicating that one stage can lead to
another.

•

Progression is not taken to be inevitable, with outcomes being regression
(going back to the previous stage), stagnation or arrested development
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(remaining at one stage), and extinction (organisations may fail or
terminate).
•

Organisations in higher or later stages are taken to be more resilient
(capable of resisting shocks or stresses), and more adaptive (capable of
innovating), and so have lower mortality rates.

•

All relate some measures of group maturity to performance and
outcomes, with higher or later stages being associated with greater
maturity.
(Pretty and Ward, 2001, p.219)

The five phases of social group development of Tuckman and Jensen (1977) also share
these characteristics. For example, one would expect that a group that was “performing”
had worked out any points of major conflict and progressed onwards to the “next level.”
However, one could equally well expect, using conflict as an example once again, that if
points of major conflict could not be satisfactorily resolved, that the group may fail.
One might also reasonably expect that as a group of people move from one phase to
another, that levels of trust and expectations and norms of group behaviour are
established and that the level of social capital in the group would therefore increase. It
would then be more likely to withstand upsets and setbacks without falling apart. The
same comments may apply to a group of people working in an NRM collaboration or
partnership.
Synthesising the work of others, Pretty and Ward (2001) have developed their own
typology of NRM group evolution. It follows as Table 3.4. Their typology looks at
changes in worldviews and sense making, and identifies outcomes of social learning
process within the group. It describes social capital development within NRM groups,
focusing on elements of social capital such as rules and norms, participant recognition
of group value, and development of a sharing ethic. Pretty and Ward identify the ways
external links and networks change as NRM groups develop, as does the readiness of
the group to accept and experiment with different technologies developed both within
and outside the group. External facilitators are seen as being needed to help to maintain
both the task and socio-emotional functions of the group. Finally, Pretty and Ward
comment on the lifespan of the group, whether it was self or externally initiated, its
level of resilience and how NRM groups formed under similar programs may vary as
they evolve in different settings.
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Table 3.4:

Three stages in the evolution of NRM groups according to fifteen criteria

Criteria
Worldviews and sense making
• Sense-making
•
•

Views of change
Attitudes and values

Internal norms and trust
• Rules and norms
• Recognition of group value
•

Sharing ethic

External links and networks
• Horizontal
•
•

•
•
•
•

Individuals in group tend to be looking
back, making sense of old realities
The group exhibits fear of change
The group exhibits no significant change in
attitudes, beliefs and values

•

Rules and norms tend to be externally
imposed or derived
The group recognises the value of
achieving something new

Source of technologies

•

Capacity to experiment

group life span
• Reason for being
Resilience
Variability

Stage 3
Awareness-interdependence

Individuals and groups looking inwards,
making sense of new reality
Adjusting to change
Realisation of new capacities

•

•
•

Development of own rules and norms
Members increasingly willing to invest in
group itself

•

•

Sharing within group common

•

•
•

•
•

•

group self-determined and shaping reality
by looking forward
Expect change as the norm
Critical reflection and abstract
conceptualisation lead to new insights
Evolution and strengthening of rules and
norms
group likely to express social value of
group
Sharing to and from external actors

•

Some sharing of ideas, but tendency to
mistrust the new

•

Few or no links with other groups

•

Links with other groups

•

•

Links one way (from above to below)

•

Realisation that information can flow
upward

•

•

group relies on external facilitators to
sustain group activities

•

New roles for facilitators, such as conflict
resolution

•

•
•

Eco-efficiency, reducing costs and damage
Waits for external solutions, hoping for a
new “silver bullet”
Some experimentation and adoption

•

Regeneration, making best of natural
capital
Realisation that solutions must be internally
generated
Collective planning for experimentation;
some innovations

•

•

Experimentation leads to adaptation and
innovation

group successfully achieve planned
activities
Breakdown possible after achievement of
initial goals

•
•

groups now engaged in different activities
Unlikely to break down, passed a threshold

•

groups look completely different from each
other

External facilitators

•

•

•

Stage 2
Realisation-independence

Vertical

Technologies and improvements
• Environmental aspects

•

Stage 1
Reactive-dependence

•

•
•

•

Initiated by external agency or emerging

•

•

Breakdown easy

•

•

groups with same program look the same

•

•

Groups capable of promoting spread and
initiating new groups
Groups well-linked to many external
agencies and strong enough to resist
external power
Facilitators no longer needed

Redesign according to basic ecological
principles
Internal and external solutions

groups diverge
(Pretty and Ward, 2001, p.218)
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In terms of understanding NRM collaborations and partnerships as a type of NRM
group, Pretty and Ward’s work is very useful for, as types of NRM groups, NRM
collaborations and partnerships share these characteristics. As a participant-researcher,
two things stand out in terms of the many differences that exist between the work of
Tuckman and Jensen (1977) and Pretty and Ward (2001).
Firstly, Tuckman and Jensen are speaking in general terms about groups. They do not
mention the role of the facilitator or coordinator, often associated with NRM groups.
The work of Pretty and Ward is focused on NRM groups and their role in sustainable
development in many countries throughout the world, including Australia. Government
funded or employed facilitators or coordinators often initiate and support these groups.16
Pretty and Ward state in Table 3.4 that, at the mature Awareness – Interdependence
Stage, external facilitators are no longer needed by an NRM group. However they do
provide the caveat:
It is often part of the rhetoric of development that external agencies should have
an “exit strategy” – a time or rationale for leaving local people to continue on
their own. This is a mistaken idea based only on the notion of groups moving
from dependence to independence. In practice, mature groups may never want
external agencies to leave – they may wish to make the best use of all the
linkages that they have developed. The external agency, however, may need to
exit for financial or administrative reasons.
(Pretty and Ward, 2001, p.223)
This may be an important point when we look at the role of external coordinators in the
collective case study that follows. The reasons for loss of coordinators may indicate
something about the way their work is perceived and valued by their employers.
Secondly, Tuckman and Jensen’s work indicates that groups generally have a finite life
span. Pretty and Ward’s work indicates that NRM groups are ongoing in nature. For
example, thinking in terms of Australian NRM groups, there are now over 4000
Landcare groups in Australia, with approximately 38 per cent of farmers belonging to a
Landcare group (Wiseman, 2001, p.1). New groups are forming.17 Many of these groups

16

The notion of an NRM group, collaboration or partnership being externally or self-initiated is
mentioned in the work of Pretty and Ward (2001, p.218). In this Study, I have used this as a
characteristic to help typify NRM collaborations and partnerships. See Chapter 3.5. In terms of level
interest and motivation amongst potential participants, it appears to be a useful way to divide
relationships into to initial categories.
17
Data on “death” of established groups is difficult to find. However, personal communication with
regional NRM facilitators indicates that NRM groups sometimes “die” or dissolve over time. This may
be due to the fact that the participants achieved their collective purpose and therefore decided to
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are working as place-centred, unilateral or limited multilateral partnerships and that they
see themselves as ongoing groups, rather than having a finite life span. I would be less
confident in making the same assertion about smaller, problem-focused, bilateral NRM
partnerships. These may have a limited life span as two parties get together in an
attempt to resolve a specific problem. Several of the case studies investigated in this
study are of this type.18
Long and Arnold (1995) have developed a model Partnership Life Cycle (PLC) to
describe changes that occur in environmental/ NRM partnerships. This follows as
Figure 3.4. This PLC model shows partnerships as potentially moving through four
phases, over time. It also shows that the life history of NRM partnerships may be linear,
formed for a specific purpose and lasting until that purpose was achieved, or cyclical
and ongoing.

terminate their relationship, or for other reasons, eg, that external support in the way of government
coordinators and other project funding had been withdrawn.
18
For example Case Studies 17, 18, and 19 in Appendices 17, 18 and 19 respectively.
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Continuation,
migration,
renewal
new
partnerships

Reshaping
agendas or
partners

SEED PHASE

INITIATION PHASE
•
•

Individual
agendas and
motivations

•
•

Define the
opportunity
Identify who
should
participate
Form the basis
for working
together
Formulate the
agenda

EXECUTION PHASE

CLOSURE/ RENEWAL
PHASE

•

•

•
•
•
•

Monitor ground
rules
Resolve disputes
Finance effectively
Manage against
time tables
Support individual
interests and
relationship
building

•
•

Produce written
agreements
Implement actions
and policies
Continue or
terminate
partnership activities

Circumstance

Figure 3.4: The partnership life cycle (PLC)

(Long and Arnold, 1995, p.130)
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Long and Arnold (1995, p.131) have investigated how the categories of success factors
they identified fit within the phases of the partnership life cycle. Table 3.5 illustrates
these changes.
Table 3.5:

Matrix of phases and success factors of environmental partnerships
Phases of Environmental Partnerships
Initiation
Execution
Closure
Share – success
Respect –
Include – all
People
and credit
participants
critical
needs and
stakeholders
interests
Evaluate – results
Define – a viable Steward –
Goals
Categories of
and goals and
based on
and inspirational
Success Factors
alternatives
process
vision
learning and
new science
Sustain – progress
Translate –
Capacity Invest – in
by
knowledge
relationships
Building
institutionalising
into signs of
needed for longarrangements
progress
term success
(Long and Arnold, 1995, p.131)

The work of Long and Arnold (1995) further reinforces the observations of Tuckman
and Jensen (1977) and Pretty and Ward (2001) that NRM groups, collaborations and
partnerships change over time and that the ways they are facilitated, executed and
evaluated will also change over time. As mentioned previously, extension officers and
coordinators play an important role in the development of effective NRM groups and
the collaborations and partnerships on which these groups are based (Chamala, 1995;
Leach and Pelkey, 2001; Pretty and Ward, 2001). Their understanding of group socioemotional roles and processes, and their ability to reflect on and evaluate the efforts of
the group, make their role one that requires a diversity of knowledge and skills.
Research presented in this thesis investigates the development of such relationships
from three perspectives – one of them being the perspective of the coordinator or
extension officer who facilitates these interactions. The discussion that follows focuses
on the role of these people and the skills, knowledge and attributes they may use to help
them in this task.
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3.9

Extension officers and coordinators as effective NRM

collaboration and partnership brokers
The research undertaken for this thesis shows that coordinators and extension officers,
while also involved coordinating and facilitating other citizen participation and
education activities, are often called upon to initiate new NRM groups and to foster
NRM collaboration and partnerships. Tennyson and Wilde (2000) help to train UN staff
to develop multilateral partnerships involving the public sector, civil society and
business to address environmental, economic and social problems relating to sustainable
development. They use the word “broker” to describe this role.
A broker is a ‘go-between’ in making relationships (for example, a marriage
broker) or a middleman (for example a stockbroker). In all cases, a broker acts
as an intermediary between different parties, but in an active rather than a
passive way, to interpret one party to the other or to negotiate some kind of
agreement or ‘deal.’
(Tennyson and Wilde, 2000, p.33)
From their perspective the partnership broker usually belongs to an initiating
organisation that is external to the partnership. For Tennyson and Wilde, a partnership
broker has four tasks. The broker must:
•

act as an intermediary and build collaboration between the partners;

•

inspire others in initiating and partnership organisations to support the
partnership;

•

encourage behaviours that help in the development of an effective partnership;
and

•

protect the principles and goals of the partnership.
(Tennyson and Wilde, 2000, pp.33-34)

While these tasks may appear almost self-evident, their completion is complicated by
the relationship that a broker has with the organisation initiating the partnership. There
may be problems if this is not recognised. For example, if the government sees itself
solely as an external organisation initiating an NRM collaboration or partnership, rather
than being an active participant in the relationship, its actions could be viewed as being
an abrogation of responsibility by those they are inviting to come together to solve the
NRM problem that faces them. It could be seen as ‘passing the buck’. That aside, the
relationship that the broker has with the initiating organisation can strongly influence
the role the broker plays in nurturing a partnership. Tennyson and Wilde (2000) have
plotted this relationship against two axes: one showing the degree of independence the
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broker has from the initiating organisation, the other looking at whether the broker is
acting proactively or reactively. This is reproduced as Figure 3.5

Independent from initiating organisation
ANIMATOR

PIONEER

Reactive
Mandate

Proactive
Mandate
COORDINATOR

INNOVATOR

Operating within initiating organisation

(Tennyson and Wilde, 2000, p.35)
Figure 3.5:

Relationship of the broker to the initiating organisation

‘Coordinator’ is the term typically used to describe QDNR&M staff working with NRM
groups, such as catchment groups. They are usually employees of the initiating
organisation, specifically assigned to the role. Animators are usually brokers
specifically appointed by the initiating organisation to perform that task. Pioneers are
often people who have started partnerships and then persuaded relevant organisations to
support them. Innovators are generally staff members of an existing organisation who
have seen the value of a partnership and then persuaded their organisation to support
them to broker it. Each of these roles has its advantages and disadvantages. These are
summarised by Tennyson and Wilde (2000, pp.35-37).19 The added challenge for the
sixteen partnership brokers involved in this study is that brokering partnerships is only
part of their role. They are involved in facilitating and coordinating a wide range of
citizen participation processes; developing and implementing community-wide and
industry-specific education programs; and in building the capacity of the groups they
support to undertake NRM in their area.

19

The cases that make up the critical collective case study are all situated in Queensland, where, as has
happened elsewhere in Australia, it is not uncommon for NRM groups, e.g. catchment management and
Landcare groups, to seek funding to employ their own workers, usually called coordinators, to help
them to develop partnerships to respond to NRM problems and opportunities in their area.
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In 1999 and 2000, Queensland Department of Natural Resources (QDNR) undertook a
dialogue process with community and industry stakeholders to strengthen communitybased natural resource management in Queensland [QDNR&M, 2001(b)].20 Focus
group discussions were also held with Departmental staff involved in citizen
participation. Table 3.6 summarises the attributes these conversations revealed as being
important for staff involved in community-based NRM.
Table 3.6:

Summary of attributes necessary for staff working in community-

based NRM
Skills
•

•

•

Knowledge

Communication –
all aspects of verbal
and non-verbal
communication and
verbal and interrelationship skills.
Presentation –
personal, technical
and conceptual
abilities. This also
involves aligning
personal style to the
audience, research,
planning and
organisation skills.
Facilitation – ability
to use psychographic, sociodynamic and adult
learning principles.
This also includes
the ability to work as
a team member and
use a range of
leadership and
learning styles.

•

•

•

Relevant technical
information,
particularly
legislation and
policies.
Knowledge of the
community being
engaged – issues of
concern, cultural
norms and values,
structure.
Self awareness

Attitudes
•

Personal qualities
and values that
Department of
Natural Resources
staff need to exhibit
when working with
communities of
interest.

(Queensland Department of Natural Resources (QDNR), 2000, p.3)
These attributes paint a picture of a person who is skilled both technically and in
working with people. They also reveal that the person should ‘fit in’ in a corporate sense
and have qualities and values congruent with those desired by the Department that
employs them. Staff attending these focus groups recognised that people working in
community-based NRM did a lot more than just broker collaborations and partnerships.
They were involved in a wide range of citizen participation and community education
processes. However, the ability to identify context-appropriate citizen participation and
20

See Chapter 2.5.2. The Queensland Department of Natural Resources (QDNR) was amalgamated with
the Mines section of the Queensland Department of Mines and Energy and became the Queensland
Department of Natural Resources and Mines (QDNR&M) in 2001.
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community education processes and to be skilful in their use, is not specifically
mentioned, either in the report or in an associated document that presents a draft
checklist of community engagement skills desirable for QDNR&M staff [QDNR, 2000;
QDNR&M, 2001(b)]. Given that natural resources are collectively as well as privately
owned, it will be necessary for government departments, charged as lead agencies for
their sustainable management, to possess staff able to undertake these tasks. Staff will
need the skills, knowledge and attributes to broker effective collaborations and
partnerships. This role may simply be assumed or, perhaps, not understood by staff as
being a task that they perform.
The role for government employees working in NRM citizen participation and
partnership brokerage can be further complicated by the relationships that these staff
develop with community and industry members with whom they work. The QDNR
report notes:
Staff working with the community are often very committed to their field of
expertise and to the community they deal with. In some instances, however, the
objectives of the community have become the key focus rather than government
policy. Dealing with the consequences of this blurring of responsibilities will be
critical the more staff work closely and develop partnerships with the
community.
(QDNR, 2000, p.2)
Government staff involved in citizen participation walk a difficult path. They may act as
partnership coordinators and innovators, but have difficulty acting as animators and
pioneers (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.35). As the calls for increased citizen participation
become louder, the tension between representative and participatory democracy
becomes more evident.21 In terms of NRM, this tension has not really been resolved at
the political level – NRM bureaucracies are sites of contestation and governments may
really wish for “citizens and communities to be actively engaged in the policy-making
process, …while the responsibility for the final decision or policy rests with
government” (QDPC, 2001, p.5).22 Such thinking may be in order where government is
making policy on the future of a resource over which it has sole ownership and legal
responsibility (e.g. a public hospital), but it will not work where resources (e.g. land,
water, biodiversity) are collectively owned and used or, in some cases, in both private
21

See Chapter 2.3.2. One may argue that if democratic governments exist to serve the people, that the
wishes of the people and the objectives of government should be very similar. One could also argue
that any government employee who is able to show their employer any dissimilarity in these two areas
should be encouraged and rewarded, rather than treated with suspicion.
22
See Chapter 2.3.2.
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and government ownership. This may be more than a case of industry or community
“capture” of public servants. These government-employed extension officers and
coordinators may simply be highlighting the tension that exists between representative
democracy, the bureaucracy in which they work and citizens involved in the
participatory democratic processes they are facilitating. Encouraging reflection and
open dialogue on potential and actual mismatches between government policy and
community desires may help to enhance government policy, and community
perceptions as well as providing reassurance and guidance for staff involved in NRM
citizen participation.
The ideal partnership broker would be an exceptional person. They would have:
•
•
•
•
•

Ability to neutralise potentially explosive situations, often with humour;
Skill in delegation and willingness to accept the implications of
participant empowerment;
Capacity to serve as a “window “into other sources of expertise;
Knowledge of how to erode, run around or obliterate roadblocks; and
Knowledge of the group’s abilities and the pace that will maximise
group performance.
(Long and Arnold, 1995, p.9)

Other people involved in the partnership may also possess these attributes. The
partnership broker would ideally be a person who is respected by participants from
different sectors. Tennyson and Wilde (2000, p.38) say that, ideally, the broker should
have experience in the government, business and community sectors – although such
people are “few and far between.” They also point out the personal qualities needed by
partnership brokers, which include: “trustworthiness and integrity; willingness to take
risks; equanimity in the face of pressure; personal modesty and dedication to the
principles of partnership” (p.100).
Ideally, an NRM collaboration and partnership broker should also be skilled at “learning
while doing” and “learning from doing”. Such a broker would be a reflective
practitioner. They should do more than just apply a set body of knowledge to a
particular problem or situation. They should be able to “reflect in action” – react to
unexpected events in their workplace by “thinking while doing” and using that thinking
to improve their handling of that event (Schön 1991, pp.54-58). They should also able
to “reflect on action”, that is, take time to consider what it is that they are doing, why
they are doing it and how their practice may be improved as a result (Schön, 1991,
pp.276-279). While learning from reflective practice is an essentially personal process,
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learning can also take place in social settings such as NRM groups, collaborations and
partnerships. For the coordinator, in terms of brokering NRM collaborations and
partnerships, this social learning becomes a form of deliberative practice in which they
“work and learn with others” (Milbrath, 1989, p.92; Forester, 1999, p.2).
Leach and Pelkey (2001, p.381) concluded that the presence of a skilled coordinator or
extension officer to act as a broker is a significant factor leading to an effective
partnership. The discussion presented above describes the attributes of such a person. It
paints a picture of a person of super-human qualities. Tennyson and Wilde (2000,
p.100) state quite fairly that, like all people, partnership brokers will have their faults
and weaknesses and that we should look for a “good-enough” partnership broker when
seeking to undertake this work. They emphasise that partnership brokers serve as a
catalyst for change, and that they are really a new type of leader in community and
sustainable development (p.107).23
This discussion has examined the attributes of effective partnership brokers and
examined the factors affecting NRM groups that may determine their effectiveness as
partnerships or incubators for partnerships. These two discussions inform Phase 1 and
Phase 2 of this research. The next section reviews relevant literature to reveal the types
of NRM issues or problems that may be amenable to collaboration or partnership
relationships and attributes of participants that may contribute to the effectiveness of
these relationships.

3.10 Issues, collaborators and partners
Participants collaborate with others in their NRM group when they work together to
achieve a goal that they would have difficulty achieving by working alone.
Collaborators become partners when they share power and responsibility in undertaking
this work.24 Partners do more than just contribute to discussions, exchange information
or give grants and other support (Long and Arnold, 1995, pp.7-8). They are committed
to the partnership. From an Eislerian viewpoint, they use “partnership thinking” to help
them, along with others, to achieve their goals (Eisler, 1987, 2002). From the point of
view of both Eisler and Arnstein (1969), they share the power that exists within the
23

See Chapter 2.4. As “catalysts for change” NRM collaboration and partnership brokers, as described by
Tennyson and Wilde (2000), are involved in transformative citizen participation (Buchy and Race,
2001, p.294, citing Nelson and Wright 1995).
24
See Chapter 2.3.3.4.
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relationship they have with others to help achieve that mutually desired or beneficial
goal. The partnership typology presented in Chapter 3.5.2 speaks of “aspirationally
inclusive multilateral partnerships”, because while a broker, and other members of the
NRM group, may aspire to develop an inclusive multilateral partnership, for some
members the issue or problem has low “core relevance” (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.61).
This further complicates the task of the partnership broker. Some members of large
NRM groups (e.g. catchment management groups - aspirationally inclusive multilateral
partnerships) are working as partners. Others are simply participants. It may also be that
some are neutral to the NRM problems and opportunities that have brought the group
together. Others may be downright antagonistic to the purpose and process. This section
concentrates on the attributes of an NRM issue, on which participants may be focusing,
and on those attributes of the participants themselves that are mentioned in the literature
as significant in terms of the development of effective NRM collaborations and
partnerships.
Certain types of issues are best suited to being resolved by collaborative processes.
These issues are ones that:
•
•
•
•
•

Promote general community welfare and promote relationships
Settle disputes between private interests
Are highly fungible (where there may be many ways of achieving the
same purposes)
Involve questions of fact, such as how the salmon are doing, that require
multiple parties; and
Are agency initiatives requiring multi-party cooperation, such as
restoration, cleanup, land development, or habitat conservation plans.25
Dukes, Firehock and Leahy (2001, p.15)

As, the process of collaboration is fundamental to the development of effective NRM
partnerships, it is apposite that potential partners use these points to help them
determine the suitability of an issue to a partnership-based resolution.26 These attributes
describe NRM issues that are most suited to multilateral partnerships. For unilateral or
bilateral partnerships, whether the NRM issue is of core relevance to the potential
partner, and whether or not the problem can be solved working individually are also key
factors in determining an issue’s suitability for resolution through partnership action.27

25

My additions.
The sharing of power and responsibility between partners is also fundamental to partnerships.
27
See definition in Chapter 2.3.3.4
26
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Because of its high level of relevance the issue becomes a significant problem or
opportunity for the participants.
Potential partners may also wish to look at the likely BATPO (Best Alternative To a
Partnership Outcome) to help them to work out whether they should commit to a
partnership.28 The circumstances or context within which the problem occurs are also
significant to a potential partner’s decision to be involved. Dukes, Firehock and Leahy
note:
Conditions that make the collaborative effort promising include the following
• The issue is of sufficient significance to warrant the effort;
• The issue will not require compromise of basic values and principles;
• The issue is “ripe” for discussion (such as a stalemate that is
unacceptable to several parties);
• Key parties are willing to participate;
• Relevant decision-making agencies support the effort;
• Sufficient time is available (and allocated) to address key issues;
• Implementation of any agreement reached is likely;
• Success as defined by participants appears a reasonable possibility.
(Dukes, Firehock and Leahy, 2001, p.15)
In essence, these two sets of criteria mirror the definition of an NRM partnership
presented in Chapter 2.3.3.4. They also tell us it is worthwhile for potential partners to
work in an NRM partnership when the problem is of sufficient importance to them and
is unlikely to be resolved any other way. Dukes, Firehock and Leahy (2001, p.15) also
present a series of attributes relating to either an issue or its context that indicate when
collaboration may be inappropriate. These closely mirror the three-way test developed
by Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000,p.231) and presented in Chapter 2.4.29
In terms of participants, Tennyson and Wilde (2000) state that successful and effective
partnerships have partners who “uphold principles of openness and equity; share risks
and benefits; adapt well to change; and work towards empowerment” (p.14). The list of
personal qualities that make an effective partnership broker described by Long and
Arnold (1995, p.9) are also equally desirable in a potential partner.30 The broker may be
a champion of the new partnership, but it is important that the partners also champion
the process.

28

See Chapter 3.6.
Is it fair? Is it wise? Is it legitimate?
30
Listed in Chapter 3.9.
29
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Long and Arnold (1995) suggest that each participant should have:
•
•
•
•
•

Some source of expertise;
Credibility within their own organisation and within their
sphere of activity;
The ability to learn and listen;
Commitment to the process; and
A willingness to move toward unconventional solutions.
(Long and Arnold, 1995,p.9)

As Long and Arnold (1995) say, in the process of doing this, partners develop a
“common vocabulary”. In terms of monitoring and evaluation, indications that a
common language or discourse is being developed between partners may be a useful
NRM partnership evaluation tool (Kemmis and McTaggart, 1988).
Finally, people involved in partnerships are not always speaking or acting on their own
behalf. They are sometimes representing others – be it a business, a government
department or a non-government organisation. This can be challenging. Vanclay (1997)
makes the point that while participation is a good thing, not all people are able to
participate equally. He uses the example of farmers involved in research and
development (R & D) corporations, noting, “farmer representatives are seldom
representative of all farmers” (p.23). This is not to say that these representatives are
unethical or bad, but that they are simply the people who are physically and financially
able to leave their farm to attend meetings. Therefore, they are representative of farmers
of a certain style or type. As a result these farmers learn to use the language and
business of R & D corporations. This can result in their having even greater difficulty
communicating with, and representing the broad cross-section of farmers that they may
be expected to represent.
Having credibility within your own organisation and sphere of activity may help
participants who are representing themselves, and those who are representing others.
Bob Dick, a social scientist specialising in action research, advocates that stakeholder
representatives in action research projects should be encouraged to “act for all who have
a stake in the issue, not just as (semi-autonomous) representatives,” and that they, and
the person facilitating this research, should “give attention to communication in both
directions” between the representatives and the others that they speak for (Dick, 1995,
p.7). Taking this action in NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships that involve
representatives of groups and organisations might allay some of the concerns expressed
by Vanclay (1997).
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From the perspective of a potential partner, this section has presented a brief overview
of the NRM issues and contexts that may be appropriate to a collaborative or
partnership–based solution. It has also given some insight into the desirable personal
attributes of a potential partner. The final section of this chapter gives an overview of
NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships in Australia, providing an insight into the
settings in which these types of activities are taking place.

3.11 NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships in Australia
3.11.1 Administrative, legislative and political milieu

This section gives an overview of NRM activities and programs in Australia,
endeavouring to give the reader a sense of the complexity of the arrangements that
existed at the time the research was undertaken, and understanding of the overlaps and
gaps in responsibilities and actions that existed. It is within this milieu that the case
studies of NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships for this study were found. The
research undertaken needs to be situated within the NRM ‘administrative landscape’ at
national, state and local levels. As will be recalled, such landscapes are rich in contest,
negotiation and debate as to what constitutes ‘nature’, ‘resources’ and the ‘environment’
(Tsing, 1999, p.2).

The decisions that arise from these contests, negotiations and debates can be viewed in a
variety of ways. In a very simplified way the government can be conceived as
conforming to a “rational actor paradigm”, as being a “rational, unitary decision maker,
who … is centrally controlled, completely informed, and value maximising” (Allison,
1971, pp 32 &67).31 However, this may be an over-simplification. Government may
also be viewed as consisting of a “conglomerate of semi-feudal, loosely allied
organisations, each with a substantial life of its own. Government leaders do sit
formally and, to some extent, in fact, on top of this conglomerate” (Allison, 1971, p.67).
This second conceptual model views government behaviour and action as less about
deliberate choices and more as output from a large organisation, made up of many
smaller organisations. A third conceptual model views the leaders of these smaller
31

My addition.
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organisations as players in a “central competitive game” in which they try to maximise
the benefit to their own organisation and to themselves. In this way, government
decisions may be viewed as being about “governmental politics” and the result of
bargaining games, rather than as organisational outputs (Allison, 1971, p.69). Given that
we have three levels of government in Australia, NRM decisions and policies of
government may be seen as the results of a series of games both within and between
levels of government.

3.11.2 Federal and State Government perspectives

This section gives an overview of NRM from Federal and State Government
perspectives. It highlights the significant impact that the history of British colonisation
of Australia has had on the nature of legislative arrangements relating to NRM. Table
3.7 gives some idea as to who is traditionally regarded as having responsibility for
various NRM activities throughout Australia.
Table 3.7: Traditional division of natural resource and environmental
management responsibilities in Australia between the levels of government and
individuals (House of Representatives Standing Committee on Environment and
Heritage (HRSCEH), 2000, p.74)
Jurisdiction

Commonwealth

State

Local
Region (e.g.
government
Catchment
Management
Authority)

Individuals/
Corporations

XXX

XX

X

X

X

XXX

XXX

XXX

XXX

X

X

XXX

-

XXx

-

X

XX

XXX

XXX

X

XXX

XXX

X

X

-

XXX

XX

X

X

X

X

XXX

XX

XX

XXX

XXX

XXX

XX

X

XXX

XXX

XXX

XX

X

-

Activity
Adherence to
international / national
conventions
Leadership and
catalysing change
Administer land and
water legislation and
regulation
Undertake regional
and local planning
Support for research
and development
Development of
national NRM policy
NRM extension and
capacity building
On-ground
management (except
for crown lands)
On-ground
management of crown
lands

Levels of responsibility
Not relevant
X
Low
XX
Medium
XXX
High
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The Commonwealth-State delineation of responsibility shown in Table 3.9 reflects the
fact that Australia is a federation, formed by British Parliament passing the
Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act, in 1901. This occurred after the holding
of a federal convention and referenda throughout the six colonies of Australia (now
known as States) (Bassett, 1987, p.93). Two referenda were held as the question of
federation received an insufficient majority in the colony of New South Wales on the
first occasion (Bassett, 1987, p.93). To varying degrees the Federal–State and State–
State rivalries and mistrust that existed then still exist over 100 years later. When the
Australian Constitution was drafted in 1900, environmental matters were not considered
significant and so were not explicitly mentioned in the Constitution [Environmental
Defender’s Office of New South Wales (EDONSW), 2001, p.1]. While the constitution
has not been amended in this regard, various pieces of Federal legislation have been
passed and the Federal government now has twenty pieces of legislation relating to the
environment in the areas of: environmental impact assessment; protection of
biodiversity; pollution and toxic chemicals; and specific places. Two other Acts, one
relating to exports and the other to taxation, have been used to control undesirable
environmental practices or to provide incentives for improved NRM (EDONSW, 2001,
pp.5-6).
This, and the rather haphazard and disjointed approach that the British government took
to colonising Australia, have contributed to the rather complicated demarcation of who
is responsible for what, shown in Table 3.7. Such a pattern is also seen in other areas of
government responsibility in Australia.32 The NRM legislative frameworks found
throughout Australian States and territories differ markedly. An example of this is
shown in Table 3.10.

32

For example, the colonies (now states of Australia) could not agree on common railway gauges. As a
result railways of three different gauges were built throughout Australia. Some standard gauge lines
have now been built, but the inter-state rivalry and mistrust that led to this ridiculous state of affairs
have caused considerable problems (Bassett, 1987, p.214).
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Table 3.8
Approximate number of Acts with natural resource and
environmental management implications administered by State Departments (as of
December 2000)
State
Department/s
Number of Acts
Administered
New South Wales Department of Land and Water
52
Conservation
Queensland
Department of Natural Resources
19
Victoria
Department of Natural Resources and
103
Environment
Western Australia
77 (combined total)
• Water and Rivers Commission
• Department of Environmental
Protection
• Department of Conservation and
Land Management
• Agriculture WA
• Office of Water Regulation
• Water Corporation
South Australia
• Department of Water Resources 10
• Department of Environment and 24
Heritage
Tasmania
Department of Primary Industries,
95
Water and Environment
Northern Territory
42
• Department of Lands, Planning
and Environment
26
• Department of Primary
Industries and Fisheries
• Parks and Wildlife Commission 15
of the Northern Territory
Australian Capital Department of Urban Services
72
Territory
(HRSCEH, 2000, p.71)
As we see from Table 3.8, each State or Territory has its own suite of legislation. It
should be noted also that the Table is really a rather conservative approximation and
that the pieces of legislation relating to the protection of the environment and NRM are
probably higher than this.33
Table 3.7 outlines that NRM extension and capacity building activities are largely the
province of the States. A group approach has increasingly been used to undertake these
activities, both in Australia and overseas (Chamala, 1995, pp. 73-77). Some of these
groups, such as Landcare groups are common throughout all Australian states. There are
33

For example, in Queensland, the Environmental Protection Agency and Department of Primary
Industries implement a variety of legislation that is directly or indirectly related to environmental and
NRM matters. Local government, under their planning schemes and other laws, also impact on such
matters.
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around 4000 Landcare groups in Australia (Wiseman, 2001, p.1). While the Federal
government largely relates to these groups through funding programs, each State and
Territory government has its own way of providing support. Apart from Landcare
groups, there are also substantial numbers of catchment management and other NRM
groups throughout Australia (e.g. Bushcare, Coastcare). For example, in 2000 there
were:
127 NRM groups and catchment management groups in New South Wales
alone. Many of these groups do not operate in conjunction with other groups in
their area, resulting in a poorly coordinated management approach.
(HRSCEH, 2000, p.71)

Problems of coordination and integration become even more complicated when one
realises that lead agencies for NRM, such as QDNR&M in Queensland, also facilitate
an array of other citizen participation processes where groups of people from a wide
variety of backgrounds are consulted about or work together on various NRM issues.
These include new regional bodies, community reference panels and river improvement
trusts. For the most part, these groups are comprised of individuals and representatives
of agency, industry, and community groups. Figure 3.6 on the following page provides
an example of the diversity and number of government-initiated NRM groups and
citizen participation processes in South-East Queensland. It was constructed by a
community volunteer who wanted to convey the complexity of arrangements in the
region to Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and QDNR&M bureaucrats. The
volunteer commented that it was probably not a complete picture, as it was only her
perspective.34

34

NB. All of the abbreviations that this community volunteer used in the construction of Figure 3.6 are
not included in the abbreviations listed at the start of this thesis. My intention in including this figure has
been to illustrate the complexity of regional arrangements not to describe and analyse them in detail.
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BURNETT—MARY & SOUTH EAST QUEENSLAND NATURAL RES0URCE MANAGEMENT GROUPS
Ministerial Advisory Council

Landcare & Catchment Management Council LCMC

NRM Accredited
plans

Regional entities NAP & NHT 2

Burnett Mary Regional body

Plans
NAP
RVMP
WRP
Biodiversity
Land & Water
Cultural Heritage
Coastal Management
Agreements
Regional Forest
NAP Bilaterals

Strategies
IPA
NResource Managt
Gt Barrier Reef
SEQ R Frk Growth M
Nature Conservation
SEQ R Water Supply
SEQ Water Quality
Q Water Recycling

Figure 3.6

Regional entities NHT2

Western Catchments Group

SEQ NHT2 Working Group

Catchment Plans

Catchment Groups (2 in B/Mary Regional area 12 in SEQ)

Waterwatch groups

Regional entities collective (statewide)

SEQ Water Quality
Management Strategy (MBP)

Noosa, Maroochy/Mooloolah, Caboolture, Pumicestone, Pine,
Brisbane, Upper Brisbane, Lockyer, Bremer, Logan, Albert

Bushcare Groups

GA

Industry Codes of Practice

Coastcare Groups

LGA schemes (LfW etc)

Cultural Heritage

Traditional Owners

Historical Societies
LGA RADF
Museum Networks

OTHER MAJOR STAKEHOLDERS whose processes feed in at all levels

Regional Coordination Committee

SEQROC

WESROC

Regional Assessment Panel (superceded)

Moreton Bay Catchments & Healthy Waterways Partnership Implementation Groups (SEQWQMS)

NHT2 Bilaterals

Local Government Association

Integrated
Planning Act

Regional entities NAP

Sub-regional groups

Landcare Groups (120 in SEQ)

Primary Industry Codes of Practice
Cane Beef Dairy Fish Organic
Horticulture
Forestry
Pork
Extractive Ind

SEQ Regional
Framework for
Growth
Management

NHT State Assessment Panel (superceded)

Regional Strategy Groups (superceded)

Wide Bay
2020

SOUROC

NORSOC

Premiers Ministerial Forum (Regional Communities/Rural Communities)

South

North

Wide Bay

National Strategy
for Biodiversity

Industry Peak Bodies

Conservation
QCC

Pork

Ex Ind

Fish

BREC & QBN

Hort
NPA

Dairy
FIDO &
GSCCC

QFF
BIEPA

Cane

WWF WPSQ

Beef

GECKO

TREC

SCEC
& STOP

WBBCC

Participant’s view of Burnett-Mary and South East Queensland Natural Resource Management groups (Armstrong, personal communication. 2003)
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The Federal Government has sought to support NRM groups, through the Natural
Heritage Trust (NHT) (I and II) and the National Action Plan for Water Quality and
Salinity (NAPWQS). Established under The Natural Heritage Trust of Australia Act
1997, using $AUD 1.1 billion from the partial privatisation of Telstra, the NHT funded
over 10 400 NRM projects in Australia, up to end of financial year 2001. Funds have
gone to NRM groups as well as State and Local governments. “At least 370 000
volunteer and other workers have now contributed time and effort towards
implementing Trust-funded on-ground works” [Environment Australia (EA), 2002,
pp.iii, 3&5]. Through partnership agreements with State and Territory governments, the
Federal government has sought to secure the terms and conditions for the provision of
this financial assistance including provision of financial, in-kind and administrative
support for Trust-funded activities from these governments (EA, 2002, pp.9-10). The
Federal government has also sought to work in partnership with local governments who
have managed more than 1250 NHT projects worth $AUD 90 million to the end of
2000-1 (EA, 2002, p.10).35 The NHT conducts periodic consultation with stakeholders.
In 2002 there were over 800 coordinators and facilitators partly funded by the Trust,
agencies from other levels of government and communities throughout Australia (EA,
2002, p.11). “The Commonwealth strongly encourages cooperation and partnerships
between community organisations and government at all levels so that all Australians
take joint responsibility for the environment” (EA, 2002, p.9). In effect, the Federal
government has used the Trust as a financial lever to encourage attempts at cooperation
and coordination for NRM across Australia.
Recognising that Australia faces serious salinity problems, the Federal Government,
working in partnership with State and Territory Governments, has also provided $AUD
1.4 billion over the next seven years to undertake NRM activity in specific areas of
Australia to address salinity and water quality problems (Agriculture, Fisheries and
Forestry Australia (AFFA), 2003, p.1). The Federal Government states that the National
Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality will provide these funds “relies heavily on
partnerships between governments and communities to lay the foundations for effective
NRM” (AFFA, 2003, p.1). To develop these NHTII and NAPSWQ partnerships the
35

The term partnership is used here as that is the term used by the Federal Government in the
documentation referenced in this section. While these relationships are not the focus of the research
undertaken for this thesis, it should be noted that these relationships may not necessarily fulfil the
definition of an NRM partnership in Chapter 2.3.3.4.
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Federal Government has worked with State and Territory governments, community and
industry to form regional NRM bodies throughout Australia. NHTII and NAPSWQ
funds will be made available to on-ground groups through these regional NRM bodies,
once the NRM bodies have completed and received Federal Government accreditation
for an NRM plan for their region (HRSCEH, 2000, p.50; EA, 2003, p.1). These NRM
bodies are being developed as I write. The impact they will have on increasing or
decreasing the complexity of NRM group administrative arrangements and the level of
on-ground activity remains to be seen. While some refocusing and simplification of
administrative arrangements supporting NRM groups would appear as sensible, given
the very complicated nature of NRM legislative and citizen participation processes
throughout Australia. Given that the Labor Party is in power in all states at present, it
may be that the Liberal/National Party Federal Government is using financial leverage
on NRM programs and regional bodies to minimise the influence of State Governments.

3.11.3 Local Government perspective

Local Government also plays a key role in NRM and is becoming increasingly active in
this area. This role is particularly high profile in South East Queensland, the area from
which the majority of the case studies have been drawn for this research. A whole-ofgovernment, whole-of-community strategic framework for the integrated and
sustainable management of waterways and catchments called the Moreton Bay
Waterways and Catchments Partnership has been developed, supported by Local
Government and various State Government agencies (Brisbane River Management
group Secretariat (BRMG), 2001. p.1). This Partnership is responsible for implementing
outcomes of the SEQ2001 – Regional Framework for Growth Management and for
planning, coordinating, resourcing, and implementing Waterway and Catchment
Management Plans throughout South East Queensland (BRMG, 2001, p.1).36 However,
these South East Queensland attempts at NRM group-catchment body-Local
Government coordination may not be typical of rest of Australia. A Federal
Government report on Catchment Management states:
Testimony received by the Committee indicated that there was poor integration
and coordination between Catchment Bodies and Local government agencies.
Catchment Bodies may develop a Catchment Management Strategy, while Local
Governments may develop their own, competing plans and, in addition, have the
36

The term ‘partnership’ is defined in Chapter 2.3.3.4. The way the term is used in the name, “Moreton
Bay Waterways and Catchment Partnership”, given the centralised power and decision-making
structures of the “Partnership”, is not consistent with this definition.
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legal authority to ensure implementation through zoning and planning laws and
by-laws.
(HRSCEH, 2000,p.71)

3.11.4 Catchment management groups in Australia

Four of the case studies that make up the critical collective case study central to this
thesis are catchment management groups.37 Catchment management groups are
composed of a range of stakeholders (e.g. community, industry, different levels of
government) who seek collaboratively to manage land, water and biodiversity using the
catchment or drainage basin of a stream system as the fundamental unit of NRM. In
Queensland a 1991 Integrated Catchment Management (ICM) strategy lead to the
establishment of Catchment groups that are advisory and rely on the cooperation of
stakeholders to implement the Catchment Management Strategies they develop
(McDonald, 1997, p.139). ICM is the management of water and land through the
integration and cooperation of government agencies, community and industry within a
catchment (McDonald, Bellamy, McDonald and MacLeod, 2000, p.115). The
Queensland ICM Strategy highlights the role of the individual, while also focusing on
the need for participants to work together, indicating that:
While individual actions provide valuable contributions to the resolution of
catchment management issues, in many situations coordinated action by many
people, community organisations and government agencies will be required.
(Queensland Department of Primary Industries, 1991.p.14)
In 2000 there were 33 ICM groups endorsed by the Queensland Government working
within the ICM strategy (Bellamy et al, 2000, pp.217-219).
In some parts of Australia, catchment management groups are defined by specific
legislation and have been subject to review in recent years. For example, in New South
Wales the forty-three Catchment Management Committees (CMCs) and five Regional
Catchment Management Committees (RCCs), under the Catchment Management Act
1989, have been replaced by eighteen Catchment Management Boards. (New South
Wales Department of Land and Water Conservation, (NSWDLWC) 1999, p.1). This
occurred as a result of growing number of community-based natural resource
management committees (e.g. in New South Wales, there were not only CMCs and
RCCs, there were also twenty-two Water Management Committees, fifteen Regional
37

Case Study 1, 4, 12 and 16 are Catchment Management groups. Case Study 16 was a long-term case
study. In Queensland, these are also referred to as Integrated Catchment Management (ICM) groups.
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Vegetation Management Committees, and about seventy Floodplain and Coast/
Estuarine Committees). “This has placed a strain on the limited number of people
available, willing and skilled to contribute to them” (NSWDLWC, 1999, p.2). The
government reported that CMCs had been limited in their capacity to implement the
catchment strategies they had developed, explaining that “a community-government
partnership is needed which will operate at a level where it can make a real difference to
each region’s natural resources” (NSWDLWC, 1999, p.2).
A similar situation exists in Victoria where the government has adopted a “communitybased service delivery model for catchment management” (Victorian Department of
Natural Resources and Environment (VDNRE), 1997, p.1). This involved the
integration of various boards and community-based groups to create Catchment
Management Authorities (CMA), with overall numbers of groups being reduced and
each CMA producing and implementing a Catchment Management Strategy (CMS).
The management of catchments in Victoria was said to be an example of “partnerships
in action” (VDNRE, 1997, p.1).
Legislation specifically focusing on catchment management exists in New South Wales,
South Australia and Victoria. There is no direct legislative base for Catchment
Management in Queensland, Western Australia and Tasmania. There is a range of
legislation that partly covers catchment management in the Australian Capital and
Northern Territories (HRSCEH, 2000, pp.32-37). McDonald (1997) has investigated
factors critical to the progress of catchment management in Australia, concluding that as
a nation, we are still seeking a “new paradigm of integrated resource management to
replace the undeniably inadequate old exploitive and compartmentalised one”, but that
catchment management had still not been identified as a “dominant or commonly
accepted way forward” by natural resource managers and the community in general
(p.139). McDonald et al (2000) have provided an anthology of papers on the progress of
catchment management in Queensland throughout the nineties. This work places
Queensland catchment management within the national context and explains its origins
and development. They describe Queensland ICM as a “real time experiment in locally
based resource management”, explaining that it has a fragile funding base and is in
constant change (McDonald et al, 2000, pp.115-116). The Australian Federal
Government recently released a report into catchment management in Australia,
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highlighting this funding issue and making three major recommendations on the need
for:
An assessment of the feasibility of an environment levy to pay for the
public contribution to implementing the policy of ecologically
sustainable use of Australia’s catchments;
A National Catchment Management Authority to ensure that the many
programs are coordinated, funded and appropriate to the problem at hand;
and
National Catchment Management coordinating principles, targets, and
legislation.
(HRSCEH, 2000, p.viii)
However, from a national perspective, at the time the study was undertaken this
complex approach to catchment management, a major NRM initiative throughout
Australia, continues to be funded and administered in a disjointed and incremental
manner.

3.11.5 Political environment

The legislative and administrative environment in which NRM groups work is a
complicated and intricate one that, due to the timing of election cycles in the three levels
of government, is subject to quite constant electoral pressure. As the HRSCEH (2000,
p.54) report, “At any one time in Australia there will always be at least one jurisdiction
within twelve months of an election” (HRSCEH, 2000, p. 54). Political influence is an
obvious issue when so many government agencies and legislatures have a stake in
NRM. The legislative and administrative overview presented here, while accurate at the
time of the study, is subject to continuing review and change, due in no small part to
political pressures caused by the number of different levels of government involved in
NRM. It is for this reason, that rather than concentrate on the constantly changing largescale institutional scene in relation to the development of effective NRM partnerships,
this study has focused on collaborative and partnership-based relationships existing at
the “on-ground” NRM group level.

3.12 In summary
The last two chapters have presented theoretical, conceptual and practical
understandings that can be used to analyse findings of an investigation of effective
partnerships at the NRM group level.
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Chapter 2 presented background on ecological theory and NRM, summarising the scope
of the major NRM problems that confront us nationally, also placing these in a global
context. Australian NRM problems were shown to be symptomatic of cultural maladaptation. A discussion was presented on the differing approaches Australian
governments have taken to correcting this problem through social mobilisation
approaches to sustainable NRM. Collaborative and partnership-based approaches to
NRM, were analysed using theoretical frameworks relating to citizen participation,
cultural transformation theory and power. The concepts of social capital, social liability,
social learning and dialogue were applied to a discussion on NRM collaborations and
partnerships to aid in an understanding of the partnership building process and of
limitations of partnerships.
This chapter has had two purposes. Firstly, it built on the literature review of Chapter 2
to complete the theoretical foundation needed to inform analysis of the critical
collective case study that is central to this research. It explored NRM groups as social
settings within which collaborations and partnerships may develop, and theories relating
to group development and effectiveness and the ways that NRM groups change over
time. It examined the characteristics of effective NRM groups as discussed in the
literature. The significance and nature of the NRM issue at hand, its relevance to
participants, and the attributes of the participants and those endeavouring to broker
NRM collaborations and partnerships were all discussed as factors influencing the
effectiveness of NRM collaborations and partnerships.
Secondly, it developed analytical tools to help in this task. To achieve this second
purpose, the discussion went beyond analysis and synthesis commonly found in
literature reviews to the presentation of arguments to justify the nature of three
analytical tools that were developed.
The first tool was the pendulum of citizen participation. It combined the governmentcitizen power continuum found in the ladder of citizen participation by Arnstein (1969)
and the definitions of collaboration and partnership presented in Chapter 2. The second
tool was a citizen participation decision tree. Developed from the work of others, the
decision tree asks eight questions which are designed to assist government staff to select
context-appropriate citizen participation and social learning processes for a given
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situation (Vroom and Yetton, 1973; Lawrence and Deagen, 2001). The third tool, an
NRM partnership typology, was constructed by blending concepts from a range of
sources (Duane, 1997; Poncelet, 1998; Pretty and Ward, 2001).
Using the concepts, theories and tools presented in these two chapters, a diagnostic
checklist has been developed for analysing the collaborations and partnerships found in
the critical collective case study undertaken in this research. This diagnostic checklist is
presented in Chapter 4.
Finally, to place the cases from the critical collective case study in context, the reader
has been given a brief insight into the legislative, institutional, administrative and
political milieu in which NRM groups are operating.
Chapter 4 presents the research design. Chapters 5 and 6 present the analysis of the
critical collective case study. Chapter 7 presents a narrative about ANY Catchment
Management group Inc, which synthesises the analysis from the critical collective case
study as a hypothetical story based on a composite of the data analysis from all the case
studies. Through extensive use of footnotes this narrative is linked back to the critical
collective case study analysis in Chapters 5 and 6 and the theories, concepts and tools
presented in Chapters 2 and 3. The narrative is a story of change. It seeks to inform
others on involved in similar partnerships and to give insight to those in government,
industry and community who are support them.
At the start of Chapter 1, I borrowed from the thoughts of Michael Woolcock (2002)
who said that to create positive change in social settings one needs a simple, yet
interesting story that makes intuitive sense; good theory; good evidence and plausible,
positive policy recommendations. I hope that Chapters 2 and 3 have provided the “good
theory” and the start of an interesting story. The remainder of this thesis completes this
story, basing it on solid evidence that endeavours to be both convincing to the reader
and informed by the theory already presented. The final part of the test will be whether
the policy recommendations, presented in Chapter 8, relating to the development of
effective NRM collaborations and partnerships are plausible and make for positive
change.
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3.0 Literature review (part two) and analytical tools
3.1

Introduction

This chapter has two purposes. Firstly, it builds on the first part of the literature review
in Chapter 2 to complete the theoretical foundation needed to guide the analysis of the
critical collective case study that is central to this research. Secondly, it develops
analytical tools to help in this task. To achieve the second purpose, the discussion in this
chapter goes beyond the analysis and synthesis commonly found in literature reviews to
the presentation of arguments to justify the nature of the analytical tools that are
developed.
The chapter defines the term ‘group’ in a social sense and outlines the nature of
effective social groups, applying this discussion to NRM groups, collaborations and
partnerships. The term ‘effective’ is discussed and defined. NRM groups, collaborations
and partnerships are shown to be social groups. It is argued that criteria used to
determine effectiveness of groups might also be used to identify effective NRM groups,
collaborations and partnerships.1 This research seeks to identify the characteristics of
effective NRM collaborations and partnerships and the factors that influence these
characteristics, from an NRM group, coordinator and participant perspective. Therefore,
the attributes of coordinators and participants that might influence the effectiveness of
NRM collaborations and partnerships are also discussed.
Based on the literature review in this and the preceding chapter, three analytical tools
are developed. In the first, collaboration and partnership are located as specific citizen
participation processes within a new citizen participation hierarchy, a pendulum of
citizen participation. In the second, a decision tree, to aid in the selection of contextappropriate citizen participation processes, is presented. This tool finds use in the initial
analysis of the case studies that make up the critical collective case study.2 The third
tool is a typology for NRM collaborations and partnerships. This typology has been
1

In Chapter 5 and 6 these criteria are applied to case studies that make up the critical collective case
study to ensure that, collectively speaking, they embody the characteristics of effective NRM
collaborations and partnerships. A thorough qualitative analysis of this group of case studies may then
reveal the characteristics of effective NRM collaborations and partnerships and factors that influence
these characteristics, thereby answering the research questions presented in chapter one.
2
This decision tree has been developed from the existing literature. It may also help other practitioners
and participants to identify and use the most suitable process or “right tool for the job” in terms of
citizen participation in NRM.
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developed by synthesising existing literature. The case studies that make up the critical
collective case study are typified according to this new typology.
Although this study focuses on the development of effective NRM collaborations and
partnerships at an NRM group level, it is important that the reader has an understanding
of the institutional, administrative and political milieu in which the NRM groups that
make up the case studies, are situated. This task is completed in the final section of this
chapter.

3.2

Groups, collaborations and partnerships

Shaw (1976) defines a group as:
A dynamic social entity composed of two or more individuals. These individuals
interact interdependently to achieve one or more common goals for the group or
similar individual goals that each member believes can be achieved through
group participation. As a result of this participation, each member influences and
is influenced by every other member of the group to some degree. Over time,
statuses and roles develop for members, while norms and values that regulate
behaviour of consequence to the group are accepted by members.
(Shaw, 1976, in Bertcher, 1994, p.3)
Collaborations and partnerships are particular sorts of social groups. In many ways they
fit the picture of a group painted in the quotation above. When two or more
interdependent individuals interact socially and influence each other as a consequence
of that interaction, they are a group (Forsyth, 1990). A social group may work as
partnership. Presenting a school-based example may help to illustrate this point. A
group of children in a classroom working silently on their schoolwork while a teacher
watches would certainly constitute a group, by the above definition. However, the
teacher may physically and verbally bully the group to ensure their compliance. They
may be punished for speaking. The goals of the children and teacher may be markedly
different. From a Foucauldian viewpoint, the power that flows through the network of
relationships within the group is being concentrated and used by the teacher, through
threat of violence and sanction. Their silence ensures that his will be the only discourse
to have meaning in that classroom setting. Such a class is a group of people, not a
partnership. On the other hand, there may be children with a teacher in a classroom
working after school working on ways to raise money for their end of year class trip.
People are talking freely and yet prepared to listen to each other to achieve their
common goal. They know that they will not be able to raise enough money individually,
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but they will if they work together. They are there because they want to be. They make
decisions together. They act together. They share responsibility together. They are a
group of people working in partnership.
From the above discussion, and using the definition of a partnership outlined in
previous chapter, we can deduce that a group of people working together to achieve a
common goal, and to share decision-making, action and responsibility are working in
partnership.3 An NRM group works as a partnership when the power within
relationships between group members is shared, and used as a tool by participants to
achieve mutually desired NRM goals that are beneficial to all may be affected.
Whereas, when participants in an NRM group work towards achieving mutually desired
goals that are beneficial to all who may be affected, yet do not share power, then they
are working in collaboration, rather than in partnership.

3.3

A pendulum of citizen participation

Several of the typologies of citizen participation presented in Chapter 2, for example,
Arnstein (1969), Pretty (1994) and South Lanarkshire Council (1998), locate citizen
participation processes along a continuum relating to the disposition of power between
citizens and government. If one accepts the “Arnsteinian view” that power is held by
government, or others in authority, then a renegotiation of power within the relationship
is fundamental to the formation of a partnership. Figure 3.1 presents a pendulum of
citizen participation. It builds on this work and the definitions for cooperation,
collaboration and partnership outlined in Chapter 2, placing citizen participation
processes along the arc of a pendulum, with partnership, the citizen participation
process that involves sharing and renegotiation of power located at the vertical point, at
the base of the arc. Citizen management of an NRM problem is located at one extreme
of the sweep of the arc of the pendulum. At this point, citizens have exclusive hold on
power. Citizens are responsible for decisions that are made and for their
implementation. Government management is positioned at the other extreme of the arc
of the ‘pendulum of power’. As is shown in Figure 3.1, it is here that government has
exclusive disposition of power in relation to the resolution of an NRM problem.

3

See definition in Chapter 2.3.3.4.
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Each of the NRM groups that make up the collective case study have been typified
using the pendulum of citizen participation, with the disposition of power within the
relationship being pivotal to their location on the arc of the pendulum.4

3.4

When to partner – a decision tree

The pendulum of citizen participation describes various citizen participation processes
including citizens having no role in the resolution of an NRM problem, through to
citizens managing the resolution of an NRM problem without any support from
government. In Australia, government agencies are usually the initiator of NRM citizen
participation activities.5 This role is challenging. Matching an appropriate citizen
participation process to a particular NRM problem and context, selecting the “right tool
for the job”, is part of this challenge. Figure 3.2 presents an adaptation of a decision tree
developed by Lawrence and Deagen (2001, pp.857-872). These authors have researched
the role of citizen participation in forestry. Their work is based on the work of Vroom
and Yetton (1973) who were interested in the role of employees in workplace decisionmaking, a conceptually similar area. I have modified the decision tree of Lawrence and
Deagen. These adaptations:
•

Make the terminology used in the decision tree compatible with that used in this
thesis; and

•

Introduce the concepts of social learning and partnership, as defined and
described in Chapter 2.

The decision tree is written from the perspective of a government-employed, NRM
practitioner. The eight closed questions yield a total of sixteen options, labelled A to P,
which provide nine different citizen processes. These are shown in the table that
accompanies the decision tree in Figure 3.2. Working through the decision tree may
provide an NRM practitioner with guidance on the most appropriate citizen
participation process for a particular NRM problem in a given context.

4

Use of this pendulum was one of the first steps in analysis of each of the case studies that make up the
collective case study. It should be noted that this pendulum of citizen participation has been written
from a government-citizen perspective. It could easily be rewritten to describe relationships between
two non-government organisations seeking to work together to achieve a common goal.
5
Case Studies 18 and 19, presented in this thesis, demonstrate that industry groups, universities and
NGOs can also take the lead in initiating citizen participation processes such as collaborations or
partnerships.
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The citizen participation options outlined in Figure 3.2 are similar to those outlined on
the government side of the pendulum of citizen participation shown in Figure 3.1, with
two exceptions:
•

Firstly, government management without provision of information to citizens is
not included as a citizen participation outcome in Figure 3.2.

•

Secondly, the concept of social learning is not included in Figure 3.1.

In terms of the first point, some government decisions about NRM problems may be
considered routine and, as a rule therefore, not generally requiring accompanying
citizen information programs. In terms of the second point, some NRM problems and
contexts may be extremely complex. Both government and citizens may benefit from
learning more about the problem, the context in which it occurs and how each party
views the problem. This is known as social learning.6 It may be superior to “one way”
implementation of a program to ensure “learning occurs among the publics” (Lawrence
and Deagen, 2001, p.863). Such wording implies that government knows all that needs
to be known about an NRM problem and that various “publics” may benefit from a oneway transfer of information from government. While this may be the case, in some
instances, government may have a very incomplete knowledge about what is needed to
resolve an NRM problem. Learning in these contexts becomes more of a social, twoway process.
The NRM problem and context for each of the case studies that make up the critical
collective case were analysed using the decision tree outlined in Figure 3.2. As a
researcher, this helped me to trial this “new” decision tree and also to explore whether
the particular citizen participation process used in the case study was contextappropriate.7

3.5

NRM partnership typologies

This research focuses on finding similarities and differences between partnerships, in an
effort to understand the characteristics of effective NRM partnerships and the factors
affecting these characteristics. As an aid to understanding, at an individual case study
level, it may be helpful to typify these relationships. The literature on partnerships and
6
7

See Chapter 2.8 for an overview of social learning.
See Chapter 5.2. Case studies 3, 7, 10 and 18 were classified as collaborations rather than partnerships,
differentiated by a lack of power sharing within the relationship(s). In all instances, this was seen to be
an appropriate citizen participation process given the nature of the NRM problem and the context
within which it occurred.
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communities provided some assistance in this regard, as did my initial review of the
individual case studies. For example, Long and Arnold (1995, pp.52-56) describe
several partnership typologies noting that they may be based on:
•

The partnership’s relationship to regulation (e.g. proactive, policy, response);

•

The partnership’s activity area (e.g. conflict resolution, research; or policy
formation); or

•

Negotiation and games theory.

Poncelet (1998, p.7) hints at the degree of inclusiveness of potential participants in
relationships focusing on NRM problems as a way to typify NRM partnerships in his
work on “multilateral” partnerships. The common focus or interest shared by a
community, is used by Duane (1997) to describe “place”, “interest”, or “identity”
focused communities. I have also found these terms useful to describe collaborative and
partnership-based relationships.
3.5.1

Conflict and core relevance

Figure 3.3 shows how the degree of conflict in a relationship may be plotted against
relevance to participants give rise to a ‘partnership map’. This map locates four
partnerships types described by Long and Arnold (1995, p.61).

Core Relevance
All participants
High

One participant
Low

High
Pre-emptive
Coalescing

Conflict

Exploration
Leverage

Low
(Long and Arnold, 1995,p.61)
Figure 3.3: NRM partnership map — degree of participant conflict plotted
against core relevance to participants
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Long and Arnold (1995, p.61) developed their own partnership typology based on
common characteristics they saw arising from the partnerships they studied. In
summary, their description of the characteristics of the four type follows:
•

Pre-emptive partnerships: formed in an attempt to defuse a situation that is
already, or is potentially, hostile and where the problems at hand are of core
relevance to all participants.

•

Coalescing partnerships: formed because all parties need each other to
accomplish their goals. A common vision is formulated amongst all parties in
attempt to overcome threats of hostility.

•

Exploration partnerships: formed to make the most of opportunities to
investigate environmental or NRM problems of shared interest.

•

Leverage partnerships: the most opportunistic of all partnerships, formed when
participants can see “win-win” opportunities to make high social, political and
economic returns for modest investments in sustainable NRM.

One difficulty with this typology is group size. Partnership activities in the large NRM
groups, studied as part of this research, do not fit neatly into any of Long and Arnold’s
categories. In large multilateral NRM groups, such as catchment management groups,
there are a larger number of potential and actual relationships between participants.
These relationships may fall within several of Long and Arnold’s categories. Such
“large-scale” partnerships are found worldwide. Often the people involved see
themselves as really working in partnership, as do researchers who have studied them.8
While they may not always be functioning as effectively as they might, any typology
developed should be able to describe their efforts.

8

I offer two examples to support this statement.
1. In South East Queensland the Moreton Bay Waterways and Catchments Partnership (MBWCP) is a
group of catchment groups, scientists, Local Governments, State Government agencies and indigenous
and industry groups who are seeking to improve the condition of catchments of South East Queensland
(Costantini, 2002). The diversity of their efforts and their relationships with each other mean that they
do not fit neatly into any one category developed by Long and Arnold.
2. Leach and Pelkey (2001, p.378-385) have reviewed thirty-seven empirical studies from around the
world of factors contributing to watershed (catchment) partnership success. Such partnerships aspire to
be inclusive of all stakeholders (people who may be indirectly or directly affected by the condition of
the catchment in question). Undoubtedly, not all stakeholders are interested or involved in such large–
scale efforts and some of those involved may have ulterior motives. However, many of those involved
would be working according to partnership principles, as described by Eisler (2002) and genuine in
their collective attempt to improve the condition of their catchment. When participants are sincere in
their efforts, I feel that the relationships they develop with others should be characterised as a type of
collaboration or partnership, depending on degree of power-sharing within relationships, and not
dismissed out of hand as window dressing or greenwash (Long and Arnold, 1995, pp.5-6).
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I have chosen to use the two dimensions, level of conflict and core relevance, of the
Long and Arnold typology, to map the relationships that make up the nineteen case
studies investigated in this research. I recognise that some of the case studies of larger
NRM partnerships will fall within several categories. They will be mapped as such.

3.5.2

A new NRM collaboration and partnership typology

Given the shortcomings of the above typology in relation to partnership size, a new
NRM collaboration and partnership typology, based on literature reviewed in this thesis,
has been developed for use in this research. It typifies the collaborations and
partnerships that are the focus of this research in three ways, on the basis of:
•

Initiative – whether the partnership was externally initiated by a third party or
was self-initiated by the partners (Pretty and Ward, 2001, p.218);

•

Focus – whether the partnership is predominantly place, interest or identity
focused (Duane, 1997); and

•

Inclusiveness – whether the participants are from similar from backgrounds
(unilateral), two backgrounds (bilateral); a limited array of backgrounds (limited
multilateral), or whether those initiating the partnership aspire to be fully
inclusive (inclusive multilateral) (Poncelet, 1998, p.7).9

In conjunction with mapping the various cases against the dimensions of conflict and
core relevance described above (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.61), this typology has been
used in this study to describe and give form to the various cases investigated. The
following section discusses ways that the effectiveness or success of NRM
collaborations and partnerships that comprise these cases may be evaluated.

3.6

Evaluating the effectiveness of NRM collaborations and
partnerships

A discussion of the terms ‘effective’ and ‘success’ underlies the issue of evaluation in
NRM collaborations and partnerships. ‘Effective’ means “serving to effect the purpose;
producing the intended result” (Anon, 1991, p.558). ‘Success’ means “the gaining of
9

While it was not a specific focus of the questions guiding this research, as a government-employed
NRM practitioner and researcher who had often helped to initiate NRM collaborations and
partnerships, I was nevertheless interested in any similarities and differences between externally and
self-initiated relationships. I was also interested in observing if there was any evidence that externally
initiated partnerships became self-managed over time, and if so, how this occurred.
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wealth, position or the like” (Anon, 1991, p.1745). An NRM partnership may be judged
a success for its ability to attract sponsorship and media coverage, but may be quite
ineffective at achieving its stated purpose. Those external to the relationship (e.g. a
government agency) may view an NRM partnership poorly because they have selected
indicators that are relevant to their own organisational goals, rather than those of the
NRM partnership under consideration (Chamala, 1995, p.74).
Some authors do not make this distinction. Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) use the terms
‘successful’ and ‘effective’ almost synonymously. When investigating thirty-five case
studies in NRM collaboration, they recognised that they could rule out some case
studies because they did not meet their definition of collaboration. However, they chose
to use the positive perceptions of multiple participants from a diversity of backgrounds
to define success. They saw early indications that improvements in human relationships
would lead to improved ecological and social outcomes (Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000,
p.xiii). One may ask participants whether or not ‘things are better’ as a result of their
partnership work. A positive response from several participants from different
backgrounds may well be a useful indicator that the relationship was ‘successful’. Such
triangulation, gathering the viewpoints of people from different backgrounds, may well
help to obviate the ‘success–effectiveness dichotomy’ described earlier.
Tennyson and Wilde (2000) have focused on partnerships developed in community
development projects. They also used the terms “successful” and “effective”
synonymously, and focus on the social aspects of partnerships. They explain:
What makes a partnership successful and effective? Such partnerships have
partners who share four key characteristics:
•
Uphold the principles of openness and equity
•
Share risks and benefits
•
Adapt well to change
•
Work towards empowerment.
(Tennyson and Wilde, 2000, p.14)

Partnerships may also be evaluated by comparing their outcomes to those that may have
been achieved through use of other processes, or by comparing them to what most likely
would have occurred if nothing were done to address the NRM problem at hand. In the
literature on negotiation the term BATNA, Best Alternative To a Negotiated
Agreement, has been coined (Fisher and Ury, 1983, p.104). In deciding whether or not
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to accept a negotiated agreement, one should compare it to the BATNA. A BATNA has
been defined as:
The standard against which any agreement should be measured. That is the only
standard which can protect you from accepting terms that are too unfavourable
and from rejecting terms it would be in your interest to accept.
(Fisher and Ury, 1983, p.104)
In a similar way, I would propose that the outcomes of NRM partnerships should
always be evaluated against the BATPO, Best Alternative To a Partnership Outcome.
This involves comparing the partnership outcome against what would most likely have
occurred if nothing at all were done to address the NRM problem that was the focus of
the partnership (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.162). This may also be a useful way to
evaluate NRM collaboration and partnership effectiveness.
Chamala (1995, p.87) says that an effective NRM group meets the needs of individual
members. The same could also be said of effective NRM collaborations and
partnerships. Obviously, what participants think of the relationship is an important
measure of its effectiveness. As cited earlier, Wondolleck and Yaffe (2000, p.xiii) note
a relationship between improvements in the process of human interaction and improved
ecological and social outcomes. It would appear self-evident that people who have good
inter-personal relationships will have more chance of being able to achieve the
biophysical purpose that brought them together to work in partnership. Knowledge of
this aspect of the social capital that exists within the partnership, how it changes over
time and what factors are precipitating these changes would appear to be an integral part
of NRM partnership evaluation.10 Such data are important but predominantly qualitative
in nature and therefore not readily translated into numbers.11 They are therefore not
easily aggregated and reported on by bureaucracies. In the research undertaken, the
social capital that existed within the relationships between partners was recognised as
being an important surrogate indicator of the effectiveness or success in many of the
case study relationships. The goals of these relationships were often quite long-term or
were also being impacted on by other NRM processes, making the establishment of a
causal relationship between partnership activity and amelioration of the particular NRM
problem difficult to establish. Table 3.1 summarises the difficulties in evaluating NRM
collaborations and partnerships.

10
11

See Chapter 2.8 for an explanation of social capital
See Chapter 4.1.4 for a discussion on qualitative and quantitative approaches to social science
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Table 3.1:

Difficulties in evaluating NRM partnerships

Difficulty

Reason

Improvements or deterioration in ecosystem
condition, as result of changing NRM practices,
may be difficult to detect.

Ecological time scales are often longer than
human interest and attention spans. Technology
may not exist to adequately monitor change.

Progress in NRM practices and resultant
ecosystem condition are reversible.

Unless an NRM partnership has access to ongoing
funding and resources, any positive changes
observed may be reversed when external funding
and support to the partnership cease.

It may be difficult to causally link NRM
partnership efforts to changes in ecosystem
condition.

Recent ecological research shows that, generally
speaking, natural ecosystems do not tend to
towards equilibrium (Fiedler et al, 1997, p.83-92).
Any changes observed may be “natural” or due to
NRM practices outside the control of the
partnership.

Partnership goals may only seek the resolution of
a small part of a much bigger environmental
problem.

NRM partnerships may be place-focused, and
interested in what, in ecosystem terms, is only a
small component of a larger ecosystem. External
human influences may therefore render
partnership actions ineffective.

(After Long and Arnold, 1995, pp.155-157)
For an NRM collaboration or partnership to be effective, the potential partners should
ensure they work at appropriate spatial and temporal scales, recognising a match
between the scale of the NRM problem confronting them and their available resources.
It is important that participants develop an evaluation program as one of their first
activities, looking at ways that they may regularly measure and evaluate performance.
They should seek agreement on a range of indicators that can be directly measured and
on ‘surrogate indicators’, ways that ‘intangibles’ such as social capital and liability can
be indirectly measured.
The measures used to assess effectiveness may be either ‘soft’ or ‘hard’. Soft measures
are predominantly qualitative and may include the improvement of relationships
amongst participants, particularly participants who were previously adversaries;
formation of new partnerships as a result of the relationships and understanding built in
the old partnerships, or a restructuring of organisations to help them meet the needs of
the partnership of which they are a part (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.153). Hard measures
are predominantly quantitative and relate to the achievement of the goal or purpose of
the partnership (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.153). For example, these may include
observations such as tree planting survival rates, areas of riparian regeneration, length of
fence line constructed and changes in sediment loadings in a stream. From a
government perspective, such quantitative measures from the activities collected from
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different NRM collaborations and partnerships funded by a similar program (e.g.
Natural Heritage Trust I or Natural Heritage Trust II) are easily aggregated, thus giving
an overall measure of the success and effectiveness of NRM collaborations and
partnerships being funded and supported by a government program.12 Other quantifiable
data on volunteer participation time and attendance numbers at field days may also give
some idea of the indirect benefits being achieved by a particular project activity.
Qualitative measures may be less useful for bureaucratic purposes, as they do not allow
for easy aggregation of data. Nevertheless, the collection and interpretation of
qualitative data are necessary if we are to evaluate the overall benefits and costs of
NRM collaborations and partnerships.

Rigorous evaluation of NRM collaborations and partnership relationships has not been
common. “Given the novelty of partnerships as solutions to environmental challenges, it
may not be particularly surprising that environmental partnerships are rarely evaluated
rigorously” (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.152).13 As the partnership approach to NRM and
environmental management has increasingly been advocated over the last decade or so
(the WSSD Type II partnerships initiative being the most recent example), moves to
formalise the evaluation of such relationships, and their outcomes, are gaining pace.
Given the above discussion, the effectiveness of the NRM collaborations and
partnerships that are the focus of this research will be evaluated against the BATPO and
in three other ways:
•

Purpose and goals: Did the partnership accomplish its purpose? Are the goals of
the partnership, held in common by the participants, being achieved?

•

Indirect benefits: What other benefits, not directly related to the purpose and
goals of the partnership accrued to participants and/ or others?14

•

Process management: How well was the process of partnership formation,
implementation and evaluation managed? (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.153)

12

For example, in terms of evaluation, Natural Heritage Trust final project reports seek information on
indicators such as number of monitoring sites, frequency of monitoring, and on-ground outputs such as
areas revegetated, lengths of fence line built. Quantifiable data that looks at people involvement (e.g.
number of people attending a field day) are also requested [Environment Australia, 2000(b), p.3].
13
These authors favour the term “environmental partnership” over “NRM partnership”, to describe a
relationship that is very similar to the definition of an NRM partnership presented in this Chapter. I
therefore use the terms interchangeably in this research.
14
Some of the smaller case studies presented in the analysis of results of this thesis research have focused
on smaller, issue and place focused bilateral or limited multilateral partnerships that have arisen, at
least in part, as a result of relationships kindled in larger, place-focused multilateral NRM partnerships.
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In the following section, I present an overview of factors presented in the literature that
may impact on NRM group, collaboration and partnership effectiveness.

3.7

Factors relating to NRM group and partnership
effectiveness

In this section, I outline the views and findings of various authors who have investigated
factors that influence the effectiveness of NRM groups and partnerships. Long and
Arnold (1995, p.130) view success factors as fitting into three categories: people, goals,
and capacity building.15 They emphasise that people are the single most significant
factor determining partnership success. They are the ones that “champion, coordinate
and sell environmental partnerships” (p.130). Based on a review of the theoretical
literature on small-groups research and various empirical studies, Chamala (1995,
pp.81-82) maintains that the effectiveness of community groups (CGE) involved in
NRM is a function of “group internal factors (GIF), service agency factors (SAF),
community factors (CF) and other external factors (OEF)”. This relationship can be
represented as:
CGE = f(GIF, SAF, CF, OEF)
Table 3.2 outlines specific factors that Chamala describes as making up the four sets
factors listed above.

15

As mentioned in the Chapter 3.6, I prefer the term ‘effectiveness’ to ‘successful’ when evaluating NRM
partnerships. Partnerships may be successful (that is, viewed as being gaining in wealth or the like) when
they are quite ineffective (are not meeting their purpose or goals).
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Table 3.2:

Factors affecting NRM group/partnership effectiveness

Set
of Specific Factor
Factors
Group
Internal
Factors

Service
Agency
Factors

Community
factors

Other
External
Factors

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Group composition
Group structure and size
Atmosphere
Cohesion
Group standards and norms
Leadership style
Balance between needs
Group think
Development phase
Group culture
Technical capabilities of staff
Staff’s “people skills” in managing groups
Staff attitude and commitment to groups
Type of planning methods used
Means or ends distinction
Support from field extension officers
Community structure
Community experience in working together
Availability of commercial service agencies in the community
Attitude and awareness of problems/ opportunities
Media exposure
Pressure groups
Legislation
Market prices for inputs and products
Science and technology
Political vested interests

(Chamala, 1995, pp.82-85)
The number of factors and the way they are presented above, as a formula, can give the
impression that they are linearly related to each other, or that the effectiveness of a
group may be arrived at simply by summing the effects of each of the individual factors.
However, Chamala (1995, pp.86-87) makes the point that this is not the case. Chamala
cites Hackman’s (1987) normative model of group effectiveness to explain that the
significance of each factor will depend on the context within which the group is
operating and its organizational design.

The adequacy and certainty of funding and resources, a factor not listed explicitly by
Chamala, may also affect partnership effectiveness. Leach and Pelkey (2001, pp.378385) have undertaken a review of the empirical literature as to what makes watershed
partnerships work. Their review of 37 case studies undertaken on watershed
partnerships in the United States of America, Canada and Australia catalogued the most
“unequivocal and most contested” of the conclusions from these studies. It revealed that
funding (23 studies) and the participation by an effective leader or coordinator (22
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studies) were the two most frequently named factors contributing to partnership success.
These factors were closely followed by two other factors - having a limited scope of
activities (16 studies) and having rules to encourage diverse participation (16 studies).
Their review makes interesting reading. Their last two findings appear contradictory.
For example, six studies indicated that having a broad scope of activities was a key to
success while eight studies said that limiting participation appeared critical to effective
partnership participation. It appears that the different contexts within which these
partnerships were operating may play a part in explaining the apparently contradictory
nature of these findings. In all they identified 451 conclusions amongst the 37 studies
they reviewed as to factors contributing to an effective watershed partnership. By
looking for identical conclusions amongst the studies, they were able to reduce this to
210 conclusions. By undertaking a factor analysis, they were able to further coalesce the
210 factors into 28 themes and four overall factors that encompassed the variability
found between studies as to factors contributing to the effectiveness of watershed
partnerships (Leach and Pelkey, 2001, pp.381-382).
These were:
Resources and Scope
•

Adequate

time;

legislature

encourages

agency

participation;

limited

membership; cooperative and committed participants; funding; appropriate
geographic scope; agencies encourage staff participation; miscellaneous
community resources.
Flexibility or Informality
•

Reliance on moral authority not formal power; balanced local/state/federal
participation; caution when using consensus decision making; training in
collaborative decision-making skills; appropriate geographic scope.

Alternative Dispute Resolution Theory
•

Effective leader, coordinator or facilitator; trust; funding; scope of activities –
limited or focused; broad or inclusive membership; consensus decisionmaking; well-defined decision or process rules; low or medium levels of
conflict; effective communication and data sharing; balanced local/state/federal
participation.

Institutional Analysis and Development
•

Monitoring and/or adaptive management; local, bottom-up leadership; scope of
activities – realistic or ambitious; well-defined decision or process rules;
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adequate scientific and technical information; scope of activities – limited or
focused; agency support and staff participation (Leach and Pelkey, 2001.
p.382).
The extent to which themes presented under the overall factors appear contradictory
may be accounted for by the differences in the contexts of the 37 studies analysed for
this review. Leach and Pelkey (2001, pp.382-383) have used concepts presented in
alternative dispute resolution (ADR) literature to group the themes presented under the
third overall factor (e.g. Carpenter and Kennedy, 1988; Gray, 1989; and Crowfoot and
Wondolleck, 1990). Concepts from the institutional analysis and development (IAD)
literature have been used to group themes under the fourth overall factor (e.g. Ostrom,
1990). IAD relies on a rational actor model of collective action, viewing groups of
people and organisations as rational beings able to make decisions and to take action
about specific issues (Allison, 1971).
Leach and Pelkey (2001, p.383) note that other theories may be able to explain and
group the factors identified as significant in the development of effective watershed
partnerships in the 37 studies reviewed (e.g. theories of participatory democracy,
environmental coalitions) but that these other theories were rarely mentioned in the
studies reviewed. It is for this reason that I have chosen to concentrate on theories
relating to participatory democracy and citizen participation as well as associated areas
of collaboration, partnership, power, values, social capital and social learning to help
further inform this line of research. For example, the backgrounds of the potential
partners, what their values are, what motivates them, in essence the differences and
similarities of their “meaning systems”, may also be an important factor in determining
the effectiveness of NRM partnerships. Participants and facilitators need to recognise
the different meanings that may be placed on a common problem or opportunity and for
them to identify and build on “common ground”, if their partnership is to be effective. A
lack of common ground may also be an important factor in determining whether or not
to attempt to work in partnership or to try some other NRM approach, e.g. use of
litigation or regulation (Dukes, Firehock and Leahy, 2001, pp.58-59). Table 3.3 outlines
the different motivators, drivers or “meaning systems” of three major groups of
participants involved in NRM – government, business and community.
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Table 3.3:

Meaning systems of major groups involved in NRM
Business
(Market capitalism)

Community

Institutions

Government
(State
democracy)
Parliaments,
governments,
public service
Votes, law

Markets, businesses

Families,
associations

Prices

Values

Representation
Order,
redistribution
Citizens
Programs

Competition
Efficiency, productivity

Key
regulator
Dynamic
Focus
People
Tools

Customers
Contracts

Reciprocity
Equity,
cohesion
Members
Networks
(Adams & Hess, 2001, p.20)

The significance of factors affecting NRM partnership effectiveness may depend on the
people involved in the relationship. From the point of view of the extension officer or
coordinator facilitating the development of a partnership, gaining an understanding of
the different meaning systems of the prospective participants, may be crucial to the
formation of an effective partnership. From an NRM group perspective, the presence of
a skilled and motivated facilitator may be highly significant. For the individual
participant, high levels of motivation, that is, having a reason or a real need to be
involved, may be the overriding factors determining the development of an effective
NRM partnership. The research presented in this thesis has sought to capture the
characteristics of effective NRM partnerships and the factors affecting these
partnerships by working from the perspectives of the coordinator, the NRM group and
the participant. As outlined in Chapter 4, Phase 1 of the research has concentrated on
the coordinator perspective, Phase 2 on the NRM group perspective and Phase 3 on the
participant perspective.
Relationships between people may change or ‘mature’ over time. The relationships that
make up NRM collaborations and partnerships are no exception. Not only may
characteristics and factors differ in significance when viewed from the three different
viewpoints, their significance may also differ over time. The following section
introduces a temporal perspective to the discussion.
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3.8

NRM group and partnership life cycles

In effective NRM collaborations and partnerships, as in effective social groups,
participants realise that they must fulfil two roles – task roles and socio-emotional roles
(Bales and Strodbeck, 1951, pp.485-495). Participants must do more than just ‘get the
job done,’ they must also look after the social health of the relationship so that it can ‘do
the job’. Task roles are those that group members undertake to help them achieve their
collective purpose or goals. Socio-emotional roles relate to maintenance of effective
group relationships. These ‘group-function focused roles’ may be positive or negative
and include actions such as showing support for other group members, withholding or
giving help or rewarding other members. group members must undertake an appropriate
mix of both roles, if the group is to be effective. The nature and mix of task and socioemotional roles changes, depending on context and phase of development of the group.
Tuckman and Jensen (1977, pp.419-427) have characterised various phases of group
development. They talk of groups (i) forming, (ii) storming, (iii) norming, (iv)
performing and (v) mourning or adjourning. These group phases may also be useful for
the study of NRM groups and NRM partnerships. Participants will need to alter their
task and socio-emotional roles as the partnership group moves from one phase to
another, if they are to be effective and successful. For example, during the storming
phase, when a relationship first forms, partners will need to be attentive to conflict
within the partnership and to look at ways that conflict may be resolved or managed and
used as a creative force to help partners achieve their collective purpose and goals.
Participants may undertake predominantly socio-emotional roles at this time. During the
‘performing phase’ partners will hopefully have resolved conflict and will undertake
more task-oriented roles looking to achieve the goals that brought them together.
Focusing specifically on NRM groups, Pretty and Ward (2001) synthesized the work of
twelve researchers’ who have identified ways NRM groups evolve. They note that all
the models of NRM group evolution they have studied have five things in common:
•

They describe how transformations in human and social capital occur,
but not necessarily why.

•

They are essentially progressive indicating that one stage can lead to
another.

•

Progression is not taken to be inevitable, with outcomes being regression
(going back to the previous stage), stagnation or arrested development
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(remaining at one stage), and extinction (organisations may fail or
terminate).
•

Organisations in higher or later stages are taken to be more resilient
(capable of resisting shocks or stresses), and more adaptive (capable of
innovating), and so have lower mortality rates.

•

All relate some measures of group maturity to performance and
outcomes, with higher or later stages being associated with greater
maturity.
(Pretty and Ward, 2001, p.219)

The five phases of social group development of Tuckman and Jensen (1977) also share
these characteristics. For example, one would expect that a group that was “performing”
had worked out any points of major conflict and progressed onwards to the “next level.”
However, one could equally well expect, using conflict as an example once again, that if
points of major conflict could not be satisfactorily resolved, that the group may fail.
One might also reasonably expect that as a group of people move from one phase to
another, that levels of trust and expectations and norms of group behaviour are
established and that the level of social capital in the group would therefore increase. It
would then be more likely to withstand upsets and setbacks without falling apart. The
same comments may apply to a group of people working in an NRM collaboration or
partnership.
Synthesising the work of others, Pretty and Ward (2001) have developed their own
typology of NRM group evolution. It follows as Table 3.4. Their typology looks at
changes in worldviews and sense making, and identifies outcomes of social learning
process within the group. It describes social capital development within NRM groups,
focusing on elements of social capital such as rules and norms, participant recognition
of group value, and development of a sharing ethic. Pretty and Ward identify the ways
external links and networks change as NRM groups develop, as does the readiness of
the group to accept and experiment with different technologies developed both within
and outside the group. External facilitators are seen as being needed to help to maintain
both the task and socio-emotional functions of the group. Finally, Pretty and Ward
comment on the lifespan of the group, whether it was self or externally initiated, its
level of resilience and how NRM groups formed under similar programs may vary as
they evolve in different settings.
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Table 3.4:

Three stages in the evolution of NRM groups according to fifteen criteria

Criteria
Worldviews and sense making
• Sense-making
•
•

Views of change
Attitudes and values

Internal norms and trust
• Rules and norms
• Recognition of group value
•

Sharing ethic

External links and networks
• Horizontal
•
•

•
•
•
•

Individuals in group tend to be looking
back, making sense of old realities
The group exhibits fear of change
The group exhibits no significant change in
attitudes, beliefs and values

•

Rules and norms tend to be externally
imposed or derived
The group recognises the value of
achieving something new

Source of technologies

•

Capacity to experiment

group life span
• Reason for being
Resilience
Variability

Stage 3
Awareness-interdependence

Individuals and groups looking inwards,
making sense of new reality
Adjusting to change
Realisation of new capacities

•

•
•

Development of own rules and norms
Members increasingly willing to invest in
group itself

•

•

Sharing within group common

•

•
•

•
•

•

group self-determined and shaping reality
by looking forward
Expect change as the norm
Critical reflection and abstract
conceptualisation lead to new insights
Evolution and strengthening of rules and
norms
group likely to express social value of
group
Sharing to and from external actors

•

Some sharing of ideas, but tendency to
mistrust the new

•

Few or no links with other groups

•

Links with other groups

•

•

Links one way (from above to below)

•

Realisation that information can flow
upward

•

•

group relies on external facilitators to
sustain group activities

•

New roles for facilitators, such as conflict
resolution

•

•
•

Eco-efficiency, reducing costs and damage
Waits for external solutions, hoping for a
new “silver bullet”
Some experimentation and adoption

•

Regeneration, making best of natural
capital
Realisation that solutions must be internally
generated
Collective planning for experimentation;
some innovations

•

•

Experimentation leads to adaptation and
innovation

group successfully achieve planned
activities
Breakdown possible after achievement of
initial goals

•
•

groups now engaged in different activities
Unlikely to break down, passed a threshold

•

groups look completely different from each
other

External facilitators

•

•

•

Stage 2
Realisation-independence

Vertical

Technologies and improvements
• Environmental aspects

•

Stage 1
Reactive-dependence

•

•
•

•

Initiated by external agency or emerging

•

•

Breakdown easy

•

•

groups with same program look the same

•

•

Groups capable of promoting spread and
initiating new groups
Groups well-linked to many external
agencies and strong enough to resist
external power
Facilitators no longer needed

Redesign according to basic ecological
principles
Internal and external solutions

groups diverge
(Pretty and Ward, 2001, p.218)

84

In terms of understanding NRM collaborations and partnerships as a type of NRM
group, Pretty and Ward’s work is very useful for, as types of NRM groups, NRM
collaborations and partnerships share these characteristics. As a participant-researcher,
two things stand out in terms of the many differences that exist between the work of
Tuckman and Jensen (1977) and Pretty and Ward (2001).
Firstly, Tuckman and Jensen are speaking in general terms about groups. They do not
mention the role of the facilitator or coordinator, often associated with NRM groups.
The work of Pretty and Ward is focused on NRM groups and their role in sustainable
development in many countries throughout the world, including Australia. Government
funded or employed facilitators or coordinators often initiate and support these groups.16
Pretty and Ward state in Table 3.4 that, at the mature Awareness – Interdependence
Stage, external facilitators are no longer needed by an NRM group. However they do
provide the caveat:
It is often part of the rhetoric of development that external agencies should have
an “exit strategy” – a time or rationale for leaving local people to continue on
their own. This is a mistaken idea based only on the notion of groups moving
from dependence to independence. In practice, mature groups may never want
external agencies to leave – they may wish to make the best use of all the
linkages that they have developed. The external agency, however, may need to
exit for financial or administrative reasons.
(Pretty and Ward, 2001, p.223)
This may be an important point when we look at the role of external coordinators in the
collective case study that follows. The reasons for loss of coordinators may indicate
something about the way their work is perceived and valued by their employers.
Secondly, Tuckman and Jensen’s work indicates that groups generally have a finite life
span. Pretty and Ward’s work indicates that NRM groups are ongoing in nature. For
example, thinking in terms of Australian NRM groups, there are now over 4000
Landcare groups in Australia, with approximately 38 per cent of farmers belonging to a
Landcare group (Wiseman, 2001, p.1). New groups are forming.17 Many of these groups

16

The notion of an NRM group, collaboration or partnership being externally or self-initiated is
mentioned in the work of Pretty and Ward (2001, p.218). In this Study, I have used this as a
characteristic to help typify NRM collaborations and partnerships. See Chapter 3.5. In terms of level
interest and motivation amongst potential participants, it appears to be a useful way to divide
relationships into to initial categories.
17
Data on “death” of established groups is difficult to find. However, personal communication with
regional NRM facilitators indicates that NRM groups sometimes “die” or dissolve over time. This may
be due to the fact that the participants achieved their collective purpose and therefore decided to
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are working as place-centred, unilateral or limited multilateral partnerships and that they
see themselves as ongoing groups, rather than having a finite life span. I would be less
confident in making the same assertion about smaller, problem-focused, bilateral NRM
partnerships. These may have a limited life span as two parties get together in an
attempt to resolve a specific problem. Several of the case studies investigated in this
study are of this type.18
Long and Arnold (1995) have developed a model Partnership Life Cycle (PLC) to
describe changes that occur in environmental/ NRM partnerships. This follows as
Figure 3.4. This PLC model shows partnerships as potentially moving through four
phases, over time. It also shows that the life history of NRM partnerships may be linear,
formed for a specific purpose and lasting until that purpose was achieved, or cyclical
and ongoing.

terminate their relationship, or for other reasons, eg, that external support in the way of government
coordinators and other project funding had been withdrawn.
18
For example Case Studies 17, 18, and 19 in Appendices 17, 18 and 19 respectively.
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Continuation,
migration,
renewal
new
partnerships

Reshaping
agendas or
partners

SEED PHASE

INITIATION PHASE
•
•

Individual
agendas and
motivations

•
•

Define the
opportunity
Identify who
should
participate
Form the basis
for working
together
Formulate the
agenda

EXECUTION PHASE

CLOSURE/ RENEWAL
PHASE

•

•

•
•
•
•

Monitor ground
rules
Resolve disputes
Finance effectively
Manage against
time tables
Support individual
interests and
relationship
building

•
•

Produce written
agreements
Implement actions
and policies
Continue or
terminate
partnership activities

Circumstance

Figure 3.4: The partnership life cycle (PLC)

(Long and Arnold, 1995, p.130)
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Long and Arnold (1995, p.131) have investigated how the categories of success factors
they identified fit within the phases of the partnership life cycle. Table 3.5 illustrates
these changes.
Table 3.5:

Matrix of phases and success factors of environmental partnerships
Phases of Environmental Partnerships
Initiation
Execution
Closure
Share – success
Respect –
Include – all
People
and credit
participants
critical
needs and
stakeholders
interests
Evaluate – results
Define – a viable Steward –
Goals
Categories of
and goals and
based on
and inspirational
Success Factors
alternatives
process
vision
learning and
new science
Sustain – progress
Translate –
Capacity Invest – in
by
knowledge
relationships
Building
institutionalising
into signs of
needed for longarrangements
progress
term success
(Long and Arnold, 1995, p.131)

The work of Long and Arnold (1995) further reinforces the observations of Tuckman
and Jensen (1977) and Pretty and Ward (2001) that NRM groups, collaborations and
partnerships change over time and that the ways they are facilitated, executed and
evaluated will also change over time. As mentioned previously, extension officers and
coordinators play an important role in the development of effective NRM groups and
the collaborations and partnerships on which these groups are based (Chamala, 1995;
Leach and Pelkey, 2001; Pretty and Ward, 2001). Their understanding of group socioemotional roles and processes, and their ability to reflect on and evaluate the efforts of
the group, make their role one that requires a diversity of knowledge and skills.
Research presented in this thesis investigates the development of such relationships
from three perspectives – one of them being the perspective of the coordinator or
extension officer who facilitates these interactions. The discussion that follows focuses
on the role of these people and the skills, knowledge and attributes they may use to help
them in this task.
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3.9

Extension officers and coordinators as effective NRM

collaboration and partnership brokers
The research undertaken for this thesis shows that coordinators and extension officers,
while also involved coordinating and facilitating other citizen participation and
education activities, are often called upon to initiate new NRM groups and to foster
NRM collaboration and partnerships. Tennyson and Wilde (2000) help to train UN staff
to develop multilateral partnerships involving the public sector, civil society and
business to address environmental, economic and social problems relating to sustainable
development. They use the word “broker” to describe this role.
A broker is a ‘go-between’ in making relationships (for example, a marriage
broker) or a middleman (for example a stockbroker). In all cases, a broker acts
as an intermediary between different parties, but in an active rather than a
passive way, to interpret one party to the other or to negotiate some kind of
agreement or ‘deal.’
(Tennyson and Wilde, 2000, p.33)
From their perspective the partnership broker usually belongs to an initiating
organisation that is external to the partnership. For Tennyson and Wilde, a partnership
broker has four tasks. The broker must:
•

act as an intermediary and build collaboration between the partners;

•

inspire others in initiating and partnership organisations to support the
partnership;

•

encourage behaviours that help in the development of an effective partnership;
and

•

protect the principles and goals of the partnership.
(Tennyson and Wilde, 2000, pp.33-34)

While these tasks may appear almost self-evident, their completion is complicated by
the relationship that a broker has with the organisation initiating the partnership. There
may be problems if this is not recognised. For example, if the government sees itself
solely as an external organisation initiating an NRM collaboration or partnership, rather
than being an active participant in the relationship, its actions could be viewed as being
an abrogation of responsibility by those they are inviting to come together to solve the
NRM problem that faces them. It could be seen as ‘passing the buck’. That aside, the
relationship that the broker has with the initiating organisation can strongly influence
the role the broker plays in nurturing a partnership. Tennyson and Wilde (2000) have
plotted this relationship against two axes: one showing the degree of independence the
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broker has from the initiating organisation, the other looking at whether the broker is
acting proactively or reactively. This is reproduced as Figure 3.5

Independent from initiating organisation
ANIMATOR

PIONEER

Reactive
Mandate

Proactive
Mandate
COORDINATOR

INNOVATOR

Operating within initiating organisation

(Tennyson and Wilde, 2000, p.35)
Figure 3.5:

Relationship of the broker to the initiating organisation

‘Coordinator’ is the term typically used to describe QDNR&M staff working with NRM
groups, such as catchment groups. They are usually employees of the initiating
organisation, specifically assigned to the role. Animators are usually brokers
specifically appointed by the initiating organisation to perform that task. Pioneers are
often people who have started partnerships and then persuaded relevant organisations to
support them. Innovators are generally staff members of an existing organisation who
have seen the value of a partnership and then persuaded their organisation to support
them to broker it. Each of these roles has its advantages and disadvantages. These are
summarised by Tennyson and Wilde (2000, pp.35-37).19 The added challenge for the
sixteen partnership brokers involved in this study is that brokering partnerships is only
part of their role. They are involved in facilitating and coordinating a wide range of
citizen participation processes; developing and implementing community-wide and
industry-specific education programs; and in building the capacity of the groups they
support to undertake NRM in their area.

19

The cases that make up the critical collective case study are all situated in Queensland, where, as has
happened elsewhere in Australia, it is not uncommon for NRM groups, e.g. catchment management and
Landcare groups, to seek funding to employ their own workers, usually called coordinators, to help
them to develop partnerships to respond to NRM problems and opportunities in their area.
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In 1999 and 2000, Queensland Department of Natural Resources (QDNR) undertook a
dialogue process with community and industry stakeholders to strengthen communitybased natural resource management in Queensland [QDNR&M, 2001(b)].20 Focus
group discussions were also held with Departmental staff involved in citizen
participation. Table 3.6 summarises the attributes these conversations revealed as being
important for staff involved in community-based NRM.
Table 3.6:

Summary of attributes necessary for staff working in community-

based NRM
Skills
•

•

•

Knowledge

Communication –
all aspects of verbal
and non-verbal
communication and
verbal and interrelationship skills.
Presentation –
personal, technical
and conceptual
abilities. This also
involves aligning
personal style to the
audience, research,
planning and
organisation skills.
Facilitation – ability
to use psychographic, sociodynamic and adult
learning principles.
This also includes
the ability to work as
a team member and
use a range of
leadership and
learning styles.

•

•

•

Relevant technical
information,
particularly
legislation and
policies.
Knowledge of the
community being
engaged – issues of
concern, cultural
norms and values,
structure.
Self awareness

Attitudes
•

Personal qualities
and values that
Department of
Natural Resources
staff need to exhibit
when working with
communities of
interest.

(Queensland Department of Natural Resources (QDNR), 2000, p.3)
These attributes paint a picture of a person who is skilled both technically and in
working with people. They also reveal that the person should ‘fit in’ in a corporate sense
and have qualities and values congruent with those desired by the Department that
employs them. Staff attending these focus groups recognised that people working in
community-based NRM did a lot more than just broker collaborations and partnerships.
They were involved in a wide range of citizen participation and community education
processes. However, the ability to identify context-appropriate citizen participation and
20

See Chapter 2.5.2. The Queensland Department of Natural Resources (QDNR) was amalgamated with
the Mines section of the Queensland Department of Mines and Energy and became the Queensland
Department of Natural Resources and Mines (QDNR&M) in 2001.
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community education processes and to be skilful in their use, is not specifically
mentioned, either in the report or in an associated document that presents a draft
checklist of community engagement skills desirable for QDNR&M staff [QDNR, 2000;
QDNR&M, 2001(b)]. Given that natural resources are collectively as well as privately
owned, it will be necessary for government departments, charged as lead agencies for
their sustainable management, to possess staff able to undertake these tasks. Staff will
need the skills, knowledge and attributes to broker effective collaborations and
partnerships. This role may simply be assumed or, perhaps, not understood by staff as
being a task that they perform.
The role for government employees working in NRM citizen participation and
partnership brokerage can be further complicated by the relationships that these staff
develop with community and industry members with whom they work. The QDNR
report notes:
Staff working with the community are often very committed to their field of
expertise and to the community they deal with. In some instances, however, the
objectives of the community have become the key focus rather than government
policy. Dealing with the consequences of this blurring of responsibilities will be
critical the more staff work closely and develop partnerships with the
community.
(QDNR, 2000, p.2)
Government staff involved in citizen participation walk a difficult path. They may act as
partnership coordinators and innovators, but have difficulty acting as animators and
pioneers (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.35). As the calls for increased citizen participation
become louder, the tension between representative and participatory democracy
becomes more evident.21 In terms of NRM, this tension has not really been resolved at
the political level – NRM bureaucracies are sites of contestation and governments may
really wish for “citizens and communities to be actively engaged in the policy-making
process, …while the responsibility for the final decision or policy rests with
government” (QDPC, 2001, p.5).22 Such thinking may be in order where government is
making policy on the future of a resource over which it has sole ownership and legal
responsibility (e.g. a public hospital), but it will not work where resources (e.g. land,
water, biodiversity) are collectively owned and used or, in some cases, in both private
21

See Chapter 2.3.2. One may argue that if democratic governments exist to serve the people, that the
wishes of the people and the objectives of government should be very similar. One could also argue
that any government employee who is able to show their employer any dissimilarity in these two areas
should be encouraged and rewarded, rather than treated with suspicion.
22
See Chapter 2.3.2.
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and government ownership. This may be more than a case of industry or community
“capture” of public servants. These government-employed extension officers and
coordinators may simply be highlighting the tension that exists between representative
democracy, the bureaucracy in which they work and citizens involved in the
participatory democratic processes they are facilitating. Encouraging reflection and
open dialogue on potential and actual mismatches between government policy and
community desires may help to enhance government policy, and community
perceptions as well as providing reassurance and guidance for staff involved in NRM
citizen participation.
The ideal partnership broker would be an exceptional person. They would have:
•
•
•
•
•

Ability to neutralise potentially explosive situations, often with humour;
Skill in delegation and willingness to accept the implications of
participant empowerment;
Capacity to serve as a “window “into other sources of expertise;
Knowledge of how to erode, run around or obliterate roadblocks; and
Knowledge of the group’s abilities and the pace that will maximise
group performance.
(Long and Arnold, 1995, p.9)

Other people involved in the partnership may also possess these attributes. The
partnership broker would ideally be a person who is respected by participants from
different sectors. Tennyson and Wilde (2000, p.38) say that, ideally, the broker should
have experience in the government, business and community sectors – although such
people are “few and far between.” They also point out the personal qualities needed by
partnership brokers, which include: “trustworthiness and integrity; willingness to take
risks; equanimity in the face of pressure; personal modesty and dedication to the
principles of partnership” (p.100).
Ideally, an NRM collaboration and partnership broker should also be skilled at “learning
while doing” and “learning from doing”. Such a broker would be a reflective
practitioner. They should do more than just apply a set body of knowledge to a
particular problem or situation. They should be able to “reflect in action” – react to
unexpected events in their workplace by “thinking while doing” and using that thinking
to improve their handling of that event (Schön 1991, pp.54-58). They should also able
to “reflect on action”, that is, take time to consider what it is that they are doing, why
they are doing it and how their practice may be improved as a result (Schön, 1991,
pp.276-279). While learning from reflective practice is an essentially personal process,
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learning can also take place in social settings such as NRM groups, collaborations and
partnerships. For the coordinator, in terms of brokering NRM collaborations and
partnerships, this social learning becomes a form of deliberative practice in which they
“work and learn with others” (Milbrath, 1989, p.92; Forester, 1999, p.2).
Leach and Pelkey (2001, p.381) concluded that the presence of a skilled coordinator or
extension officer to act as a broker is a significant factor leading to an effective
partnership. The discussion presented above describes the attributes of such a person. It
paints a picture of a person of super-human qualities. Tennyson and Wilde (2000,
p.100) state quite fairly that, like all people, partnership brokers will have their faults
and weaknesses and that we should look for a “good-enough” partnership broker when
seeking to undertake this work. They emphasise that partnership brokers serve as a
catalyst for change, and that they are really a new type of leader in community and
sustainable development (p.107).23
This discussion has examined the attributes of effective partnership brokers and
examined the factors affecting NRM groups that may determine their effectiveness as
partnerships or incubators for partnerships. These two discussions inform Phase 1 and
Phase 2 of this research. The next section reviews relevant literature to reveal the types
of NRM issues or problems that may be amenable to collaboration or partnership
relationships and attributes of participants that may contribute to the effectiveness of
these relationships.

3.10 Issues, collaborators and partners
Participants collaborate with others in their NRM group when they work together to
achieve a goal that they would have difficulty achieving by working alone.
Collaborators become partners when they share power and responsibility in undertaking
this work.24 Partners do more than just contribute to discussions, exchange information
or give grants and other support (Long and Arnold, 1995, pp.7-8). They are committed
to the partnership. From an Eislerian viewpoint, they use “partnership thinking” to help
them, along with others, to achieve their goals (Eisler, 1987, 2002). From the point of
view of both Eisler and Arnstein (1969), they share the power that exists within the
23

See Chapter 2.4. As “catalysts for change” NRM collaboration and partnership brokers, as described by
Tennyson and Wilde (2000), are involved in transformative citizen participation (Buchy and Race,
2001, p.294, citing Nelson and Wright 1995).
24
See Chapter 2.3.3.4.
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relationship they have with others to help achieve that mutually desired or beneficial
goal. The partnership typology presented in Chapter 3.5.2 speaks of “aspirationally
inclusive multilateral partnerships”, because while a broker, and other members of the
NRM group, may aspire to develop an inclusive multilateral partnership, for some
members the issue or problem has low “core relevance” (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.61).
This further complicates the task of the partnership broker. Some members of large
NRM groups (e.g. catchment management groups - aspirationally inclusive multilateral
partnerships) are working as partners. Others are simply participants. It may also be that
some are neutral to the NRM problems and opportunities that have brought the group
together. Others may be downright antagonistic to the purpose and process. This section
concentrates on the attributes of an NRM issue, on which participants may be focusing,
and on those attributes of the participants themselves that are mentioned in the literature
as significant in terms of the development of effective NRM collaborations and
partnerships.
Certain types of issues are best suited to being resolved by collaborative processes.
These issues are ones that:
•
•
•
•
•

Promote general community welfare and promote relationships
Settle disputes between private interests
Are highly fungible (where there may be many ways of achieving the
same purposes)
Involve questions of fact, such as how the salmon are doing, that require
multiple parties; and
Are agency initiatives requiring multi-party cooperation, such as
restoration, cleanup, land development, or habitat conservation plans.25
Dukes, Firehock and Leahy (2001, p.15)

As, the process of collaboration is fundamental to the development of effective NRM
partnerships, it is apposite that potential partners use these points to help them
determine the suitability of an issue to a partnership-based resolution.26 These attributes
describe NRM issues that are most suited to multilateral partnerships. For unilateral or
bilateral partnerships, whether the NRM issue is of core relevance to the potential
partner, and whether or not the problem can be solved working individually are also key
factors in determining an issue’s suitability for resolution through partnership action.27

25

My additions.
The sharing of power and responsibility between partners is also fundamental to partnerships.
27
See definition in Chapter 2.3.3.4
26
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Because of its high level of relevance the issue becomes a significant problem or
opportunity for the participants.
Potential partners may also wish to look at the likely BATPO (Best Alternative To a
Partnership Outcome) to help them to work out whether they should commit to a
partnership.28 The circumstances or context within which the problem occurs are also
significant to a potential partner’s decision to be involved. Dukes, Firehock and Leahy
note:
Conditions that make the collaborative effort promising include the following
• The issue is of sufficient significance to warrant the effort;
• The issue will not require compromise of basic values and principles;
• The issue is “ripe” for discussion (such as a stalemate that is
unacceptable to several parties);
• Key parties are willing to participate;
• Relevant decision-making agencies support the effort;
• Sufficient time is available (and allocated) to address key issues;
• Implementation of any agreement reached is likely;
• Success as defined by participants appears a reasonable possibility.
(Dukes, Firehock and Leahy, 2001, p.15)
In essence, these two sets of criteria mirror the definition of an NRM partnership
presented in Chapter 2.3.3.4. They also tell us it is worthwhile for potential partners to
work in an NRM partnership when the problem is of sufficient importance to them and
is unlikely to be resolved any other way. Dukes, Firehock and Leahy (2001, p.15) also
present a series of attributes relating to either an issue or its context that indicate when
collaboration may be inappropriate. These closely mirror the three-way test developed
by Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000,p.231) and presented in Chapter 2.4.29
In terms of participants, Tennyson and Wilde (2000) state that successful and effective
partnerships have partners who “uphold principles of openness and equity; share risks
and benefits; adapt well to change; and work towards empowerment” (p.14). The list of
personal qualities that make an effective partnership broker described by Long and
Arnold (1995, p.9) are also equally desirable in a potential partner.30 The broker may be
a champion of the new partnership, but it is important that the partners also champion
the process.

28

See Chapter 3.6.
Is it fair? Is it wise? Is it legitimate?
30
Listed in Chapter 3.9.
29
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Long and Arnold (1995) suggest that each participant should have:
•
•
•
•
•

Some source of expertise;
Credibility within their own organisation and within their
sphere of activity;
The ability to learn and listen;
Commitment to the process; and
A willingness to move toward unconventional solutions.
(Long and Arnold, 1995,p.9)

As Long and Arnold (1995) say, in the process of doing this, partners develop a
“common vocabulary”. In terms of monitoring and evaluation, indications that a
common language or discourse is being developed between partners may be a useful
NRM partnership evaluation tool (Kemmis and McTaggart, 1988).
Finally, people involved in partnerships are not always speaking or acting on their own
behalf. They are sometimes representing others – be it a business, a government
department or a non-government organisation. This can be challenging. Vanclay (1997)
makes the point that while participation is a good thing, not all people are able to
participate equally. He uses the example of farmers involved in research and
development (R & D) corporations, noting, “farmer representatives are seldom
representative of all farmers” (p.23). This is not to say that these representatives are
unethical or bad, but that they are simply the people who are physically and financially
able to leave their farm to attend meetings. Therefore, they are representative of farmers
of a certain style or type. As a result these farmers learn to use the language and
business of R & D corporations. This can result in their having even greater difficulty
communicating with, and representing the broad cross-section of farmers that they may
be expected to represent.
Having credibility within your own organisation and sphere of activity may help
participants who are representing themselves, and those who are representing others.
Bob Dick, a social scientist specialising in action research, advocates that stakeholder
representatives in action research projects should be encouraged to “act for all who have
a stake in the issue, not just as (semi-autonomous) representatives,” and that they, and
the person facilitating this research, should “give attention to communication in both
directions” between the representatives and the others that they speak for (Dick, 1995,
p.7). Taking this action in NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships that involve
representatives of groups and organisations might allay some of the concerns expressed
by Vanclay (1997).
97

From the perspective of a potential partner, this section has presented a brief overview
of the NRM issues and contexts that may be appropriate to a collaborative or
partnership–based solution. It has also given some insight into the desirable personal
attributes of a potential partner. The final section of this chapter gives an overview of
NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships in Australia, providing an insight into the
settings in which these types of activities are taking place.

3.11 NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships in Australia
3.11.1 Administrative, legislative and political milieu

This section gives an overview of NRM activities and programs in Australia,
endeavouring to give the reader a sense of the complexity of the arrangements that
existed at the time the research was undertaken, and understanding of the overlaps and
gaps in responsibilities and actions that existed. It is within this milieu that the case
studies of NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships for this study were found. The
research undertaken needs to be situated within the NRM ‘administrative landscape’ at
national, state and local levels. As will be recalled, such landscapes are rich in contest,
negotiation and debate as to what constitutes ‘nature’, ‘resources’ and the ‘environment’
(Tsing, 1999, p.2).

The decisions that arise from these contests, negotiations and debates can be viewed in a
variety of ways. In a very simplified way the government can be conceived as
conforming to a “rational actor paradigm”, as being a “rational, unitary decision maker,
who … is centrally controlled, completely informed, and value maximising” (Allison,
1971, pp 32 &67).31 However, this may be an over-simplification. Government may
also be viewed as consisting of a “conglomerate of semi-feudal, loosely allied
organisations, each with a substantial life of its own. Government leaders do sit
formally and, to some extent, in fact, on top of this conglomerate” (Allison, 1971, p.67).
This second conceptual model views government behaviour and action as less about
deliberate choices and more as output from a large organisation, made up of many
smaller organisations. A third conceptual model views the leaders of these smaller
31

My addition.
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organisations as players in a “central competitive game” in which they try to maximise
the benefit to their own organisation and to themselves. In this way, government
decisions may be viewed as being about “governmental politics” and the result of
bargaining games, rather than as organisational outputs (Allison, 1971, p.69). Given that
we have three levels of government in Australia, NRM decisions and policies of
government may be seen as the results of a series of games both within and between
levels of government.

3.11.2 Federal and State Government perspectives

This section gives an overview of NRM from Federal and State Government
perspectives. It highlights the significant impact that the history of British colonisation
of Australia has had on the nature of legislative arrangements relating to NRM. Table
3.7 gives some idea as to who is traditionally regarded as having responsibility for
various NRM activities throughout Australia.
Table 3.7: Traditional division of natural resource and environmental
management responsibilities in Australia between the levels of government and
individuals (House of Representatives Standing Committee on Environment and
Heritage (HRSCEH), 2000, p.74)
Jurisdiction

Commonwealth

State

Local
Region (e.g.
government
Catchment
Management
Authority)

Individuals/
Corporations

XXX

XX

X

X

X

XXX

XXX

XXX

XXX

X

X

XXX

-

XXx

-

X

XX

XXX

XXX

X

XXX

XXX

X

X

-

XXX

XX

X

X

X

X

XXX

XX

XX

XXX

XXX

XXX

XX

X

XXX

XXX

XXX

XX

X

-

Activity
Adherence to
international / national
conventions
Leadership and
catalysing change
Administer land and
water legislation and
regulation
Undertake regional
and local planning
Support for research
and development
Development of
national NRM policy
NRM extension and
capacity building
On-ground
management (except
for crown lands)
On-ground
management of crown
lands

Levels of responsibility
Not relevant
X
Low
XX
Medium
XXX
High
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The Commonwealth-State delineation of responsibility shown in Table 3.9 reflects the
fact that Australia is a federation, formed by British Parliament passing the
Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act, in 1901. This occurred after the holding
of a federal convention and referenda throughout the six colonies of Australia (now
known as States) (Bassett, 1987, p.93). Two referenda were held as the question of
federation received an insufficient majority in the colony of New South Wales on the
first occasion (Bassett, 1987, p.93). To varying degrees the Federal–State and State–
State rivalries and mistrust that existed then still exist over 100 years later. When the
Australian Constitution was drafted in 1900, environmental matters were not considered
significant and so were not explicitly mentioned in the Constitution [Environmental
Defender’s Office of New South Wales (EDONSW), 2001, p.1]. While the constitution
has not been amended in this regard, various pieces of Federal legislation have been
passed and the Federal government now has twenty pieces of legislation relating to the
environment in the areas of: environmental impact assessment; protection of
biodiversity; pollution and toxic chemicals; and specific places. Two other Acts, one
relating to exports and the other to taxation, have been used to control undesirable
environmental practices or to provide incentives for improved NRM (EDONSW, 2001,
pp.5-6).
This, and the rather haphazard and disjointed approach that the British government took
to colonising Australia, have contributed to the rather complicated demarcation of who
is responsible for what, shown in Table 3.7. Such a pattern is also seen in other areas of
government responsibility in Australia.32 The NRM legislative frameworks found
throughout Australian States and territories differ markedly. An example of this is
shown in Table 3.10.

32

For example, the colonies (now states of Australia) could not agree on common railway gauges. As a
result railways of three different gauges were built throughout Australia. Some standard gauge lines
have now been built, but the inter-state rivalry and mistrust that led to this ridiculous state of affairs
have caused considerable problems (Bassett, 1987, p.214).
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Table 3.8
Approximate number of Acts with natural resource and
environmental management implications administered by State Departments (as of
December 2000)
State
Department/s
Number of Acts
Administered
New South Wales Department of Land and Water
52
Conservation
Queensland
Department of Natural Resources
19
Victoria
Department of Natural Resources and
103
Environment
Western Australia
77 (combined total)
• Water and Rivers Commission
• Department of Environmental
Protection
• Department of Conservation and
Land Management
• Agriculture WA
• Office of Water Regulation
• Water Corporation
South Australia
• Department of Water Resources 10
• Department of Environment and 24
Heritage
Tasmania
Department of Primary Industries,
95
Water and Environment
Northern Territory
42
• Department of Lands, Planning
and Environment
26
• Department of Primary
Industries and Fisheries
• Parks and Wildlife Commission 15
of the Northern Territory
Australian Capital Department of Urban Services
72
Territory
(HRSCEH, 2000, p.71)
As we see from Table 3.8, each State or Territory has its own suite of legislation. It
should be noted also that the Table is really a rather conservative approximation and
that the pieces of legislation relating to the protection of the environment and NRM are
probably higher than this.33
Table 3.7 outlines that NRM extension and capacity building activities are largely the
province of the States. A group approach has increasingly been used to undertake these
activities, both in Australia and overseas (Chamala, 1995, pp. 73-77). Some of these
groups, such as Landcare groups are common throughout all Australian states. There are
33

For example, in Queensland, the Environmental Protection Agency and Department of Primary
Industries implement a variety of legislation that is directly or indirectly related to environmental and
NRM matters. Local government, under their planning schemes and other laws, also impact on such
matters.
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around 4000 Landcare groups in Australia (Wiseman, 2001, p.1). While the Federal
government largely relates to these groups through funding programs, each State and
Territory government has its own way of providing support. Apart from Landcare
groups, there are also substantial numbers of catchment management and other NRM
groups throughout Australia (e.g. Bushcare, Coastcare). For example, in 2000 there
were:
127 NRM groups and catchment management groups in New South Wales
alone. Many of these groups do not operate in conjunction with other groups in
their area, resulting in a poorly coordinated management approach.
(HRSCEH, 2000, p.71)

Problems of coordination and integration become even more complicated when one
realises that lead agencies for NRM, such as QDNR&M in Queensland, also facilitate
an array of other citizen participation processes where groups of people from a wide
variety of backgrounds are consulted about or work together on various NRM issues.
These include new regional bodies, community reference panels and river improvement
trusts. For the most part, these groups are comprised of individuals and representatives
of agency, industry, and community groups. Figure 3.6 on the following page provides
an example of the diversity and number of government-initiated NRM groups and
citizen participation processes in South-East Queensland. It was constructed by a
community volunteer who wanted to convey the complexity of arrangements in the
region to Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and QDNR&M bureaucrats. The
volunteer commented that it was probably not a complete picture, as it was only her
perspective.34

34

NB. All of the abbreviations that this community volunteer used in the construction of Figure 3.6 are
not included in the abbreviations listed at the start of this thesis. My intention in including this figure has
been to illustrate the complexity of regional arrangements not to describe and analyse them in detail.
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BURNETT—MARY & SOUTH EAST QUEENSLAND NATURAL RES0URCE MANAGEMENT GROUPS
Ministerial Advisory Council

Landcare & Catchment Management Council LCMC

NRM Accredited
plans

Regional entities NAP & NHT 2

Burnett Mary Regional body

Plans
NAP
RVMP
WRP
Biodiversity
Land & Water
Cultural Heritage
Coastal Management
Agreements
Regional Forest
NAP Bilaterals

Strategies
IPA
NResource Managt
Gt Barrier Reef
SEQ R Frk Growth M
Nature Conservation
SEQ R Water Supply
SEQ Water Quality
Q Water Recycling

Figure 3.6

Regional entities NHT2

Western Catchments Group

SEQ NHT2 Working Group

Catchment Plans

Catchment Groups (2 in B/Mary Regional area 12 in SEQ)

Waterwatch groups

Regional entities collective (statewide)

SEQ Water Quality
Management Strategy (MBP)

Noosa, Maroochy/Mooloolah, Caboolture, Pumicestone, Pine,
Brisbane, Upper Brisbane, Lockyer, Bremer, Logan, Albert

Bushcare Groups

GA

Industry Codes of Practice

Coastcare Groups

LGA schemes (LfW etc)

Cultural Heritage

Traditional Owners

Historical Societies
LGA RADF
Museum Networks

OTHER MAJOR STAKEHOLDERS whose processes feed in at all levels

Regional Coordination Committee

SEQROC

WESROC

Regional Assessment Panel (superceded)

Moreton Bay Catchments & Healthy Waterways Partnership Implementation Groups (SEQWQMS)

NHT2 Bilaterals

Local Government Association

Integrated
Planning Act

Regional entities NAP

Sub-regional groups

Landcare Groups (120 in SEQ)

Primary Industry Codes of Practice
Cane Beef Dairy Fish Organic
Horticulture
Forestry
Pork
Extractive Ind

SEQ Regional
Framework for
Growth
Management

NHT State Assessment Panel (superceded)

Regional Strategy Groups (superceded)

Wide Bay
2020

SOUROC

NORSOC

Premiers Ministerial Forum (Regional Communities/Rural Communities)

South

North

Wide Bay

National Strategy
for Biodiversity

Industry Peak Bodies

Conservation
QCC

Pork

Ex Ind

Fish

BREC & QBN

Hort
NPA

Dairy
FIDO &
GSCCC

QFF
BIEPA

Cane

WWF WPSQ

Beef

GECKO

TREC

SCEC
& STOP

WBBCC

Participant’s view of Burnett-Mary and South East Queensland Natural Resource Management groups (Armstrong, personal communication. 2003)
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The Federal Government has sought to support NRM groups, through the Natural
Heritage Trust (NHT) (I and II) and the National Action Plan for Water Quality and
Salinity (NAPWQS). Established under The Natural Heritage Trust of Australia Act
1997, using $AUD 1.1 billion from the partial privatisation of Telstra, the NHT funded
over 10 400 NRM projects in Australia, up to end of financial year 2001. Funds have
gone to NRM groups as well as State and Local governments. “At least 370 000
volunteer and other workers have now contributed time and effort towards
implementing Trust-funded on-ground works” [Environment Australia (EA), 2002,
pp.iii, 3&5]. Through partnership agreements with State and Territory governments, the
Federal government has sought to secure the terms and conditions for the provision of
this financial assistance including provision of financial, in-kind and administrative
support for Trust-funded activities from these governments (EA, 2002, pp.9-10). The
Federal government has also sought to work in partnership with local governments who
have managed more than 1250 NHT projects worth $AUD 90 million to the end of
2000-1 (EA, 2002, p.10).35 The NHT conducts periodic consultation with stakeholders.
In 2002 there were over 800 coordinators and facilitators partly funded by the Trust,
agencies from other levels of government and communities throughout Australia (EA,
2002, p.11). “The Commonwealth strongly encourages cooperation and partnerships
between community organisations and government at all levels so that all Australians
take joint responsibility for the environment” (EA, 2002, p.9). In effect, the Federal
government has used the Trust as a financial lever to encourage attempts at cooperation
and coordination for NRM across Australia.
Recognising that Australia faces serious salinity problems, the Federal Government,
working in partnership with State and Territory Governments, has also provided $AUD
1.4 billion over the next seven years to undertake NRM activity in specific areas of
Australia to address salinity and water quality problems (Agriculture, Fisheries and
Forestry Australia (AFFA), 2003, p.1). The Federal Government states that the National
Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality will provide these funds “relies heavily on
partnerships between governments and communities to lay the foundations for effective
NRM” (AFFA, 2003, p.1). To develop these NHTII and NAPSWQ partnerships the
35

The term partnership is used here as that is the term used by the Federal Government in the
documentation referenced in this section. While these relationships are not the focus of the research
undertaken for this thesis, it should be noted that these relationships may not necessarily fulfil the
definition of an NRM partnership in Chapter 2.3.3.4.
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Federal Government has worked with State and Territory governments, community and
industry to form regional NRM bodies throughout Australia. NHTII and NAPSWQ
funds will be made available to on-ground groups through these regional NRM bodies,
once the NRM bodies have completed and received Federal Government accreditation
for an NRM plan for their region (HRSCEH, 2000, p.50; EA, 2003, p.1). These NRM
bodies are being developed as I write. The impact they will have on increasing or
decreasing the complexity of NRM group administrative arrangements and the level of
on-ground activity remains to be seen. While some refocusing and simplification of
administrative arrangements supporting NRM groups would appear as sensible, given
the very complicated nature of NRM legislative and citizen participation processes
throughout Australia. Given that the Labor Party is in power in all states at present, it
may be that the Liberal/National Party Federal Government is using financial leverage
on NRM programs and regional bodies to minimise the influence of State Governments.

3.11.3 Local Government perspective

Local Government also plays a key role in NRM and is becoming increasingly active in
this area. This role is particularly high profile in South East Queensland, the area from
which the majority of the case studies have been drawn for this research. A whole-ofgovernment, whole-of-community strategic framework for the integrated and
sustainable management of waterways and catchments called the Moreton Bay
Waterways and Catchments Partnership has been developed, supported by Local
Government and various State Government agencies (Brisbane River Management
group Secretariat (BRMG), 2001. p.1). This Partnership is responsible for implementing
outcomes of the SEQ2001 – Regional Framework for Growth Management and for
planning, coordinating, resourcing, and implementing Waterway and Catchment
Management Plans throughout South East Queensland (BRMG, 2001, p.1).36 However,
these South East Queensland attempts at NRM group-catchment body-Local
Government coordination may not be typical of rest of Australia. A Federal
Government report on Catchment Management states:
Testimony received by the Committee indicated that there was poor integration
and coordination between Catchment Bodies and Local government agencies.
Catchment Bodies may develop a Catchment Management Strategy, while Local
Governments may develop their own, competing plans and, in addition, have the
36

The term ‘partnership’ is defined in Chapter 2.3.3.4. The way the term is used in the name, “Moreton
Bay Waterways and Catchment Partnership”, given the centralised power and decision-making
structures of the “Partnership”, is not consistent with this definition.
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legal authority to ensure implementation through zoning and planning laws and
by-laws.
(HRSCEH, 2000,p.71)

3.11.4 Catchment management groups in Australia

Four of the case studies that make up the critical collective case study central to this
thesis are catchment management groups.37 Catchment management groups are
composed of a range of stakeholders (e.g. community, industry, different levels of
government) who seek collaboratively to manage land, water and biodiversity using the
catchment or drainage basin of a stream system as the fundamental unit of NRM. In
Queensland a 1991 Integrated Catchment Management (ICM) strategy lead to the
establishment of Catchment groups that are advisory and rely on the cooperation of
stakeholders to implement the Catchment Management Strategies they develop
(McDonald, 1997, p.139). ICM is the management of water and land through the
integration and cooperation of government agencies, community and industry within a
catchment (McDonald, Bellamy, McDonald and MacLeod, 2000, p.115). The
Queensland ICM Strategy highlights the role of the individual, while also focusing on
the need for participants to work together, indicating that:
While individual actions provide valuable contributions to the resolution of
catchment management issues, in many situations coordinated action by many
people, community organisations and government agencies will be required.
(Queensland Department of Primary Industries, 1991.p.14)
In 2000 there were 33 ICM groups endorsed by the Queensland Government working
within the ICM strategy (Bellamy et al, 2000, pp.217-219).
In some parts of Australia, catchment management groups are defined by specific
legislation and have been subject to review in recent years. For example, in New South
Wales the forty-three Catchment Management Committees (CMCs) and five Regional
Catchment Management Committees (RCCs), under the Catchment Management Act
1989, have been replaced by eighteen Catchment Management Boards. (New South
Wales Department of Land and Water Conservation, (NSWDLWC) 1999, p.1). This
occurred as a result of growing number of community-based natural resource
management committees (e.g. in New South Wales, there were not only CMCs and
RCCs, there were also twenty-two Water Management Committees, fifteen Regional
37

Case Study 1, 4, 12 and 16 are Catchment Management groups. Case Study 16 was a long-term case
study. In Queensland, these are also referred to as Integrated Catchment Management (ICM) groups.
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Vegetation Management Committees, and about seventy Floodplain and Coast/
Estuarine Committees). “This has placed a strain on the limited number of people
available, willing and skilled to contribute to them” (NSWDLWC, 1999, p.2). The
government reported that CMCs had been limited in their capacity to implement the
catchment strategies they had developed, explaining that “a community-government
partnership is needed which will operate at a level where it can make a real difference to
each region’s natural resources” (NSWDLWC, 1999, p.2).
A similar situation exists in Victoria where the government has adopted a “communitybased service delivery model for catchment management” (Victorian Department of
Natural Resources and Environment (VDNRE), 1997, p.1). This involved the
integration of various boards and community-based groups to create Catchment
Management Authorities (CMA), with overall numbers of groups being reduced and
each CMA producing and implementing a Catchment Management Strategy (CMS).
The management of catchments in Victoria was said to be an example of “partnerships
in action” (VDNRE, 1997, p.1).
Legislation specifically focusing on catchment management exists in New South Wales,
South Australia and Victoria. There is no direct legislative base for Catchment
Management in Queensland, Western Australia and Tasmania. There is a range of
legislation that partly covers catchment management in the Australian Capital and
Northern Territories (HRSCEH, 2000, pp.32-37). McDonald (1997) has investigated
factors critical to the progress of catchment management in Australia, concluding that as
a nation, we are still seeking a “new paradigm of integrated resource management to
replace the undeniably inadequate old exploitive and compartmentalised one”, but that
catchment management had still not been identified as a “dominant or commonly
accepted way forward” by natural resource managers and the community in general
(p.139). McDonald et al (2000) have provided an anthology of papers on the progress of
catchment management in Queensland throughout the nineties. This work places
Queensland catchment management within the national context and explains its origins
and development. They describe Queensland ICM as a “real time experiment in locally
based resource management”, explaining that it has a fragile funding base and is in
constant change (McDonald et al, 2000, pp.115-116). The Australian Federal
Government recently released a report into catchment management in Australia,
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highlighting this funding issue and making three major recommendations on the need
for:
An assessment of the feasibility of an environment levy to pay for the
public contribution to implementing the policy of ecologically
sustainable use of Australia’s catchments;
A National Catchment Management Authority to ensure that the many
programs are coordinated, funded and appropriate to the problem at hand;
and
National Catchment Management coordinating principles, targets, and
legislation.
(HRSCEH, 2000, p.viii)
However, from a national perspective, at the time the study was undertaken this
complex approach to catchment management, a major NRM initiative throughout
Australia, continues to be funded and administered in a disjointed and incremental
manner.

3.11.5 Political environment

The legislative and administrative environment in which NRM groups work is a
complicated and intricate one that, due to the timing of election cycles in the three levels
of government, is subject to quite constant electoral pressure. As the HRSCEH (2000,
p.54) report, “At any one time in Australia there will always be at least one jurisdiction
within twelve months of an election” (HRSCEH, 2000, p. 54). Political influence is an
obvious issue when so many government agencies and legislatures have a stake in
NRM. The legislative and administrative overview presented here, while accurate at the
time of the study, is subject to continuing review and change, due in no small part to
political pressures caused by the number of different levels of government involved in
NRM. It is for this reason, that rather than concentrate on the constantly changing largescale institutional scene in relation to the development of effective NRM partnerships,
this study has focused on collaborative and partnership-based relationships existing at
the “on-ground” NRM group level.

3.12 In summary
The last two chapters have presented theoretical, conceptual and practical
understandings that can be used to analyse findings of an investigation of effective
partnerships at the NRM group level.
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Chapter 2 presented background on ecological theory and NRM, summarising the scope
of the major NRM problems that confront us nationally, also placing these in a global
context. Australian NRM problems were shown to be symptomatic of cultural maladaptation. A discussion was presented on the differing approaches Australian
governments have taken to correcting this problem through social mobilisation
approaches to sustainable NRM. Collaborative and partnership-based approaches to
NRM, were analysed using theoretical frameworks relating to citizen participation,
cultural transformation theory and power. The concepts of social capital, social liability,
social learning and dialogue were applied to a discussion on NRM collaborations and
partnerships to aid in an understanding of the partnership building process and of
limitations of partnerships.
This chapter has had two purposes. Firstly, it built on the literature review of Chapter 2
to complete the theoretical foundation needed to inform analysis of the critical
collective case study that is central to this research. It explored NRM groups as social
settings within which collaborations and partnerships may develop, and theories relating
to group development and effectiveness and the ways that NRM groups change over
time. It examined the characteristics of effective NRM groups as discussed in the
literature. The significance and nature of the NRM issue at hand, its relevance to
participants, and the attributes of the participants and those endeavouring to broker
NRM collaborations and partnerships were all discussed as factors influencing the
effectiveness of NRM collaborations and partnerships.
Secondly, it developed analytical tools to help in this task. To achieve this second
purpose, the discussion went beyond analysis and synthesis commonly found in
literature reviews to the presentation of arguments to justify the nature of three
analytical tools that were developed.
The first tool was the pendulum of citizen participation. It combined the governmentcitizen power continuum found in the ladder of citizen participation by Arnstein (1969)
and the definitions of collaboration and partnership presented in Chapter 2. The second
tool was a citizen participation decision tree. Developed from the work of others, the
decision tree asks eight questions which are designed to assist government staff to select
context-appropriate citizen participation and social learning processes for a given
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situation (Vroom and Yetton, 1973; Lawrence and Deagen, 2001). The third tool, an
NRM partnership typology, was constructed by blending concepts from a range of
sources (Duane, 1997; Poncelet, 1998; Pretty and Ward, 2001).
Using the concepts, theories and tools presented in these two chapters, a diagnostic
checklist has been developed for analysing the collaborations and partnerships found in
the critical collective case study undertaken in this research. This diagnostic checklist is
presented in Chapter 4.
Finally, to place the cases from the critical collective case study in context, the reader
has been given a brief insight into the legislative, institutional, administrative and
political milieu in which NRM groups are operating.
Chapter 4 presents the research design. Chapters 5 and 6 present the analysis of the
critical collective case study. Chapter 7 presents a narrative about ANY Catchment
Management group Inc, which synthesises the analysis from the critical collective case
study as a hypothetical story based on a composite of the data analysis from all the case
studies. Through extensive use of footnotes this narrative is linked back to the critical
collective case study analysis in Chapters 5 and 6 and the theories, concepts and tools
presented in Chapters 2 and 3. The narrative is a story of change. It seeks to inform
others on involved in similar partnerships and to give insight to those in government,
industry and community who are support them.
At the start of Chapter 1, I borrowed from the thoughts of Michael Woolcock (2002)
who said that to create positive change in social settings one needs a simple, yet
interesting story that makes intuitive sense; good theory; good evidence and plausible,
positive policy recommendations. I hope that Chapters 2 and 3 have provided the “good
theory” and the start of an interesting story. The remainder of this thesis completes this
story, basing it on solid evidence that endeavours to be both convincing to the reader
and informed by the theory already presented. The final part of the test will be whether
the policy recommendations, presented in Chapter 8, relating to the development of
effective NRM collaborations and partnerships are plausible and make for positive
change.
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4.0 Research design
4.1

Introduction

4.1.1

Chapter overview

This chapter presents an overview of the research design. It revisits the research
questions presented in Chapter 1 and outlines the rationale and details of the social
science paradigm, qualitative approach and research settings used in this study. Methods
and techniques are described. Research design and data analysis processes are also
described in detail, as are limitations to the design, data and data gathering and analysis.
Finally, the phases and conduct of the research are explained in detail and issues of
ethics, validity and reliability are addressed.

4.1.2 Overview of research design

Figure 4.1 describes the ‘T’ shaped, three-phase research design used in this study. This
qualitative, phronetic research took the form of a critical collective case study (Fay,
1987; Huberman and Miles, 1994, p.440; Flyvberg, 2000; Stake, 2000, p.437) of
nineteen cases, incorporating a critical ethnography of an ICM group as Case Study 16
(Thomas, 1993, pp.4-5).1 Using these two complementary methods, data were gathered
using techniques including workshops, participant-authored extended abstracts,
participant-observation, document analyses and interviews (Creswell, 1998, p.58;
Desncombe 1998, pp.113-114). Phase 1 focused on gathering data from the coordinator
viewpoint, while Phases 2 and 3 concentrated on NRM group and participant
viewpoints respectively. Data from all cases were analysed collectively. Data records
were then collated into case records to allow for further analysis and comparison
between individual cases (Stenhouse, 1978). All these processes are described in detail
later in this chapter. The research questions that were the focus of this analysis are
presented following Figure 4.1.

1

An ICM (Integrated Catchment Management) group is a multilateral NRM group of stakeholders that
focus on developing and implementing integrated and coordinated plans to address NRM problems
relating to a specific stream catchment or group of catchments.
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Case 1

Time

Case 2

Case 3

Phase 1:
Coordinator
viewpoint –
Fifteen ‘snapshot’
cases of various
types of NRM
groups (fourteen
in Southeast
Queensland, one
in Central
Queensland)

Case 4

Case 5

Case 6

Case 7

Phase 1 cases
provide breadth to
the research
design, improving
the credibility of
research outputs
and the narrative of
the critical
ethnography.

Case 8

Case 16

Case 9

Case 10

Case 11

Case 12

Case 13

Case 14

Case 15

Phase 2 and 3 cases provide ‘depth’ to the research
design, allowing for a rich and detailed description of
collaborations and partnerships presented in the critical
collective case study and the narrative of the critical
ethnography.

Phase
2:
NRM
group
viewpoint One long-term critical
ethnographic case study of an
ICM group.
Case 17
Case
18

(Cases 1 to 19 = Critical collective case study)
Figure 4.1: Overview of ‘T’– shaped research design

Case
19

Phase 3: Participant
viewpoint – Three cases; one
collaboration and two
partnership relationships
among participants from Case
16 in Phase 2.
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4.1.2.1 Questions

This research sought answers to the following questions:
1. What are the characteristics of effective NRM group participant
partnerships?
2. From coordinator, NRM group, and participant viewpoints what factors
positively influence the development of effective NRM group participant
partnerships?
3. What are appropriate methods and techniques for evaluating the
effectiveness of NRM group participant partnerships?
4. In terms of citizen participation in NRM, when is the brokering of
partnerships the most appropriate citizen participation process? 2
It also focused on ways that coordinators, NRM groups and participants can apply this
knowledge in their own settings, and on ways that all levels of government who seek to
foster NRM partnerships can undertake this role more effectively.
4.1.2.2 Causality and dialectical relationships

Addressing these research questions is a complex matter as the characteristics of
effective NRM group participant partnerships and the factors, internal and external to
the group, that positively influence them may be intimately related to each other. When
analysing data from this study, I sometimes found it challenging to discern discrete
characteristics or factors from each other, and to justify causal relationships between
factors and characteristics. For example, in some circumstances and depending on the
perspective of the viewer, a factor affecting partnership effectiveness may also be
characteristic of that relationship. One particular factor may influence several
characteristics or other factors. Characteristics may also influence each other. The
results presented in Chapters 5 and 6 describe a suite of quite distinct and separate
characteristics of effective NRM partnerships and sets of factors that from coordinator,
NRM group and participant viewpoints, positively influence these characteristics.
However, these characteristics and factors may be related to each other in subtle and
2

Whilst pursuing answers to these questions, I have become increasingly aware of the similarities of and
differences between collaboration and partnership relationships in NRM groups, particularly in terms of
power and the way it is distributed and used within the relationship. This has been a consistent theme
throughout the earlier chapters of this thesis, and is revisited in later sections. (See, for example, Chapter
5.2 and Chapter 5.4.1). This has become a minor, but significant feature in the story that follows.

113

complex ways that may change over the life of the relationship and depend on the
context in which they occur. Portraying them as distinct and separate and seeking linear,
cause and effect relationships between them, while useful, should be tempered with a
realisation that these characteristics and factors are related in complex and subtle ways.
It is important also to think dialectically when undertaking such research.
In the dialectic we appreciate interrelationships between the factors,
acknowledging that sometimes their interrelatedness is harmonious, sometimes
in tense contradiction. We realise that to choose one factor at the expense of the
other is often arbitrary and leaves much of the truth behind. When we are not
forced to choose, we can view two factors as interrelated, whether they are
conflicting or complementarily related.
(Kelly and Sewell, 1988,p.18)
For example, history and culture may be viewed as dialectically related. The history of a
society will undoubtedly affect its culture, or taken-for-granted beliefs, values and way
of living. However the culture of a society will also help to determine its history.
Double dialectics, or trialectics, may also be recognised, for example, history, culture
and society. Dialectics may be of use when one investigates social systems “where
cause and effect are just one and another side of a whole network of relations” (Anon,
2003, p.1). Collaborations and partnerships between NRM group participants exist
within the network of relationships that make up an NRM group. So while this study
seeks an understanding of characteristics of effective NRM partnerships and factors
positively affecting them, the dialectical nature of the interrelationships between these
characteristics and factors needs to be stressed. From the perspective of both the
researcher and the participant, dialectical reasoning may usefully complement cause and
effect reasoning in the understanding and development of effective partnerships among
participants in NRM groups.
The following section explains the qualitative approach used and the research paradigm
in which the research was situated.

4.1.3 Research paradigm
This study has been undertaken as qualitative research within a critical social science
paradigm. The term “paradigm” was first used by linguist Ferdinand de Saussure to
denote a class of equivalent language units (eg nouns, verbs, adjectives etc), with a
second use of the term being popularised by science philosopher Thomas Kuhn to
describe the “general informing laws, theoretical models and methods shared by a given
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scientific community” (Brooker, 1999, p.158). The term has since been more widely
applied in other areas of human thought. “A paradigm may be viewed as a set of basic
beliefs (or metaphysics) that deals with ultimates or first principles. It represents a
worldview that defines, for its holder, the nature of the ‘world’ ” (Guba and Lincoln,
1994, p.107). An explanation of the terms, “qualitative research” and “critical social
science” and why this research is well located paradigmatically, follow.

4.1.4 Qualitative and quantitative research
T.B. Bottomore (1975, p.48) reports that the French mathematician Henri Poincaré
spoke of sociology as “the science with the most methods and the fewest results.”
Bottomore asserts that this was perhaps an unnecessarily harsh criticism, and I agree
with him, and would argue that the number of methods employed in the social sciences
relates more to the changes in understanding of the nature and practice of social science
over time rather than being causally related to results of social science research
endeavours. Such an argument has support in the literature with several authors
agreeing that field of social science is a continually evolving and contested one (Guba
and Lincoln, 1994, pp.105-117; Neuman, 1997, p.61; Lincoln and Guba, 2000, pp.163186). Social science research may be viewed as being broadly divided into two
approaches – quantitative research and qualitative research, with researchers using
either or a combination of the two approaches depending on their paradigmatic
standpoint.
Quantitative research in social science seeks causal relationships between variables,
things that can be sensibly assigned numbers in social settings. It seeks to analyse and
understand the nature of these causal relationships (Denzin and Lincoln, 2000, p.8). It
results in “numeric information which is usually machine-readable and can be analysed
by accepted statistical tests and model” (Maxwell, 1999, p.4). Quantitative data may be
gathered in a variety of ways; for example, surveys where standard sets of questions are
asked of a population of people and answers recorded according to numeric codes, or
observational techniques where the protocols used allow for observed behaviours to be
assigned a numeric value (Maxwell, 1998, p.4). Denscombe (1998, pp. 174-176)
reinforces this point, explaining that quantitative research:
•

Tends to be associated with analysis rather than description;

•

Uses numbers as the unit of analysis;
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•

Is often used for large-scale studies;

•

Often has a specific focus;

•

Emphasises researcher detachment; and

•

Is often associated with a pre-determined research design.

Qualitative research emerged as a way to describe, interpret and learn about people and
the way that they live (Tesch, 1990, pp.1-2; Travers, 2001, p.vi). Qualitative research
has been variously defined, for example:
Qualitative research is a situated activity that locates the observer in the world. It
consists of a set of interpretive, material practices that make the world visible.
These practices transform the world. They turn the world into a series of
representations, including field notes, interviews, conversations, photographs,
recordings and memos to the self. At this level, qualitative research involves an
interpretive, naturalistic approach to the world. This means that qualitative
researchers study things in their natural settings, attempting to make sense of, or
to interpret, phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them.
(Denzin and Lincoln, 2000, p.3)
Qualitative research arose from the work of the “Chicago school” published in the
1920s and 30s, establishing itself as an important mode of inquiry into the study of
human group life (Denzin and Lincoln, 2000, p.1). Its roots had previously found fertile
soil in various areas of human inquiry; in psychology with the work of Freud and
Piaget, and education (e.g. Dewey’s work), and in anthropology, with white, mostly
male intellectuals travelling to far-off lands and systematically chronicling the way of
life of “foreign” people. Since World War Two, and particularly since the 1970s, many
more social science researchers have conducted qualitative research. This increase
recognises that there are often important attributes that describe the way people live,
feel, think and act that cannot always readily be translated to numbers and usefully
interpreted (Tesch, 1990, p.2; Denzin and Lincoln, 2000, pp.1-2).
Qualitative research investigates how people come to understand themselves and what
is important to them about their situation, and by virtue of this, is value-laden and
focused on processes. While the data on which qualitative researchers base their work
may be criticised as “soft”, “intangible” or “immaterial”, qualitative data are empirical
and are gathered through documenting real events, recording what people say and do
and studying written documents (Neuman, 1997, p.328). Glesne and Peshkin (1992, p.7)
and Neuman (1997, p.329) have compared and contrasted these two modes of inquiry.
Table 4.1 presents a compilation of their findings.
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Table 4.1:

Predispositions of quantitative and qualitative modes of inquiry

Quantitative Mode
Assumptions
- Social facts have an objective reality
- Primacy of method
- Variables can be identified and
relationships measured
- Etic (outsider’s point of view)
Purpose
- Generalizability
- Prediction
- Causal explanations
Approach
- Begins with hypotheses and theories
- Uses manipulation and control
- Uses formal instruments
- Uses experimentation
- Is deductive
- Uses component analysis
- Seeks consensus, the norm
- Reduces data to numerical indices
- Uses concepts in the form of distinct
variables
- Uses statistics, tables or charts for
analysis, showing how these relate to
hypotheses
- Uses standard procedures, replication
assumed
- Abstract language in write-up
Researcher role
- Detachment and impartiality

Qualitative Mode
- Reality is socially constructed
- Primacy of subject matter
-Variables are complex, interwoven
and difficult to measurer
- Emic (insider’s point of view)
- Contextualization
- Interpretation
- Understanding actors’ perspectives
- Ends with hypotheses and
grounded theory
- Uses emergence and portrayal
-Places researcher as instrument
- Is naturalistic
- Is Inductive
- Searches for patterns
- Seeks pluralism, complexity
- Makes minor use of numerical
indices
- Uses concepts are in the form of
themes, motifs, generalisations and
taxonomies
- Analyses by extracting themes or
generalisations from evidence and
organising data to present a
coherent, consistent picture
- Uses particular research
procedures so that replication is rare
- Is descriptive in write-up

- Personal involvement and
partiality
- Empathic understanding
- Objective portrayal
(adapted from Glesne and Peshkin, 1992, p.7 and Neuman, 1997, p.329)

Based on the work of Becker (1996), Denzin and Lincoln (2000, p. 9) summarise the
differences between qualitative and quantitative research as turning on five points:
•

Use of positivism and postpositivism - the idea that there is one reality ‘out
there’ that can be measured and understood (in quantitative research), compared
to the notion that reality can never be fully understood, only approximated (in
qualitative research);
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•

Acceptance of postmodern sensibilities – quantitative researchers accept the
notion that there is only one way of telling the story that will objectively explain
a given social situation and that this is by using positivist methods and
assumptions, whereas qualitative, postpositivist researchers feel that there are
many ways of telling a story to explain the situation and that each may be
equally worthy, since people may view and value the situation in different ways;

•

Capturing the point of view of the individual – whereas both qualitative and
quantitative researchers concur on the importance of the individual’s point of
view, qualitative researchers think that by having extended periods in the field
and carrying out detailed interviews and observations that they are more likely
to capture the individual’s point of view (this leads to quantitative researchers
viewing qualitative research as not objective and unreliable);

•

Examining the constraints of everyday life – whereas quantitative researchers
abstract from the social setting in which they conduct their research in an effort
to find generalisations that will stand as true above the constraints of particular
situations, qualitative researchers seek to recognise these constraints within the
context of the research settings and to embed their findings within their research
settings (quantitative researchers seek the etic, not the emic – see Table 4.1);

•

Securing rich descriptions – whereas qualitative researchers see great value in
the rich descriptions of their research settings that they develop, quantitative
researchers believe that this detail can interfere with the ability to see
generalisations that will more useful in a wide variety of situations.

This summary of the differences between qualitative and quantitative research should
not be viewed as portraying consensus between qualitative researchers as to what
constitutes good qualitative research. Different epistemological standpoints exist
amongst qualitative researchers and these “define and shape the discourses of
qualitative research” and give rise to a debate that continues as to the relative value of
work informed by different paradigms (Denzin and Lincoln, 2000, p.11).3

My initial academic training was in biological sciences and ecology. From that
perspective I may have been inclined to use a positivist, quantitative approach to seek
general, widely applicable answers to the research questions outlined above. The
3

See Table 4.2.
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‘scientific method’ of the secondary school and undergraduate laboratory and the belief
that pervaded my training that the “only phenomena that counted … were those that
could be measured” have dominated my thinking and that of others with whom I work
(Tesch, 1990, p.1). However as an NRM practitioner, I am very aware that processes
that may lead to the formation of successful NRM group participant partnerships in one
context may be less than successful when applied in a seemingly identical context. By
looking at situations ‘from the outside’, as a disinterested researcher, I realised that I
may have trouble trying to collect enough data to justify even context-specific answers
to my research questions, let alone trying to be more general. The prognosis for finding
‘one-size-fits-all’ answers to my research questions appeared very poor.
Also, I am enmeshed in my area of research at a personal, local and state level.4 My
claims to objective detachment from my research setting would ring hollow. A
qualitative

research

approach

is

much

more

applicable

to

my

situation.

Epistemologically speaking, I believe that reality is socially constructed, and owing to
the overlap of my research and work settings and my subsequent personal involvement
and partiality in these settings and the complex, interwoven and difficult to measure
nature of the characteristics of and factors (or variables) affecting NRM groups, I value
the emic as well as the etic. I seek a rich understanding of the context of the research
and to be able to describe and interpret patterns that are useful in helping to answer the
research questions outlined.5 While being aware others may value the results of
quantitative research over qualitative research because numbers are what they most
easily understand, for the reasons outlined above, I have chosen to work qualitatively. I
take some comfort in the following words:
Which of these two ways of doing research is best, measuring and testing or
observing/ listening and interpreting? That depends on what you believe.
Obviously, researchers invent a lot of things: concepts, instruments,
interpretations, statistical confidence levels, theories and so forth. They have to
convince others that they have good reasons for concocting these intellectual
tools, and the more systematic, truth-loving and sceptical of their own processes
and presuppositions they are, the more they are trustworthy. Ultimately, the
process of research is a process of persuasion. You must believe what you find
most convincing.
(Tesch, 1990, p.2)

4
5

See Personal Statement in the Preface.
See Glesne and Peshkin (1992) in Table 3.1 and Denzin and Lincoln (2000), summarised above.
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In what follows I discuss social and social science paradigms and explore the critical
social science paradigm, explaining why it provides a coherent conceptual home that
has nurtured and informed the research undertaken.

4.1.5 Critical social science
Western society may be viewed as being guided by a dominant social paradigm, “a set
of traditional values, beliefs and ideologies” that guide collective action. Dunlap and
Van Liere (1984, p.1013) explain that the dominant social paradigm of western society
is characterised by:
•

Low valuation on nature;

•

Restricted compassion;

•

Risk being acceptable to maximise wealth;

•

No limits to growth;

•

Present society being seen as satisfactory; and

•

Current forms of politics being seen as satisfactory.

The largely unquestioning acceptance of this paradigm is viewed by some authors as
being at the root of many of the environmental dilemmas we now face, with the
development and acceptance of a new environmental paradigm seen as necessary for
their resolution (Milbrath, 1984, p.22; Fien 1993, p.24).
While Milbrath and Fien speak of the need for a new environmental paradigm to
supplant a dominant social paradigm, Table 4.2 shows much less evidence of a single
new paradigm attaining dominance in social science. Different social science paradigms
have developed over time, each striving for legitimacy as the paradigm of choice,
especially in qualitative inquiry. The era of the enlightenment saw the rise of the
physical sciences and, as a result, the idea that the application of scientific method could
objectively determine the nature of reality (Hirschberger, 1976, p.131; Marias, 1967).
Frenchman August Comte (1798 – 1857), the founder of sociology, accepted this idea,
believing that through the application of positivism, the scientific method of the
physical sciences, to social situations, there would be great improvement of the human
condition (Neuman, 1997, p.63). Applying the scientific method rigorously to physical
as well as social situations in the pursuit of universal truths and understanding of reality
would give knowledge that could be used to create a golden age of human prosperity
(Hirschberger, 1976, p.178; Marias, 1967, p.342; Cuff, Sharrock and Francis, 1990).
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Positivism is characterised by its “exclusive emphasis on observable, ‘factual’ evidence,
a belief in ‘objective’ methods and the production of verifiable results” (Brooker, 1999,
p.169). Positivist research is quantitative in nature and the differences between
quantitative and qualitative approaches to research noted in Table 4.1, also constitute a
summary of the main differences between positivist and post-positivist social science.
Over time, positivism has received continued challenges to its place as the paradigm of
choice for social inquiry (Brooker, 1999; Denzin and Lincoln, 1994; Carr and Kemmis,
1986; Lincon and Denzin, 2000; Neuman, 1997; Travers, 2001).6
Alternative social science paradigms have increased in number, with the boundaries
demarcating differences between them sometimes blurring over time.7 For example, Fay
(1975) describes two paradigms – positivist and interpretive social science while
forecasting the development of a third, critical social science, which he more fully
describes in his 1987 work, Critical Social Science. Neuman (1997, pp. 60-87) also
describes these three paradigms in some detail. Guba and Lincoln (1994, pp. 105-117)
describe, compare and contrast four different social inquiry paradigms, adding
constructivism to their analysis. The 2000 edition of their work presents five paradigms,
noting that the boundaries demarcating differences between them are sometimes
blurring over time (p. 164). In social science a paradigm may be viewed as having three
elements: epistemology, which looks at how the viewer knows the world, and the
relationship between the viewer and what is known; ontology, which asks about the
nature of reality; and methodology, which focuses on how we gain knowledge about our
surroundings (Guba and Lincoln, 1994, p.108). Table 4.2 summarises the
epistemological, ontological and methodological assumptions underpinning these
competing paradigms and the general intent of research emanating from them.

6

There are several terms used to describe various ‘varieties’ of positivism – logical positivism, logical
empiricism, the accepted or conventional view, postpositivism, naturalism, the covering law model and
behaviourism (Brooker, 1999, p.169; Neumann, 1997, p. 63).
7
Social science paradigms are also sometimes rather confusingly referred to as approaches or
methodologies. See Neumann 1997, pp. 60-63.
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Table 4.2:

Assumptions and intent of social science research paradigms
Positivism

Interpretive

Critical theory/ critical
social science
Reality apparent to
participants is shaped by
social, political, economic,
ethnic and gender values and
crystallised over time

Constructivism

Participatory

Relativism – local
and specific
constructed realities

Participative reality
– subjectiveobjective reality,
cocreated by the
mind and the given
cosmos
Critical subjectivity
in participatory
transaction with the
cosmos; nested
epistemology of
experiential ,
propositional, and
practical knowing;
cocreated findings
Political
participation in
collaborative action
inquiry; primacy of
the practical; use of
language grounded
in shared
experiential context
Encourage political
participation for
practical outcomes

Ontology (nature Naive realism – “real”
reality but
of reality)
apprehendable;
measurable;
fragmentable

There are multiple
realities; holistic and
socially constructed

Dualist/ objectivist
Epistemology
(how the viewer findings true
knows the world)

Events are understood
through transactions
between one’s mental
work and the external
context

Transactional/ subjectivist;
value mediated findings

Transactional/
subjectivist; created
findings

Experimental/
Methodology
(how we gain manipulative;
verification of
knowledge)
hypotheses; chiefly
quantitative methods

Direct detailed
observation to understand
and interpret how people
create and maintain their
social world

Dialogic/ dialectic

Hermaneutic/
dialectic

Understand and describe
what occurs and the
meanings people make of
phenomena

Enlighten, emancipate, and
empower participants

Understand,
reconstruct

Intent

Discover natural laws so
that people can predict
and control events

(Adapted from Carr and Kemmis, 1986,p.136; Fay, 1987; Greenall-Gough 1993; LeCompte & Schensul, 1999 pp.59-60; Lincoln and Guba, 2000, pp.
168&170; Neuman, 1997. pp. 68&83)
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I have chosen to work within the critical social science paradigm, as outlined above, in
this study for three reasons:
Firstly, as a participant and a researcher, I am inextricably linked to the other
participants with whom I interact and therefore the positivist notions of ‘objective’,
detached researcher/ subject relationships cannot apply (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p.110).
My claims to objectivity would not ring true.
Secondly, as an extension officer working with NRM groups, I have endeavoured to be
a reflective practitioner, reflecting both “in action” and “on action” (Schön, 1991, pp.
54-58 & pp.276-279). I have consistently reflected on, and looked for, ways that I may
improve my practice and help the groups with whom I work to improve group
outcomes and the level of enjoyment and satisfaction they derive from their
endeavours. Working as an interpretive social scientist I might gain a better
understanding of how the people with whom I work view their situation and be better
able to interpret their actions and describe them accurately. However, I would have
difficulty actually empowering participants (including myself as a participantresearcher) to improve our practice of natural resource management, be it as individual
practitioners or as a group. Such an interpretive account may suffer from a “lack of
critical purchase and of privileging the views of the actors” (Schwandt, 1994, p.131). In
my situation critical social science offers a better alternative – a way of looking at
research settings that participants wish to understand and to improve the effectiveness
of NRM groups and the relationships, collaborations and partnerships that constitute
them. Participants develop theories as to how their situation has come about by
investigating “taken for granted” ways of thinking, assumptions, ideologies and
historical understandings of how the situation came to be and/or how it may be
improved. This gives rise to praxis – “practical, thoughtful doing” and phronesis – “a
prudent understanding of what should be done in practical situations” (Carr & Kemmis,
1986, p.132) as this applies to NRM groups.8 Systematically using critical theory to
guide action and, as a result, to inform and develop more useful theory (in essence
viewing theory and practice as dialectically related) gives rise to a critical social

8

This is a type of ‘phronetic research’, - characterised by three value-rational questions: “(1) Where are
we going; (2) Is this desirable? (3) What should be done?” (Flyvberg, 2000, p.60)
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science.

9

To borrow from the words of Kinchloe and McLaren (1994, p.149), as a

researcher and a participant, I am interested in the “production of more useful and
relevant research” that is focused at the level of the participant and that “legitimates
their knowledge.”
Thirdly, over the five years I worked as an extension officer helping to coordinate the
activities of an NRM group, I felt that I became a participant of the group as well as
being a government-paid coordinator. I felt happy for their successes and worried at
their misfortunes. I have been afforded the privilege of working with group participants
from all walks of life who see the situation of the group from many and varied points of
view. Being a researcher and operating outside the group as a government employee as
well as inside the group, I am able to critique these points of view, and, through
reflection, am also able to critique my own viewpoint, while systematically collecting
and analysing data that will allow us to better recognise the nature of our reality in an
effort to transform and improve it. I would not claim that the story I weave contains
absolutes and presents the perfect or objective picture of how we exist as a group, where
we are going, whether we like this, and what we should do about it. However, I would
argue that compared to our present situation it presents a useful interpretation of our
situation, where we are headed and what we can, as a group, do about securing a better
future (Flyvberg, 2000, p.60).
Using critical social science as a set of basic beliefs or first principles, the following
section describes the methods and techniques I have used to investigate the
development of effective partnerships in NRM groups.

4.2

Methods

“Methods comprise the procedures used for generating, collecting and evaluating data”
(Eckhardt and Ermann, 1985, p.8). In this study two methods have been used collective case study and ethnography. As the intent of this research has been to
enlighten, empower and emancipate research participants, in a similar way to the intent
outlined for critical social science research in Table 4.2, it is appropriate that the term
9

Critical social science is “a process of reflection which requires the participation of the researcher in the
social action being studied or rather that participants become researchers, and,… a form of social
science carried out by self-reflective groups concerned to organise their own practice in the light of
organised self-reflection.” (Carr and Kemmis, 1986, p.149)
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“critical” be used as an adjective to describe these methods. These methods are
described below. A description of the techniques used to implement these methods then
follows.

4.2.1 Critical collective case study
A ‘case’ may be a defined as:
A phenomenon of some sort occurring in a bounded context – the unit of
analysis, in effect. Normally, there is a focus of attention and a more or less
vaguely defined temporal, social, and/ or physical boundary involved.
(Huberman and Miles, 1994, p.440)
As a “unit of analysis”, a “case” may also form a unit of investigation. The name ‘case
study’ draws attention to the fact that one is interested in learning from the particular
‘case’ (Stake, 1994, p.236). Case studies may be viewed as either being intrinsic case
studies, where one is interested in coming to understand a particular and well defined
social setting for its own sake, or as instrumental case studies, where one considers the
case being studied of secondary importance and seeks to gain a deeper understanding of
issues present within the case to build theory or seek generalisations that may help in
other situations (Stake, 2000, p.437). Where the particular context of the case is of even
less significance an instrumental case study method may be extended to the
investigation of several cases “which may or may not be known in advance to possess
some common characteristics” as a collective case study (Stake, 2000, p.437). The
process used to select the individual cases that made up the critical collective case study
is outlined in Chapter 4.3.1.
As shown in Figure 4.1, this research involved nineteen cases. Phase 1 of the research
emphasised the coordinator viewpoint; Phase 2 the NRM group viewpoint and Phase 3
the participant viewpoint. The differing emphases of the three phases ensured that the
critical collective case study captured the range of views from all the different groups of
participants directly involved in collaborations and partnerships among NRM group
members. While Figure 4.1 shows that Phase 1 focused on fifteen cases, data was
collected at a single point in time, using techniques described in Chapter 4.3.1.1. In
contrast, Phase 2 was a long-term participant observation study of a single NRM group,
while Phase 3 focused on three ‘sub-cases’, or smaller case studies, one of a specific
collaboration and two of partnership relationships ‘embedded’ within the Phase 2 case
study (Yin 1994 cited by Huberman and Miles, 1994, p.440).
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4.2.2 Critical ethnography
Case Study 16, the focus of Phase 2, was twelve months in duration. This case formed
one of the nineteen cases of the critical collective case study, and, as an individual case,
was undertaken as a critical ethnography. The results of the critical collective case study
informed and gave breadth to this ethnographic research, giving rise to the ‘T’ shaped
research design outlined in Figure 4.1.
Descombe (1998) explains, “The term ethnography literally means a description of
people or cultures” (p.68). It involves description, analysis and interpretation of a
cultural or social group or system (Creswell, 2002, p.490). This description, analysis
and interpretation involves the researcher in looking at what members of this culturesharing group do (their behaviours), how members within the group think about or
perceive things within their cultural setting (their beliefs), what they say (their
language) as well what they make and use (their artefacts) (Creswell, 1998, pp.58-59;
Denscombe, 1998, pp.68-81). Ethnography has its origins in anthropology (e.g.
Malinowski, 1922; Mead, 1943; and Whyte 1981). Denscombe (1998, pp.68-69) asserts
that ethnography requires the researcher, as ethnographer:
•

“To spend considerable time in the field so that the ethnographer may “share in
the lives of those that make up the research setting rather than observe from a
position of detachment”,

•

To regard routine aspects of everyday life as research data that are just as valid
as special events and occasions, and

•

To seek to understand “how members of the group or culture being studied
understand things, the meanings they attach to happenings, the way they
perceive their reality”.

Ethnographers may collect both qualitative and quantitative data of three types – emic
data, which is information supplied by the participants; etic data, which is information
as to how the researcher interprets the information supplied by the participants; and
negotiation data which consists of information that both the researcher and the
participant agree to use in the research (eg an agreement that a researcher may enter a
research site or as to how the researcher will identify themselves and conduct
themselves while undertaking the research) (Creswell, 2002, p.491).
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A critical ethnography seeks to go further than simply describe, analyse and interpret
the behaviour, beliefs, language and artefacts of a culture-sharing group and to analyse
and interpret how participants perceive their reality. As a form of critical social science,
it seeks to act as a means of enlightenment, emancipation and empowerment for
participants (Fay, 1987). Table 4.3 highlights in more detail the major differences
between conventional and critical ethnography.

Table 4.3:

Differences between conventional and critical ethnography
Conventional ethnography Critical ethnography
Focus
Describes what a culture is
Describes what a culture is
as participants perceive it
as participants perceive it
and describes what it could
be
Purpose
Is a study of culture for the
Is a study of culture for the
purpose of describing it
purpose of changing it
Speak on behalf of their
Voice
Speaks for its research
subjects as a means of
subjects usually to an
audience of other researchers empowering them by giving
more authority to the
subjects’ voice
Politics
Does not necessarily have a
Is not just criticism, it is
political purpose
conventional ethnography
with a political purpose
Questions the status quo and
Assumptions
Assumes the status quo;
participants’ meanings; tries
describes and does not
to reveal how participants
question the meanings that
participants give to language, perceive the researcher
activity and artefacts; seldom
reveals how participants
perceive the researcher
Recognition of bias
Realises the impossibility of Celebrates researcher
normative and political
research free of normative
positions as a means of
and other biases and try to
invoking social
repress these
consciousness and other
societal change.
(After Thomas, 1993, pp.4-5)
In the research setting under investigation in Phases 2 and 3, I am both participant and
researcher. Working as a group participant and being involved as a researcher operating
inside as well as outside the group, has provided opportunities for me to gain access to a
theoretical as well as practical understanding as to the nature of other community-based
natural resource management groups, as well as our own. This places me in a privileged
situation, for which I am grateful and gives me a broader foundation from which to
critique points of view of participants and, through reflection, to critique my own
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viewpoint. Hopefully, the outcomes of this critique will allow us to better recognise the
nature of our reality in an effort to transform and improve it. To borrow from Flyvberg
(2000, p.60), we may then undertake phronetic social science, answering the questions –
“Where are we going? Is this desirable? What should be done?”
Creswell adapted the work of Carspecken and Apple (1992) and Thomas (1993), to
characterise critical ethnography by describing critical ethnographers as researchers
who are usually politically minded people seeking to change society and challenge the
status quo. Creswell notes that they seek to work in dialogue with their participants and
may speak on their behalf to empower them, locating their research setting within
broader social structures of power and control. He says that critical ethnographers
acknowledge and embrace the biases in their research, recognising that all research is
value laden (Creswell, 2002, p. 487).
I identify strongly with such a description of a critical ethnographer, feeling that these
characteristics accurately describe my personal philosophy and the tasks that I have set
myself, both as a participant and a researcher involved in community-based NRM. I
also feel that the major differences outlined between critical ethnography and
conventional ethnography, as outlined in Table 4.3, help me to identify critical
ethnography as a method of choice for this research.
My situation and the critical ethnographic method I have chosen present both as a
strength and a weakness. As a participant and a researcher interested in advocating for
the group, I am in danger of being able to present a detailed description of the culturesharing group, to analyse and interpret group participant behaviours, and to act as a
group advocate, whilst not being able to generalise these findings to other NRM group
contexts. A tension exists amongst ethnographers regarding the extent to which one can
reconcile the need to give “detailed descriptions of specifics based on first hand
observations in naturally occurring situations, … to locate the ethnography within a
theoretical context” and to allow for generalisation of findings (Denscombe, 1998,
p.72).
I have used the critical collective case study as a complementary method and combined
it with, or used it to inform, the critical ethnography, in an effort to overcome this
weakness (Stake, 2000, p.437). The field notes based on long-term participant
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observation, interviews and document analyses undertaken in Phases 2 and 3 of the
critical collective case study provide a rich data record from which I may describe,
analyse, interpret and critique one particular research setting. These data records,
combined with the concepts and theories presented in Chapters 2 and 3, would provide
an adequate basis from which to write a critical ethnography. However, such an
ethnography would lack the breadth of information provided by the multiple cases and
different viewpoints found in the critical collective case study.

4.3

The conduct of the study, techniques used

4.3.1 Research design detail
The ‘T’ shaped research design used provided greater breadth as well as depth to the
study. While ethnography provides rich, detailed sets of data which describe the
intricacy and subtlety of a research setting, it has limitations in that these descriptions
may stand alone, not well linked to theory, used to advance theory or seek
generalisations that may be useful in other settings (Denscombe, 1998, p.78 –80). The
collective case study was therefore used to provide breadth to the research design in an
effort to address these deficits. They allowed a focus on characteristics found in the case
studies relating to effective NRM collaborations and partnerships, and for comparison
and contrast between case studies to build theory and seek generalisations (Stake, 2000,
p.437). They are the top bar of the ‘T’. The participant-observation, integral to
ethnographic method and undertaken as part of Phase 2, provided rich data and gave
depth to the research design. It may be viewed as the upright stem of the ‘T’.
While Figure 4.1 provided an overview of the research design, Figure 4.2, following,
shows the design in more detail, by phase.
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Phase 1
Coordinator viewpoint
• Choice of case studies of successful practice – as a result of phone recommendations from panel of people experienced in CBNRM (three NR&M district managers, three regional landcare/
ICM coordinators, and a local government senior bushcare coordinator), invitations were issued by the researcher for coordinator participants to attend a one day Successes in NRM
Stakeholder Collaboration workshop.
• Invitation of coordinators involved in the case studies to attend a workshop and to complete a two-page extended abstract on their case study – based on three open questions, each
guided by a set of focus questions. 18 people responded, three pairs of people working as joint authors, completing fifteen, two-page extended abstracts on their particular case study. These
case studies formed the basis of the workshop.
• Critical friends identified and asked to select three case studies for presentation at the workshop – Four critical friends were appointed from University of Central Queensland, Griffith
University, University of Queensland and Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Mines. They selected three case studies for presentation by their authors at the workshop.
• Successes in NRM Stakeholder Collaboration Workshop conducted – Along with the critical friends, eighteen coordinators attended the workshop. Four other people interested in extension
and facilitation work in natural resource management also attended the workshop as observers. The workshop was comprised of three presentations, whole group question and answer on
presentations, whole group and small-group discussions. Workshop outputs included fifteen two-page extended abstracts, whole group and small group discussion notes, and transcripts of
taped workshop discussions.
Phase 2
NRM group viewpoint
• Involved a long-term (twelve month) ethnographic investigation with an individual NRM group (Case Study 16)
• Techniques used to gather data included - writing of field notes from participant observation (i.e. Thirty entries over a year, approximately one for each period of work attendance),
document collection (e.g. relevant emails, memos, government position papers).
• NRM group also held a workshop to review their progress as a group. This was based on a discussion paper they wrote and circulated. An executive member of the group facilitated this
workshop.
• Completion of interviews of selected NRM group members – Transcripts of sixteen unstructured, one-to-one interviews provided data that were relevant to both Phases 2 and 3.
Interviewees were selected on the basis of involvement in collaboration and partnership-based activities at a group and/or an individual level. (Analysis of the case record for Caser Study 16
helped to inform the narrative presented in Chapter 7.0.)

Phase3
Participant viewpoint
• Completion of interviews with selected NRM group members – Transcripts of sixteen unstructured, one-to one interviews provided data that were relevant to both Phases 2 and 3.
Interviewees were selected on the basis of having become involved in partnership-based activities at a group and/ or an individual level. Three relationships were specifically investigated – a
State/ Local Government partnership; a researcher/ industry group (i.e. land development and forestry)/ local government collaboration, and an environmental group/ land development
industry partnership.

See Figure 4.3 – Data outputs, analysis and synthesis
Figure 4.2: Detail of research design
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Phase 1 concentrated on a variety of NRM groups and collaborations and partnerships
existing within them, focusing on how the coordinators working with these groups
viewed these interactions and their part in them. Phase 2 concentrated on an individual
NRM group, seeking greater understanding of how participants viewed the group as a
place for collaboration and partnership development. Phase 3 focused on the finer-grain
detail of how participants viewed the collaborative and partnership-based relationships
they had developed with each other to deal with specific NRM problems and
opportunities they had in common. The following section provides further details on the
choice of cases and a description of the techniques used in this study.
4.3.1.1 Choice of cases for critical collective case study

As outlined in Figure 4.2, choice of cases for the collective case study was guided by a
group comprised of three Department of Natural Resources and Mines district
managers, three regional Landcare/ICM coordinators (from south east, central and
southern Queensland), and a Local Government senior Bushcare coordinator (from
Brisbane) – all people familiar with staff supporting community-based NRM groups in
their geographic area. All were telephoned, seeking their cooperation, and the research
topic and design explained to them. They were asked to identify extension staff working
with community-based NRM groups who, in their opinion, had achieved success in
developing collaboration and partnerships between group members. Sometimes, I also
knew the nature of the work of the staff members they named. I made a conscious
decision therefore to use my own knowledge to aid in, but not to override, the selection
process. Once a person was mentioned several times, they became a candidate for
involvement in the study. They were invited to the workshop in Brisbane, which was
central to Phase 1 of the research. Due to budget limitations, I was only able to work
with staff able to fund their own way to the workshop, hence limiting case studies to
South East and Central Queensland.
4.3.1.2 Phase 1 workshop

A workshop was one of the main techniques used in Phase 1. In this study I have
defined a workshop as a group meeting where people exchange ideas on a topic or
theme or work collaboratively to achieve a common purpose. Prior to the Successes in
NRM Group Stakeholder Collaboration Workshop, the Phase 1 workshop, the eighteen
staff members who were invited and able to attend the workshop (fourteen from State
government, two from local government and two from non-government organisations)
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were asked to submit a two-page extended abstract presenting a case study in which
they were involved, where they felt they had achieved success.10 A series of suggested
headings and questions circulated to the participants helped to guide and focus the
preparation of these extended abstracts. Some of these practitioners had worked on
similar case studies and, as a result, fifteen case studies relating to the development of
effective partnerships in natural resource management, from Southeast and Central
Queensland, were written. The extended abstracts of the case studies were circulated
amongst all participants prior to the workshop. This gave participants material for
reflection prior to the workshop. The workshop was one day in length.11 The extended
abstracts were also circulated to four ‘critical friends.’ These critical friends were
colleagues who were experienced in community and industry involvement in natural
resource management and community development.12 Their role was to ask questions
and provide comment that might guide small group and whole group discussions and
reflection throughout the day. While all the extended abstracts were discussed at the
workshop, three were chosen for presentation at the workshop because of their diversity
of approaches and contexts.
This workshop involved the three case study presentations, whole group question and
answer sessions relating to the presentations, and small group and whole group
discussion. All workshop discussions were taped.13
4.3.1.3 Participant-authored extended abstracts

In essence, these extended abstracts constituted participant responses to a short
questionnaire, comprising three open questions, each relating to a series of guiding
questions to help focus the responses (Denscombe, 1998, p.101).14
10

The title of this workshop is significant for at least two reasons. Firstly, the focus on successes rather
than failures in NRM stakeholder collaboration is modelled on the work of Wondolleck and Yaffee
(2000, p.xi-xiii). These researchers spent 25 years, between them, focusing on what did not work in
terms of encouraging stakeholder collaboration in natural resource management, and found that
subsequently focusing on what worked in various case studies had turned out to be more productive.
Secondly, in this workshop no effort was made to define ‘success’ or to compare and contrast the
concept to ‘effectiveness’. Amongst other things, as a researcher, I wanted to come to understand the
perceptions of workshop participants relating to these matters, not give them my own perceptions or
definitions found in the literature (See, for example, the discussion on ‘success’ and effectiveness’ in
Chapter 3.6).
11
The Phase 1 workshop agenda is included as Appendix 20.1.1.
12
‘Critical friends’ included Dr Allan Dale, Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Mines;
Professor John Fien, Griffith University; Mr Ross Rynehart, University of Central Queensland; and Dr
Jeni Warburton, University of Queensland.
13
In an effort to protect the anonymity of workshop participants, data analysis summary forms of
extended abstracts, transcripts of workshop discussions, rather than full transcripts of workshop
discussions, are provided in the appendices.
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4.3.1.4 Phase 2 workshop

Figure 4.2 outlines the steps used to complete Phase 2 of the research. The NRM group
in Case Study 16, the focus of Phase 2, held a workshop for its members, facilitated by
one of the executive members of the group. The workshop discussed a paper, authored
by an executive member and coordinators supporting the group. This discussion paper
and workshop focused on the progress of the group, its activities to date, the continued
relevance of group objectives and ways that these objectives may be better achieved.15
This workshop ran for three hours and was preceded, one month before, by a one-hour
discussion at a monthly meeting of the group that helped to scope the issues for the
discussion paper. I contributed to this discussion paper, in collaboration with the
extension officer working full-time with the group and a member of the executive.
4.3.1.5 Field notes and participant-observation

I had worked as an extension officer, supporting the community-based NRM group that
was the focus of Phase 2 for five years, prior to commencing this investigation. Over
that time, while I had made many observations of the group, participant interactions,
how I was interacting with the group, and how the group interacted with others outside
the group, I had never formally recorded them. From April 2001 to April 2002, I
attended work and undertook my normal work activities, on average, one day per week
(some weeks not at all, some weeks for two or more days per week). I made thirty sets
of field notes on these times at work. While “field notes are urgent business”, given the
frailty of the human memory, and need to be recorded as promptly as possible, it was
rarely practical to record observations and to reflect on events as they were occurring. I
was usually intimately involved in the event and the act of taking notes would have
affected the naturalness of the situation (Denscombe, 1998, p.120). My days at work
usually started early and finished late, often including an after-hours meeting, so I
developed a practice of writing my field notes the morning after my day at work. I
quickly realised that my field notes, while not always as rich in description as they
might have been if I were able to chronicle and describe events as they unfolded,
contained elements of reflection and analysis which might not have been possible to
obtain by taking such notes at the time, in the field. However, on several occasions, for
example when I was present at a large meeting of community-based NRM groups from
14

Completed data output analysis summary forms for each extended abstract are included in relevant case
records in the appendices.
15
This discussion paper is not included in the appendices, as doing so would identify the participants.
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throughout South East Queensland, I was able to take detailed field notes. When this
occurred, I used these notes as a basis from which to develop a ‘fuller’, more reflective
and analytical set of field notes the next morning.16
Observation of people and events may be thought of as either systematic where the
observer interacts minimally with research subjects, gathering quantitative data
according to predetermined observation schedules, largely as a non-participant; or
participant in nature, in which the observer is immersed in the social setting that he or
she wishes to describe and understand (Creswell, 1998, p.58). A fourfold typology
describes this more fully. A person in a research setting may be:
•

A complete observer (or non-participant researcher),

•

Observer as participant (where a researcher comes in from outside the social
setting and participates in group activities while making observations),

•

Participant as observer (where a group participant make observations for
research purposes), or

•

A complete participant (where the person participates without making
observations for research purposes). [Gold (1958) and Junker [1960] cited by
Atkinson and Hammersley, 1994, p.248).

In terms of participant observation:
We mean the method in which the observer participates in the daily life of the
people under study, either openly in the role of the researcher or covertly in
some disguised role, observing things that happen, listening to what is said, and
questioning people, over some length of time.
(Becker and Geer, 1957, p.28)
As a participant-observer, the researcher can work in a completely covert fashion, so
that no one will suspect that they are being observed and the naturalness of the setting
will not be compromised. While this may allow the researcher access to information and
events that may be denied them if their identity and intent were known, there are
obvious ethical concerns which must be addressed, especially regarding right to privacy
of research subjects. The researcher may also work as a participant in a social setting
where there role and intent is known to only a select few (eg those in authority), or they
may work as a participant where their role as a researcher is known to all with whom
they may come into contact (Denscombe, 1998, p.50).
16

Data output analysis summary forms of all field notes are included as data records in the relevant case
records. These may be found in the appendices.
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I have chosen to work as a participant as observer, for Phases 2 and 3 of the research
with my role as a researcher known to all members of the group. This appeared
appropriate, given my long-term involvement with the group, and my desire to share
research outcomes with others in the group and the broader community-based natural
resource management setting in an effort to improve our situation. Brewer (2000, p.61)
classifies this type of participant observation as “pure observant participation” in that I
am “using an existing role to research a familiar setting.” Brewer gives an example of
Holdaway (1983) who, working as a police sergeant, used his role to observe police
occupational culture in his police station.
4.3.1.6 Document collection

Documents relevant to the research questions under investigation, obtained while in the
field, were collected and analysed.17 Whilst this technique augmented the other Phase 2
techniques, and a full search of documentation held by all participants was not
undertaken, nevertheless the data collected have provided another dimension to the
investigation and have helped to lend reliability and credibility to the recommendations
arising from this study. Several criteria were used to determine whether documents
collected in the field would form part of the study, including, whether the information
or policy contained in the document had the potential to directly impact:
•

The activities of extension officers/coordinators assisting NRM groups in
Queensland;

•

Queensland NRM groups;

•

The NRM group under investigation; or the

•

NRM group participant collaborations and partnerships under investigation.

Documents fell into two types, including:
•

Public domain documents, eg government policies, catchment association
management strategies; and

•

Restricted access documents, catchment association minutes and agendas,
attendance books, workshop discussion papers (Denscombe, 1998, p.166).
4.3.1.7 Interviews

Sixteen, one-to-one, unstructured interviews of 60 to 90 minutes duration, were
conducted. Interviewees were active, long-term members of the Case Study 16 NRM
17

Document analysis summary forms are included in the relevant case records in the appendices.
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group in Phase 2 and members involved Cases 17, 18 and 19 in Phase 3 (Denscombe,
1998, pp.113-114). Cases 17, 18 and 19 involved:
•

A State Government / Local Government partnership;

•

A university researcher/ industry group (land development and forestry)/ Local
Government collaboration; and

•

An environmental group/ land development industry partnership.

All three relationships investigated involved people from different backgrounds coming
together to work together on a particular issue or opportunity. Interviewees were
selected on the basis of their involvement and level of activity. All data records gathered
were then coded and analysed as outlined in the following section.

4.4

Data analysis

4.4.1

Development of analysis codes

The review of the literature undertaken in Chapters 2 and 3 helped to develop research
questions aligned to my professional and research interests.18 This review also
highlighted relevant themes, concepts and theoretical frameworks that may be useful in
pursuing these questions. Initially, my intention was to develop coding themes or
categories from the outputs of the Phase 1 workshop, in conjunction with the findings of
the literature review. However, the workshop outputs displayed a wide variety of factors
that practitioners felt were essential for effective NRM collaborations and partnerships,
which, for practical purposes, had to be grouped. I was hesitant to group concepts and
themes early on in the analysis process for fear of over-simplifying the data. The
workshop outputs also indicated that participants characterised successful or effective
NRM partnerships in a diversity of ways. It appeared more prudent to code by research
objective.
In an effort to systematise the development of codes and their use in analysis in all
research phases, a conceptually clustered matrix was developed (Miles and Huberman,
1994, p.128). This matrix is displayed as Table 4.4, on the following page.

18

See personal statement in the Preface at the start of this thesis.
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Table 4.4

Data analysis coding matrix: research objectives, perspectives and implications

Perspectives and
implications

From the group
perspective (group as a
partnership) (Code
Gpers)

Implications for
groups (Code Gimp)

From the partner
perspective (Code
Ppers)

Implications for
partners (Code
Pimp)

From the extension
officer/ NRM group
coordinator perspective
(Code Cpers)

Implications for extension
officers/ NRM group
coordinators (Code Cimp)

Implications for State
Government (Code
SGimp)

Characteristics of effective
NRM partnerships (Code CSuP)

The group sees these as
characteristics of effective
partnerships. (Code –
CsuPGpers)

The implications for
groups are …. (Code –
CsuPGimp)

Partners see these as
characteristics of effective
partnerships. (Code CsuPPpers)

The implications for
partners are ... (Code CsuPPimp)

The implications for extension
officers / coordinators are ….
(Code - CsuPCimp)

The implications for State
Government are … (Code CsuPSGimp)

Factors endogenous to NRM
groups that influence
characteristics of effective
NRM group participant
partnerships (Code - Fend)

The group sees these
endogenous factors as
important to partnership
effectiveness (Code FendGpers)

The implications for the
group are …(Code –
FendGimp)

Partners see these
endogenous factors as
important to partnership
effectiveness. (Code FendPpers)

The implications for
partners are …(Code FendPimp)

Extension officers/
coordinators see these as
characteristics of effective
partnerships. (Code CsuPCpers)
The extension officers/
coordinators see these
factors as important to
partnership effectiveness.
(Code - FendCpers)

The implications for extension
officers are … (CodeFendCimp)

The implications for State
government are … (Code FendSGimp)

Factors exogenous to NRM
groups (over which the
group can exert influence)
that influence characteristics
of effective NRM group
participant partnerships
(Code- Fex)
Use of social capital as a
surrogate indicator of the
effectiveness of NRM group
participant partnerships
(Code - Sc)
Other ways that factors
critical to the effectiveness
of NRM group participant
partnerships can be
evaluated (Code – OEvF)..

The group sees that these
exogenous factors are
important and that they are
able to exert influence over
them. (Code - FexGpers)

The implications for the
group are …(Code FexGimp)

The implications for
partners are …(Code FexPimp)

Extension officers/
coordinators see that these
exogenous factors are
important and that they are
able to exert influence over
them. (Code - FexCpers)

The implications for extension
officers/ coordinators are …
(Code - Fex Cimp)

The implications for State
government are … (Code
Fex - Sgimp)

The group has identified
these elements of social
capital as indicative of
partnership effectiveness.
(Code - ScGpers)
The group has identified
other ways that factors
critical to the effectiveness
of partnerships can be
evaluated. (Code OevFGpers)

The implications for the
group are … (Code ScGimp)

Partners see that these
exogenous factors are
important and that they,
and/ or the group and/ or the
coordinator are able to exert
influence over them.
(Code- FexPpers)
Partners have identified
these elements of social
capital as indicative of
partnership effectiveness.
(Code - ScPpers)
Partners have identified
other ways that factors
critical to the effectiveness
of partnership can be
evaluated. (Code OevFPpers)

The implications for
partners are … (Code ScPimp)

The implications for extension
officers / coordinators are …
(Code - ScCimp)

The implications for State
government are … (Code ScSGimp)

The implications for extension
officers/ coordinators are …
(Code - OevFCimp)

The implications for State
government are … (Code OEvFSGimp)

Ways that factors critical to
the effectiveness of NRM
group participant
partnerships can be
enhanced (Code - EnhF)

The group has identified
ways that factors critical to
effectiveness of partnerships
can be enhanced. (Code EnhFGpers)

The implications for the
group are …(Code –
EnhFGimp)

Extension officers/
coordinators have identified
these elements as indicative
of partnership effectiveness.
(Code - ScCpers)
Extension officers/
coordinators have identified
other ways that factors
critical to the effectiveness
of partnerships can be
evaluated. (Code OevFCpers)
Extension officers/
coordinators have identified
ways that factors critical to
effectiveness of partnerships
can be enhanced. (Code EnhFCpers)

The implications for extension
officers/ coordinators are …
(Code - EnhFCimp)

The implications for State
government are … (Code - EnhFSGimp)

Prompts based on research
objectives

The implications for the
group are …(Code –
OevFGimp)

Partners have identified
ways that factors critical to
effectiveness of partnerships
can be enhanced. (Code EnhFPpers)

The implications for
partners are … (Code OevFPimp)

The implications for
partners are … (Code EnhFPimp)
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The matrix matches the research objectives to the perspectives and implications associated with
each of the research phases (e.g. coordinator, NRM group, participant). The matrix cells contain a
descriptor to aid in coding the various data outputs. In essence, what I have done is to move from a
‘loose’, inductively oriented analysis design to a ‘tighter’, more deductive approach. As Huberman
and Miles state:
Tighter designs are indicated when the researcher has good prior acquaintance with the
setting, has a good bank of applicable, well-delineated concepts, and takes a more
explanatory and/or confirmatory stance involving multiple, comparable cases.
(Huberman and Miles, 1998, p.185)
Transcripts and documents were coded using the codes derived deductively from the twodimensional concept cluster matrix of Table 4.4. I was also interested in how the data may inform
and be informed by theories on values, power, social capital and social learning. Therefore, data
records were also colour coded where mention was made or implied of the importance of values
(blue), power (red), and/ or social capital (green), and/ or social learning (purple).

4.4.2

Application of analysis codes

All workshop transcripts and written records, interview transcripts and field notes were first read to
get a sense of data. On a second reading, data records were then coded adding margin notes
outlining links with the literature, comparing points arising between cases and data sources and, as
data was collected over a year, noting any temporal changes. Each data record was then summarised
on a data record summary form, adapted from exemplar provided by Miles and Huberman (1994,
p.54).19 The completed data output summary form was then attached to that particular data record.
The summary forms allowed for the grouping and sorting of coded data records. Each data output
summary form and associated coded data record were allocated a number for ease of making
annotations and memos during the analysis process.
During fieldwork, documents were collected for coding and analysis.20 Each document was read
and assigned a document number for ease in making annotations and memos during the analysis
process. A document analysis summary form was developed. Prompts in the summary form aided

19
20

See Appendix 20.1.4.
Criteria used to determine document collection are listed in Chapter 4.3.1.2.3.
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in the coding and analysis process.21 The completed summary form was then attached to the front
of the document. Some documents collected were wholly relevant to the research objectives, whilst
others contained relevant sections, with portions of the document relating to other topics. Only
relevant sections of documents were coded.

4.4.3

Analysis of coded data records

The coded data records were analysed collectively to reveal answers to the research questions.
Figure 4.3, on the following page, summarises the data records from the various research phases,
and the data analysis, and synthesis process used. While Figure 4.3 outlines an essentially linear
process, it is important to realise that, as described previously, elements of analysis were undertaken
during data collection (eg the reflection and analysis contained in field notes) and that the process
was far from linear. Huberman and Miles (1998, p.181) describe qualitative data analysis as an
iterative process involving data collection, display, reduction and the drawing and verifying of
conclusions. The way these steps in the process inter-relate is shown as Figure 4.4. This iterative
process effectively reduced the bulk and complexity of initial analyses on the summary forms of all
the coded data records to reveal answers to the research questions, supported by evidence from the
summary forms and the data records themselves.

21

A document analysis summary form is presented as Appendix 20.1.5.
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Step 1:

Collecting the data

Phase 1 data records
(coordinator viewpoint)
• Fifteen, two-page
extended abstracts.
• Notes and written outputs
of Successes in NRM
Stakeholder Collaboration
workshop.
• Workshop transcripts.
• Fifteen case records were
developed to store these
data records by case
d

Step 2:

Phase 2 data records (NRM group viewpoint)
•
•
•
•
•
•

Thirty sets of field notes from participant observation (over
one year).
NRM group discussion paper on their future administrative
arrangements.
Outputs from NRM group workshop which focused on
material presented in the discussion paper.
Relevant Federal, State and Local Government and other
NGO documents, relevant emails.
Transcripts of taped, unstructured, one-to-one interviews
with sixteen NRM group members.
A case record was developed to store all data records.

Phase 3 data records (Participant
viewpoint)
• Transcripts of taped, unstructured,
one-to-one interviews with sixteen
NRM group members.
• Relevant documents from each of
three case studies.
• A further three case records were
then developed to store data
records.

Analysing the data

Data Analysis (based on Tesch, 1990)
Decontextualising the data
• The entire set of data records was read. Categories (themes) were developed for coding, based on research questions, the literature review and initial reading of data set. Some coding and
analysis occurred while data was still being gathered).
• I attended a five-day qualitative research design workshop led by Professor John Lidstone (QUT), with other qualitative researchers, to review the research design for this study.
• All data records were then coded according to categories developed in Table 4.4.
• All data records were analysed using summary forms.
Recontextualising the data
• Coded data records from all case records were then grouped and analysed in various ways according to research phases, coding categories and research questions using the process
outlined in Figure 4.4.
• Data records were then collated into case records.
• Each case record was analysed using the diagnostic checklist shown in Figure 4.5.
Critical analysis and theory building
• A critical analysis responding to the research questions was undertaken using theories and tools presented and, in some cases further developed, in Chapters 2 and 3. This is presented in
Chapters 5 and 6.

Step 3:

Synthesis

Synthesis
• The critical analysis from Chapters 5 and 6 informed a narrative on three years in the life of a hypothetical NRM group, ANY Catchment Management Group. This is a synthesis of research
findings and is presented in Chapter 7.
• This critical ethnographic story focused on ANY Group and the way collaborations and partnerships among its members were operating. This is presented in the “As it was” scenario of the
chapter.)
• The critical analysis from Chapters 5 and 6 was also used to develop a description of ANY Group, showing how it could operate more effectively. This is also presented in Chapter 7 in the
“As it could have been” scenario.
• These two scenarios in Chapter 7 have extensive footnotes, linking the narrative back to concepts and theories presented in Chapters 2 and 3 and empirical evidence and analysis presented in
Chapters 5 and 6.
• Recommendations to improve the development of effective partnerships in natural resource management are presented in Chapter 8.
Figure 4.3: Data records, analysis and synthesis
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Data
Collection
Data
Display
Data
Reduction

Conclusions:
Drawing/ verifying

Figure 4.4: Components of data analysis: interactive model (Huberman and Miles,
1998, p.181)

4.4.4 Compilation of case records
As outlined in Step 2 of Figure 4.3, after coding and collective analysis, data records
were compiled into case records. Stenhouse (1978) developed the concept of ‘case
record’ as a practical and systematic means of ordering data records by case study.
These case records provided me with an organised data set from which further to
analyse and portray the critical collective case study and ethnography. In this study, full
case records are confidential and are therefore not included in the appendices. However,
decision tree analyses, diagnostic checklists and data and document summary forms are
included in case records in the appendices.22
All case studies were tested against the definition of ‘partnership’ from Chapter 2.3.3.4
and the decision tree shown in Figure 3.2, to check whether they conformed to the NRM
partnership definition and whether, as a citizen participation process, they were context22

Full case records (including full interview and workshop transcripts) have not been appended for two
reasons: (i) to protect the anonymity and interests of research participants; and (ii) to keep the
appendices to a reasonable length. (Full case records are several volumes in length.) However, full case
records may be made available to examiners and bona fide researchers, upon request, to use as a basis
for future research in this area.

141

appropriate. As discussed in Chapter 2.3.3, the sharing of power between participants is
a defining criterion for an NRM partnership. All research participants were aware that I
was researching the development of effective NRM partnerships. However, I did not
want to prejudice my involvement with any of the participants in the research settings
by speaking of ‘power relationships’ early on in the research process and defining their
activities as being, or not being, a partnership. This may have had a negative impact on
the ‘naturalness’ of the research setting and the responses I obtained from participants.
As it transpired, some of the case studies (i.e. 3, 7, 10 and 18) were not partnerships but
collaborations, due to the lack of power sharing within the relationship(s) between the
participants. This is discussed more fully in Chapter 2.3.3.4 and Chapter 5.4.1.
As observed in Chapter 3.5.1, at a deeper level, it is also possible to typify NRM
unilateral, bilateral and limited multilateral partnerships according to the level of
conflict between participants and the degree of core relevance of the NRM problem or
issue that is potentially bringing them together – giving rise to what Long and Arnold
(1995, p.61) have classified as pre-emptive, coalescing, exploration and leverage
partnerships. However, this is problematic for partnerships that aspire to be inclusively
multilateral, such as catchment management groups, because, as shown in Figure 3.3
and discussed in Chapter 3.5.1, the diversity of motivations, interests and relationships
that exist amongst participants makes the process of partnership building less certain,
and may mean that while some participants in the group are working in partnership,
other less interested members may have other types of ‘non-partnership’ relationships.
The job of a coordinator working with such groups becomes much broader, extending
from motivating some participants, to brokering collaborations and partnerships,
through to attempting to facilitate the resolution of serious conflict amongst others. The
coordinator may find that they must not just coordinate, they must also work as a
facilitator, broker, negotiator, animator and pioneer.
A diagnostic checklist for NRM collaborations and partnerships was developed. It
summarises the concepts and theories, definitions and analytical tools presented in
Chapters 2 and 3. This diagnostic checklist is shown as Figure 4.5. This checklist was
also informed by the collective analysis of all data records, as outlined in Step 2 of
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figure 4.3.23 Each case record was then analysed or ‘diagnosed’ using this diagnostic
checklist.
This section has described the data collection process and given an overview of analysis
processes. The following section further explains the data analysis, reduction and
display processes and the drawing and verifying of conclusions. These steps relate to
analysis, but more to synthesis. They are discussed below.

23

This is described more fully in Chapter 4.4.3. The diagnostic checklist for each case study is included
in the relevant case record in the appendices.

143

DIAGNOSTIC CHECKLIST – NRM COLLABORATIONS AND PARTNERSHIPS
Case Study:
Aspiring
to achieve
goals desired by or beneficial to all who may be affected
Description
of relationship

• Two or more participants
• Aspiring to achieve goals desired by or beneficial to all who may be affected
• Sharing power (indicative of a partnership)
• Power and responsibility kept linked
(after Arnstein, 1969; Eisler, 2002)

Initiative (Circle as appropriate)
Self-initiated YES / NO
Why?

Who?

YESNature
/ NO of relationship (as a citizen
participation process)

YES / NO
YES / NO
YES / NO
YES / NO

(Circle as appropriate)
• Collaboration
• Partnership
• Neither

Externally initiated YES/ NO
Why?

How?

If externally initiated - Will/ have external inputs change over time? How?

Inclusivity [after Poncelet 1998, 2001(a) and (b)]
Are all people / organisations included that could make a contribution to achieving the goal(s) of the relationship involved?
YES / NO
Does the relationship aspire to include all who may be affected by achievement of their goal(s)?
YES / NO
(Circle as appropriate)
Limited
Aspirationally Inclusive
Unilateral
Bilateral
Multilateral
Multilateral
(similar
(two different
(several
different
(many
backgrounds
aspiring to
backgrounds)
backgrounds)
backgrounds)
include all who may be affected)
Focus (after Duane, 1997)
Does the relationship rely, or focus, on developing a community of:
Place

Interest

Practice

Identity

No identifiable focus

Context-appropriateness
Is the relationship the most suitable citizen participation process to resolve the NRM problem at hand? (Circle appropriate option from
decision tree)
A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

I

J

K

Effective collaboration / partnership characteristics(Tick as observed)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Effectiveness (See below)
Shared and linked power and responsibility (partnerships only)
Context-appropriate (See decision tree)
High levels of motivation
Realistic expectations
Good social capital building processes
Good communication
Good social learning processes
Shared values
Shared intent
Action orientation
Perceived positively by outsiders

L
High
High

Internal (Horizontal)
Internal (Vertical)
External (Horizontal)
External (Vertical)
(Coleman, 1990)

Social liability
accumulation processes
YES / NO
YES/ NO
YES / NO
YES / NO

Internal (Horizontal)
YES / NO
Internal (Vertical)
YES / NO
External (Horizontal)
YES / NO
External (Vertical)
YES / NO
(Gabbay & Leenders, 1999)

Comment:

N
O
Core Relevance

Figure 4.5: Diagnostic checklist: NRM collaborations and partnerships

Low

Plot core
relevance to
participants
against level of
conflict between
participants

Pre-emptive

Conflict

Exploration
Leverage

(Long & Arnold,
1995)

Low
(Long and Arnold, 1995)
For Small Scale Relationships
High

Core Relevance

Conflict
Resolution

Conflict

Low

Broker focus
(Tennyson &
Wilde, 2000)

Negotiation

Motivational /
animator

Low
(Long and Arnold, 1995)
For an AIM Relationship
Values (Merchant, 1992)

Effectiveness (Long & Arnold, 1995)
Purpose and goal(s) achieved
YES / NO
Aspirations/ resources match
YES / NO
Indirect benefits achieved
YES / NO
Social/ emotional needs of participants met
YES / NO
BATPO (after Fisher & Ury, 1983)
(Best Alternative to a Partnership Outcome)
How do the outcomes of the relationship compare to the BATPO?
Comment:

P

Coalescing

High

Social capital
building processes

M

(may circle more than one)
Egocentric
YES / NO
Homocentric YES / NO
Ecocentric
YES / NO
Comment:

Social Learning (Milbrath, 1989)
(Indicators) (Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988)
Use of language
YES / NO
Social structures/ organisations YES / NO
Activities/ practices
YES / NO
Comment:

Monitoring
Quantitative measures used:
Qualitative measures used:
How is monitoring used to continuously improve effectiveness of
relationship?
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4.5

Synthesis: using the critical collective case study to

complement the critical ethnography
The data records and document analysis summary forms were a means of reducing the
‘bulkiness’ of the data records and allowing it to be displayed in the case records for
analysis, interpretation and synthesis (Stenhouse 1978). This process helped to build a
‘chain of evidence’ that provided provisional responses to the research questions.
Collaborations and partnerships may be viewed as social groups. In Chapter 3.6, the
discussion on effective groups presented three criteria – achievement of goals, indirect
benefits achieved and whether the group was well managed in respect to social and
emotional needs of participants. Collectively speaking, the nineteen case studies
investigated in this research were then evaluated against these three criteria and another
criterion presented in Chapter 3.6, to ascertain whether the outcome achieved as a
result of the relationship was superior or inferior to the BATPO, to assess whether, as a
collective case study, they meet the criteria for an effective group.24
The characteristics of, factors affecting, and ways of evaluating and enhancing
collaborations and partnerships that were developed were then tested against the
nineteen cases studies that made up the collective case study to test their usefulness in
describing, explaining and/or predicting what had occurred within each case study.
The critical intent of the research was then fully brought into focus. As a participantresearcher, my intention has been to use the research outcomes to provide wellinformed, thoughtful support and advocacy for participants of NRM groups working in
collaboration or partnership to resolve NRM issues and opportunities. This locates the
research within the critical social science paradigm. As Brian Fay mentions, “the
practical intent of critical social science is … achieved only when all three phases of
the tripartite process of enlightenment, empowerment, and emancipation are
completed” (Fay, 1987, p.29). In Chapter 4.1.5, I mentioned that this research was a
form of phronesis, - characterised by three value-rational Aristotlean questions: “(1)
Where are we going; (2) Is this desirable? (3) What should be done?” (Flyvberg, 2000,
p.60). This gives rise to three sets of critical social science-based questions central to
this thesis, from coordinator, NRM group and partners viewpoints, for the development
of effective partnerships in NRM, in terms of participant enlightenment, empowerment
24

A BATPO is the Best Alternative To a Partnership Outcome.
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and emancipation - where are we going; is this desirable; and what should be done?
Table 4.5 presents this rather involved question as a conceptual cluster matrix (Miles
and Huberman, 1994, p.128).
I have endeavoured to look closely at the values of NRM groups, participants,
coordinators and, of course, my own values and to apply relevant theories and concepts
presented in Chapters 2 and 3, and shown as the diagnostic checklist in Figure 4.5, to
further inform this analysis and discussion of results.
Table 4.5 and the analysis and discussion of results presented in Chapters 5 and 6
guided and informed the narrative of the critical ethnography that synthesises the
findings of this research, as outlined in Step 3 of Figure 4.3. This synthesis is presented
in Chapter 7. It describes a ‘hypothetical, yet typical NRM group’, the Armstrong
Narrows–Yarooba (ANY) Catchment Management Group, a composite of all the groups
investigated, and interprets how participants view the group and the partnerships within
it. This narrative is based on the situation as the participants see it at present. Three
vignettes describing the beginning of ANY Group, its progress after eighteen months
and three years are then presented. Each vignette has a second part that describes the
group and the collaborations and partnerships that exist within it operating more
effectively. The second part of each vignette has been informed by the findings of this
study. The questions outlined in Columns 3 and 4 of the Table 4.5 have been used as
prompts helped to frame this second part of each vignette within the ethnography.25 The
ethnography is also extensively ‘footnoted’, relating the narrative back to the theory and
concepts presented in Chapters 2 and 3 and the empirical evidence, analysis and
discussion presented in Chapters 5 and 6.

25

Is this desirable? What should be done? These two questions have guided the sections of the
ethnography headed, ‘As it could have been’ in each of the three vignettes that make up the
ethnography.
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Table 4.5: Aristotlean value-rational questions and enlightenment, empowerment and emancipation by research phase
What will happen if we keep on trying to Is this desirable?
develop NRM partnerships as we are at
present? (Where are we going?)
At present, what knowledge, power, beliefs and values From
Phase One –
a
coordinator’s
Focusing on critical social do coordinators use to:
perspective, is this ideal?
science’s tripartite processes
• Recognise
characteristics
of
effective Why? Why not?
of
enlightenment,
empowerment and
emancipation …

•
•

partnerships;
identify, evaluate and enhance factors that
influence these characteristics; and
ensure
context-appropriate
use
of
partnerships?

What should be done?
From a coordinator’s perspective, what should be
done to develop more effective NRM
partnerships? How might this be achieved?

Phase Two –
Focusing on critical social
science’s tripartite processes
of
enlightenment,
empowerment and
emancipation …

At present, what knowledge, power, beliefs and values
do NRM groups use to:
• recognise
characteristics
of
effective
partnerships;
• identify, evaluate and enhance factors that
influence these characteristics; and
• ensure
context-appropriate
use
of
partnerships?

From an NRM group From an NRM group perspective, what should be
perspective, is this ideal? done to develop more effective NRM
Why? Why not?
partnerships? How might this be achieved?

Phase Three –
Focusing on critical social
science’s tripartite processes
of
enlightenment,
empowerment and
emancipation …

At present, what knowledge, power, beliefs and values
do partners use to:
• recognise
characteristics
of
effective
partnerships;
• identify, evaluate and enhance factors that
influence these characteristics; and
• ensure context-appopriate use of partnerships?

From a partner’s perspective, From a partner’s perspective, what should be done
is this ideal? Why? Why not? to develop more effective NRM partnerships?
How might this be achieved?

(Adapted from Aristotle, 1976; Fay, 1987, p.29; and Flyvberg, 2000,p.53-65)
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In writing this final part of each of the vignettes, I would not claim to have found the
ideal or ultimate solutions to the problems or opportunities identified from the
perspectives presented. As a participant and as a researcher, I would not be so bold as to
claim ‘final authority’ on these matters. However, I would claim that in the pursuit of
the research questions undertaken, that I have systematically built a logical argument,
based on analysis of carefully collected data, that provides better solutions to the
research questions outlined earlier in this Chapter (Flyvberg, 2000, p.139). These
recommendations may serve as a basis for continuing dialogue in this area.
Forester (1999) outlines that people involved in natural resource and environmental
planning and management, at all levels, learn very effectively about their work by
reflecting on the stories of others in similar situations. The ‘double-take’ technique (i.e.
the ‘As it was’ – ‘As it could have been’ structure) used in the three vignettes in this
ethnography shows the participants working more reflectively, responding in a more
informed and effective way in terms of the development of collaborations and
partnerships to achieve their NRM objectives. The contrast between the two stories
gives rise to a series of recommendations for participants, NRM groups and
coordinators for the development of effective partnerships in natural resource
management. These are outlined in Chapter 8. Presenting the ethnography as that of a
typical yet hypothetical group serves a second important purpose – it helps to protect the
anonymity of the research participants while giving voice to their concerns, a key
ethical issue in this study.

4.6

Ethics, validity and reliability

4.6.1

Ethics

Christians (2000) has commented that the various codes of ethics for social science
professional and academic associations centre around four main themes:
•
•

26

Informed consent – … that research subjects have the right to be informed
about the nature and consequences of experiments in which they are involved.
Deception26 - … that a modicum of deception is permitted only when there
are explicit utilitarian reasons for doing so.

Christians states in full “Given that the search for knowledge is obligatory and deception is codified as
morally unacceptable, in some situations both criteria cannot be satisfied. Within both psychology and
medicine some information cannot be obtained without at least deception by omission. The standard
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•

Privacy and confidentiality – that researchers impose safeguards to protect
people’s identities and those of research locations.
Accuracy – that researchers ensure that data are accurate is a cardinal
principle in social science codes.
(Christians, 2000,pp.138-140)

•

The steps taken to ensure ethical conduct of the research, outlined below, concur with
Christians’ summary presented above, especially relating to informed consent, privacy
and confidentiality. However, in the research presented, every effort has been made to
avoid any deception – the purpose of and processes involved throughout the research
have been made known to all participants. In this instance there have been no explicit
utilitarian reasons that would justify even a “modicum of deception” (Christians, 2000,
p.139).
This research topic was reviewed by the secretary of the Griffith University Human
Research Ethics Committee and deemed not to need the approval of the Committee
(Cochrane, 2000). As advised by the Human Research Ethics Committee secretary,
every effort was taken to ensure:
•

Free consent of all participants before participating in the research, and

•

Confidentiality of all information obtained from participants.

In undertaking this investigation, I have been very mindful of Harry F. Wolcott’s advice
to those wishing to undertake ethnographic research. His initial premise was that the
individual with most to benefit from undertaking or participating in an ethnography is
always the ethnographer, while the individuals at risk to lose most are always those
being studied by the ethnographer (Wolcott, 1999,p.285). He exhorts that an
ethnographer should follow the “Golden Rule restated in negation, to not do unto others
anything I would not want them to do to me” (Wolcott, 1999, p.285).
To ensure free consent of all participants involved in the research the following steps
were undertaken, in relation to:
•

Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Mines (QDNR&M) – The
research topic and its nature and scope were discussed with my work colleagues
and supervisors for approximately nine months prior to beginning research.

resolution for this dilemma is to permit a modicum of deception when there are explicit utilitarian
reasons for doing so. Opposition to deception in the codes is de facto redefined in these terms: If “the
knowledge to be gained from deceptive experiments” is clearly valuable to society, it is “only a minor
defect that persons must be deceived in the process” (Soble, 1978, p.40)” (Christians, 2000, p.139).
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While undertaking the research on a full-time basis, I have remained an
employee of, and have continued to work part-time for, QDNR&M as a
permanent employee, supporting the work of the NRM group that was the focus
of research in Phases 2 and 3. An officer was appointed full-time to the position
that I previously held, supporting the group. The research has been financially
supported by the Cooperative Research Centre for Coastal Zone, Estuary and
Waterway Management and QDNR&M, with the Director General giving
formal approval for this to occur.
•

Phase 1, coordinator viewpoint – All coordinators approached to be involved in
phase one were informed of the nature of the research project and how
information derived from their participation may be used. All participants in
Phase 1 agreed to taping of the workshop for research purposes and for the twopage extended abstracts that they wrote to be circulated throughout the group of
workshop attendees. All participants were also advised of the need to seek
permission of any individuals or groups that they may identify in their two-page
extended abstracts before these were circulated.

•

Phase 2, NRM group viewpoint – The topic and tentative nature and scope of the
research were discussed at the 1999 Annual General Meeting of the NRM group
that was to become the case study for Phase 2. A presentation was again made to
the group at the March 2000 meeting of the NRM group, with the group
formally agreeing to their involvement. An update on the research project was
presented to the April 2001 meeting of the group. Over the period of the research
the executive of the NRM group were regularly updated on the investigation. A
formal presentation on research findings was made to the group at their 2003
Annual General Meeting.

•

Phase 3, partner viewpoint – All participants interviewed in Phase 3 freely
volunteered their time. All participants gave consent prior to interview for their
interview to be taped. A written transcript of their interview tape was returned to
all interviewees for their amendment and/ or approval. All participants were
made aware that the approved transcript would become part of research data set.

Given that I have been involved with catchment management and Landcare groups for
considerable time and that my work and research activities and location are fairly
widely known within NRM networks in Queensland, I have been concerned that
‘insiders’ will be able to identify both the location and participants involved in the
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research. I am very concerned that the confidentiality of all participants be respected
and that my investigation should cause no harm. The following measures have been
taken to ensure privacy and confidentiality of participants:
•

Pseudonyms have been used for all individuals and groups mentioned in this
thesis.

•

Summaries of interviews and workshop transcripts rather than full transcripts,
are provided in the case records in an effort protect the privacy of those
involved.27

•

Those interviewed were made aware that all tapes and transcripts would be kept
in a locked filing cabinet in my private office. This has been done.

•

Drawing on a composite of all case studies to write the critical ethnography as a
hypothetical narrative, provides breadth and richness to the narrative and helps
to further protect the identity of research participants.

For the positivist, quantitative researcher, it is important that the findings of their
research can be validated, that they are reliable - supported by findings from other
investigations and that, in the mould of the biophysical sciences, generalised rules or
principles can be deduced that have broad applicability (Glesne and Peshkin, 1992, pp.
5-7). As a qualitative researcher, pursuing a critical ethnography, I am no less interested
in ensuring that the outputs of this research are credible and that they are useful in
informing the work of otherNRM practitioners and researchers, and help to inform and
build upon relevant theory. As a critical ethnographer, I am interested in describing a
culture-sharing group and coming to understand the language that people use to describe
and give meaning to their activities in this particular social setting – in this instance in a
community-based NRM group. I am interested in how we can work to improve that
social setting to suit our collective purpose – that of developing effective partnerships in
NRM. I am interested in how we can share that story with others who are in similar
situations or be able to positively influence these situations for the collective benefit of
all concerned. Finally, I am also interested in how theories relating to citizen
participation, partnerships, power, social capital, social learning, dialogue and groups
can inform and be informed by this investigation. In the following pages, I discuss how
the positivist notions of validity and reliability relate to this investigation and how I
have strived to make certain that research outputs are congruent with the intentions
outlined above.
27

See the appendices for details.
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4.6.2

Validity and reliability

“Validity is the degree to which researchers actually have discovered what they think
their results show, and how applicable the results are to other populations” (Schensul,
Schensul and LeCompte, 1999, p.271). In other words, a researcher should be collecting
data that accurately reflect the phenomenon under investigation. An ethnographic
account may be seen as valid if it represents accurately the phenomena that it purports
“to describe, explain or theorise” (Hammerlsey, 1992,p.68). The concept of reliability is
most usefully applied across case studies and single researcher settings. “Reliability
refers to replicability of research results over time, different sites and populations, and
with different researchers” (Schensul et al, 1999, p.271). For example, a person reading
an ethnography, concerned about reliability, might ask – can these results be duplicated?
Data collected using the ethnographic method has traditionally been seen as having high
validity and low reliability (Schensul et al, 1999, p.271). Recognising this limitation, I
have incorporated fifteen cases studies in Phase 1 of the research design to help to
improve the reliability of the research outputs.
The social science literature yields a variety of terms relating to validity including
internal, external, ecological, construct, face and catalytic validity - amongst others
(Altheide and Johnson, 1994, pp.485-499; Kinchloe and McLaren, 1994; Lather, 1993;
Schensul et al, 1999, pp.276-289).
Kinchloe and McLaren (1994, p.151) suggest that from a critical, qualitative research
perspective concerns about validity are misplaced. They suggest that terms such as
“trustworthiness” and “credibility” are more appropriate. Their argument appeals to me.
Of course, while I am concerned that I accurately represent the phenomena that I
purport “to describe, explain or theorise” (Hammerlsey, 1992,p.68), I am interested also
in focusing, as stated by Kinchloe and McLaren, on the power inherent in the
relationships between “the researcher” and “the researched”. Positivist research
approaches that rely on validity and the pursuit of methodological rigor may serve to
reinforce the status quo and do little to transform the situation. Kinchloe and McLaren
quote Giroux (1983, p.17) who says, “‘methodological correctness’ will never guarantee
valid data nor does it reveal power interests within a body of information.” Hammersley
(1992) says that we can never guarantee that an ethnographic account based on data is
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true for we have “no independent, immediate and utterly reliable access to reality,” so
that we must therefore “judge the validity of claims on the basis of the adequacy of the
evidence offered to support them.” (p.69). He uses a phrase that has legal overtones.
The adequacy of the evidence presented must “be beyond reasonable doubt”
(Hammersley, 1992, p.69). Three main points relate to the adequacy of evidence,
namely, that:
•

The evidence is plausible or credible given our existing knowledge on the
subject;

•

The more central a claim is to the argument presented in an ethnography, then
the greater the quantity of evidence, number and diversity of sources, and
diversity of evidence gathering techniques; and

•

For each type of claim made (e.g. a description, definition, explanation, or a
theory), specific types of evidence may be necessary. (E.g. For a description to
be adequate it would have to provide evidence about the location and the actors.
For a theory to be supported by adequate evidence, it would have to be seen to
be true when applied to a variety of cases) (Hammersley, 1992, pp.70-72).

As a critical researcher I am concerned that the amount, type, plausibility and credibility
of the claims and recommendations that arise from the collective case study and
ethnography presented in this thesis convince not only the participants (and of course
my examiners!), but other researchers and practitioners and those in government who
seek to foster the development of effective NRM partnerships.. I am seeking
improvement in the social setting in which I have been working and researching. I am
seeking ways to develop more effective collaborations and partnerships in NRM. It is
important to me that this research be seen as having high validity and, due to the
research design, improved reliability over ethnographies based on a single case study.
However, from a critical perspective, it is just as important that this research be seen as
credible, trustworthy and useful for those seeking to improve the effectiveness of
partnerships in NRM groups. Therefore, every effort has been made to ensure that the
significance of claims made as outputs of this research, rest upon correspondingly
significant bodies of evidence (Hammersely, 1992, p.70-72).
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Finally, Denscombe (1998, p.81) lists ten questions that provide a checklist for
ethnographic research. These questions are outlined in Table 4.6.
Table 4.6:

Checklist for ethnographic research

When undertaking ethnographic research you should feel confident about
answering ‘yes’ to the following questions:
1. Has the research managed to avoid disrupting the naturalness of the settings?
2. Has the research been conducted ethically with due respect to the rights of those
being studied?
3. Have lifestyles and meanings been treated as the main interest of the research?
4. Has access to the fieldwork settings been negotiated where and when necessary?
5. Has the research involved sufficient time doing field work, and collected enough
empirical data?
6. Has a holistic approach been adopted, linking all significant contributing factors?
7. Does the research involve an account of the role of the researcher’s ‘self’?
8. Is there a description of how the ethnography builds on (or contradicts) existing
explanations of the phenomenon?
9. Are findings compared and contrasted with other ethnographies on similar topics?
10. Has due acknowledgement been given to the fact that the ethnography is a
researcher’s construction rather than a literal description of the situation?
(Denscombe, 1998, p.81)
This table contains a checklist of the characteristics of a well-designed and executed
ethnography. They have guided my endeavours in this research.

4.7

In summary

This chapter has outlined the research questions central to the study. It has located the
qualitative, phronetic research within the critical social science paradigm and compared
and contrasted this approach with other competing social science paradigms. The
methodologies, methods and techniques used to address these research questions have
been explained. The research design and data analysis processes used have been
described in detail. Any possible limitations to the research design and data analysis
have been discussed, as have ways that these limitations have been accommodated or
overcome. Given my background as an NRM practitioner, the importance and relevance
of the research topic to NRM groups in general, to the group with which I have been
working, and to me personally, the critical, socially transformative intent of the research
has been highlighted. Issues of ethics, validity and reliability have been addressed in the
concluding part of the chapter. The next chapter, the first of two results chapters,
describes the nineteen cases that made up the critical collective case study. It also
presents and discusses twelve characteristics of effective NRM partnerships, as revealed
by collective analysis of the data records from the study.
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5.0 Results: characteristics of effective NRM
partnerships
5.1

Introduction

This is the first of two chapters that present the results of the critical collective case
study. This chapter has two purposes. Firstly, it describes the nineteen cases that made
up the collective case study. The long-term ethnographic investigation was included as
Case Study 16 within this critical collective case study. Secondly, it outlines twelve
characteristics of effective NRM partnerships, as revealed by coding and analysis of
data records from these cases and the literature reviewed for this thesis.
A two-stage process was used to derive these characteristics. By definition,
‘effectiveness’ is characteristic of an effective partnership. Therefore, in the first stage,
the four criteria presented in Chapter 3.6 to define the effectiveness of social groups,
were used to assess the effectiveness of the cases in the critical collective case study.1
As discussed in Chapter 3.2, NRM collaborations and partnerships are simply particular
sorts of social groups. The results of this assessment are summarised in tabular form and
then discussed in more detail later in the chapter. When viewed collectively, the cases
studied were shown to fulfil these four criteria for ‘effectiveness’. Therefore, in the
second stage of the process, these cases were studied collectively to determine other
characteristics that they shared to reveal the characteristics of effective NRM
partnerships. Data records from the cases were coded and analysed collectively to reveal
a further eleven characteristics of effective NRM partnerships. These are presented, in
tabular and summary form and also related back to the individual cases in which they
occurred.
Each characteristic is then discussed in turn, with evidence offered from analysis of the
data records to support its veracity. Where appropriate, this discussion is also informed
by relevant theory and evidence from the literature review. In closing, this chapter
compares the relative significance of the eleven characteristics in terms of describing
partnership effectiveness. This chapter also highlights how these characteristics and
supporting theory and evidence from the literature may be used as diagnostic tools for
1

These include (i) achievement of stated purpose and goals, (ii) achieving indirect benefits, (iii) how
well the process was managed and (iv) comparison of outcomes to what may have been best achieved
otherwise (i.e., the BATPO or Best Alternative To a Partnership Outcome) (Long and Arnold, 1995,
p.153 and after Fisher and Ury, 1983, p.104).
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the development and evaluation of effective NRM partnerships. Interactions between
characteristics are also discussed.
The next section outlines the nature of the data records that made up the critical
collective case study.

5.2 Critical collective case study data and case records
Table 5.1 outlines the nature of the 92 data records collected using the research design
outlined in Chapter 4.
Table 5.1:

Nature of data records

Relevant to Research
Phase
1
1
1
1
1
2 and 3
2
2 and 3

Description of Data
Record
Participant (coordinator)
authored extended abstracts
of own case study
Transcripts of workshop whole group discussions
Transcripts of data sheets
from whole group
discussions
Transcripts of workshop
small group discussions
Transcripts of data sheets of
workshop small group
discussions
Participant - as - observer
field notes
Document analyses

Quantity

Relevant to Case Study

15

Case Studies 1-15

2

Case Studies 1-15

2

Case Studies 1-15

4

Case Studies 1-15

5

Case Studies 1-15

30

Case Study 16

18

Transcripts of unstructured
one-to-one interviews with
participants

16

Case Studies 16, 17, 18, and
19
Case Studies 16, 17, 18 and 19

As outlined in Chapter 4.3.1.1, the case studies were chosen after referrals from field
managers and regional coordinators involved in NRM. A description of the cases
outlining the main activity of the group, the type of partnership or collaboration they
formed and the relevant research phase to which the case study applies, is shown as
Table 5.2. As outlined in Chapter 4.3.1.4, the data records were grouped to form
individual case records for each of the nineteen case studies that made up the critical
collective case study (Stenhouse, 1978).2 Seven of the nineteen case studies involved
Landcare and catchment management groups. Three case studies (17, 18 and 19)

2

A case record is a folder containing all the data records relevant to that particular case. Due to the large
volume of data collected and to issues of confidentiality, only diagnostic checklists, decision tree
analyses and summary forms of data records are provided in the appendices.
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involved relationships that developed between participants who were members of Case
Study 16, a long-term catchment management group.
At the time of the investigation there were 86 Landcare and catchment management
groups in South East Queensland (Landcare Support Strategy Team, (LSST), 2002, p.5).
Case Study 7 was a Bushcare group. In the South East, six Local Governments had
Community Bushcare programs. They were quite common. For example, there were
113 Bushcare groups in Brisbane City and 75 within Maroochy Shire at the time this
research was undertaken (LSST, 2002, p.5). The remainder of the case studies are of a
variety of NRM groups, as listed in Table 5.2. They reflect the variety of NRM activity
occurring in South East Queensland. Apart from paid coordinators, all participants were
volunteers. Case Studies 9, 18 and 19 were non-government initiated. These cases
provide a sample of the non-government initiated NRM collaboration and partnership
activity in the Region.
As mentioned in Chapter 3.5, collaborations and partnerships may be typified in a
variety of ways, for example, according to:
•

Whether the relationship was initiated by the participants themselves or by an
external party,

•

The focus of the relationship, and

•

The diversity of backgrounds of the participants.

This is also shown in Table 5.2. The case studies investigated do not represent a crosssection of all possible case study types, as may be typified using these criteria. This is
not surprising. As mentioned in Chapter 4.3.1.1, the Phase 1 case studies were selected
by triangulating responses from State and Local Government NRM managers who had
direct contact with extension staff, asking them to identify staff that they perceived as
having success in developing collaborations and partnerships among NRM
stakeholders. The Phase 2 case study came about as a result of my long-term
involvement with a particular ICM group, and the Phase 3 case studies arose out of that
ICM group.3

3

This ICM group is the focus of Case Study 16.
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Table 5.2: Description of case studies that make up collective case study
Case studies that make up the
collective case study
1. ICM group
2. Landcare group
3. Water advisory committees
4. Catchment Care
group
5. ICM group
6. Farmcare groups
7. Bushcare groups
8. Landcare group
9. NGO/ NGO/ State agency
10. State agency/ State
agency/Private landholders
11. Water advisory
committees
12. ICM group
13. Local/ State Govt.
14. Local Govt./ Local Govt.
15. Regional planning project
16. ICM group
17. State Govt./ Local Govt./
Local Govt.
18. Industry/ University
19. Conservation group/
industry

Location

Activity

Type

Rural South-East
Queensland
Coastal hinterland, Southeast Queensland
Rural, South-east
Queensland
Coastal, South-east
Queensland
Coastal, Rural/ urban
South-east Queensland
Rural, South-east
Queensland
Urban, South-east
Queensland
Rural, South-east
Queensland
Urban, South-east
Queensland
Rural, Whole of
Queensland
Rural, South-east
Queensland
Rural, South-east
Queensland
Rural/ urban, South-east
Queensland
Rural, South-east
Queensland
Rural, Central Queensland

ICM group partners with local governments to do vegetation mapping and
assessments
Work with landholders on farm forestry and revegetation projects

Internally initiated, place and interest based, aspirationally
inclusive multilateral partnership
Externally initiated, place and interest-based, aspirationally
inclusive multilateral partnership (now self-managed)
Externally initiated, place-based, limited multilateral
collaboration
Externally initiated, place and interest-based, aspirationally
inclusive multilateral partnership
Self - initiated, place-based, limited multilateral partnership

Coastal, Rural/ Urban,
South-east Queensland
Coastal, Rural/ Urban,
South-east Queensland
Coastal, Rural, South-east
Queensland
Coastal, Urban, South-east
Queensland

Implementing a community-based catchment management strategy

Determine environmental flows and water allocation on local stream systems
Undertake water weed, revegetation and catchment education work on a
domestic water supply catchment
Run a Catchment Congress for local students
Introducing Landcare in SE Qld horticultural industries
Forming local community Bushcare groups for local government public land
Working with community and industry on a local revegetation project
Doing revegetation and rehabilitation work on remnant rainforest mosaics
Agencies working together to encourage private native farm forestry
Determine environmental flows and water allocation on local stream systems
Implementing a community-based catchment management strategy
Reconciling and managing fire and biodiversity issues
Regional rural industry and rural community renewal
Coordination and integration of regional planning in a rural area

Establishing and supporting an ICM group
University undertaking research to inform land use planning and
management on a privately owned, regionally significant land parcel
Industry and conservation group working to resolve a land planning and
management dispute over a site of international nature conservation
significance

Externally initiated, interest and practice-based, limited
multilateral partnership
Externally initiated, place-based, limited multilateral
collaboration
Externally initiated, place-based, limited multilateral
partnership
Self-initiated, place and interest-based, limited multilateral
partnership
Self-initiated, place, interest and practice-based, limited
multilateral collaboration
Externally initiated, place-based, limited multilateral
partnership
Externally initiated, place-based, aspirationally inclusive
multilateral partnership
Self-initiated, interest-based, limited multilateral partnership
giving rise to an aspirationally inclusive multilateral partnership
Self-initiated, place and interest-based, multilateral partnership
Externally initiated, place and interest-based, aspirationally
inclusive multilateral partnership
Externally initiated, place-based, aspirationally inclusive
multilateral partnership
Self-initiated, place-based, limited multilateral partnership
Externally initiated, place and interest-based bilateral
collaboration (self-managed over time)
Self-initiated, place and interest-based, bilateral partnership
(self managed)

Research phase
and viewpoint

Phase 1 –
coordinator
viewpoint

Phase 2 - NRM
viewpoint
Phase 3 –
participant
viewpoint
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As a researcher selecting case studies, I was interested in Phase 1 in finding examples
of effective collaborations and partnerships and, in Phase 2 and 3 case studies, at
gaining access to the research setting and participants over a prolonged period of time,
not in investigating similarities and differences between partnership types.
Table 5.2 shows that seven of the nineteen case studies were self-initiated – an initiative
of one or more of the partners. Case Studies 2 and 18 were externally initiated, but very
quickly became self-managed due to the high levels of motivation and the skill and
expertise of the participants. The remainder of the externally initiated case studies
continued to have involvement of an external party in a coordination or brokerage
capacity. Only two of the partnerships did not have an emphasis on ‘place’. For most
participants in the case studies the significance of a particular geographic location had
been a significant factor in bringing the participants together. In terms of participant
diversity, five of the nineteen case studies were aspirationally inclusive multilateral
partnerships, the remainder being bilateral or limited multilateral relationships. All of
the aspirationally inclusive multilateral partnerships were externally initiated, with only
one of the five becoming self-managed. All of the self-initiated partnerships were also
self-managed.

5.3

Effectiveness of case study collaborations and
partnerships

Chapter 3.6 presented four criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of NRM groups,
collaborations and partnerships: (i) achievement of goals, (ii) indirect benefits achieved,
(iii) whether the group processes being used met the social and emotional needs of
participants, and (iv) whether or not the outcome achieved was better than the best
outcome that may have been achieved otherwise.4 Table 5.3 summarises an evaluation
of the nineteen cases against these four criteria. The Table also notes whether the goals
of each case study relationship have been mutually derived (Long and Arnold, 1995,
p.6). It also indicates whether, from my observations, these goals were capable of being
achieved given the resources available.

4

The Best Alternative To a Partnership Outcome (BATPO)
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Table 5.3:

Effectiveness of cases that made up collective case study

Case that make up the
collective case study

Are the goals mutually
derived?

Are the goals achievable given the
resources and capabilities of
participants?

Are these goals being achieved?

Are any indirect benefits
being achieved?

1. ICM group (rural)

Yes

Yes, with the help of NHT.

Yes

2. Landcare group
(650 members)

Yes

Yes, existing and new partners are
offering resources, making rather
ambitious goals more achievable
over time.

Yes

3. Water advisory
committees (older,
very experienced
officer)

Yes, with the broad area of
interest being set by
government.

Yes

4. Catchment Care
group

Yes

Not specifically stated, but appear
to be as goals are being achieved.

Yes, although government then sought
to introduce a more ecocentric view of
water resources using concepts such as
environmental flows. Such concepts
were usually unknown and of little
interest to participants.
Yes, Cabomba weed is gone.

Yes, social capital of the
group has increased. External
links with Councils are seen as
needing improvement.
Yes, social capital of group is
increasing. New members are
joining. Group is enjoying
greater influence in the
community.
Yes, social learning has
occurred in the group. The
extension officer has also
learnt much from the group.

5. ICM group

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes, social capital has been
built within the partnership
and with organisations
external to the partnership.

6. Farmcare groups

No, not initially, but
eventually it was expected that
new participants would
contribute to goal setting.

No, and this was eventually
realised.

No, although with the reframing of the
project that has taken place, some
progress towards project goals is now
being made.

Yes, friendships and trust
between project partners and
other participants are
developing.

7. Bushcare groups

Yes, within the area of interest
set by local government (ie the
management of habitat
reserves under local
government control)

Yes

Yes

Yes, the collaboration has
been recognised by politicians
and senior management as
building social capital between
local communities and
Council.

8. Landcare group
(15 members)

Yes

Yes

Yes

9. NGO/ NGO/ State
agency

Yes

Yes, with NHT funding.

Yes, rainforest remnants have been
successfully rehabilitated.

Yes, social capital has been
built, particularly between the
Landcare group and local
businesses and has empowered
the group to look at more
ambitious projects.
Yes, greater understanding of
sub-tropical rainforest
rehabilitation has been gained.

Yes, education and awareness
goals and riparian restoration
goals are also being achieved.

Is the partnership/ collaboration
being well managed with respect
to social and emotional well-being
of the participants?
Yes, however, participants have
identified that they need to
improve their communication with
each other.
Yes, extension officer has
withdrawn over time as he has
observed the group developing its
capacity for self-management.

How do the partnership/
collaboration achievements
compare to the BATPO?
Very favourably

Very favourably

Yes, the group is also becoming
more self-reflective.

Very favourably

Yes, social capital has been built
within the partnership and with
other individuals and organisations
external to the partnership.
It appears that social capital has
been built, but the processes by
which this were done were not
stated.

Very favourably

No, not initially, the landcare
group process approach was an
admitted failure. A more focussed,
on-farm, environmental
management system approach is
leading to greater trust being
developed.
Yes

Yes

Yes, the group has gone to great
lengths to develop social capital
and to learn from each other and
their experience together.

Very favourably, although
no before and after
educational measures were
taken, levels of sponsorship
and participation rates are
mentioned.
Not used, difficult to tell at
this stage.

Very favourably, although
not used by the author.
Local government could not
afford the resources
necessary to achieve the onground outcomes of this
collaboration.
Probably better than the
BATPO, although this is not
stated by the authors.

Yes, the project outcomes
were better than “would
have readily been effected
by the three organisations
alone” p.3.
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Case studies that
make up the collective
case study

Are the goals mutually
derived?

Are the goals achievable given the
resources and capabilities of
participants?

Are these goals being achieved?

Are any indirect benefits
being achieved?

10. State agency/
State agency

Yes

Yes

Yes

Unknown, not stated

11. Water advisory
committees (younger,
less experienced
officer)

Yes, within the broad
parameters set by government

Yes

12. ICM group
(rural)

Yes

No, the goals set were probably too
ambitious for the available
resources.

Yes, although government then sought
to introduce a more ecocentric view of
water resources such as environmental
flows, as such concepts were usually
unknown and of little interest to
participants.
No, only partly. The goals set are too
ambitious given the available
resources.

13. Local/ State Govt.

Yes

Yes

Yes

14. Local Govt./
Local Govt.

Yes

No, the goals set for on-ground
action could only be achieved if
Federal Government funding was
forthcoming and greater ownership
of the partnership relationship was
achieved throughout the two
organisations.

No, as a consequence of not obtaining
federal funding, goals set were not
achieved.

Yes, there is more community
interest and the participants
are holding a national
conference on the topic that is
the focus of their partnership.
Yes, new relationships have
been built between the two
local governments that
previously did not work
together.

Yes

Yes

No, the goals set for on-ground
action were not always viable
given the lack of resources and
legal authority of the group.

No, only when resources and authority
match the goals set.

15. Regional planning Yes
project

16. ICM group
(rural/ urban)

Yes

Is the partnership/ collaboration
being well managed with respect
to social and emotional well-being
of the participants?
Unknown, not stated

Unknown, not stated.

Yes, social capital has been
built. The consultation
process makes it easier to do
‘difficult things’.

Unknown, not explicitly stated.

Unknown, not stated.

Yes, social capital has been
built. It is “clear these
activities are having a
significant effect on local
agencies.”

Yes, sincere attempts have been
made to create “the conditions in
which people feel secure so they
can then personally make the
decision to be part of the process”
(Data Record 12, Case Record 12
p.1).
Yes, coordinator and leaders of the
partnerships ensure a sharing of
roles amongst the partner
organisations.

Not used by the author, but
it would appear better than
the BATPO.

Yes, partnership members
have developed new skills and
knowledge as a result of their
involvement. They are now
using these skills in the
betterment of their own
organisations.
Yes, participants have
developed new skills,
knowledge and relationships.
They are using these to further
the goals of the partnership
and of their own organisation.

Yes, the meetings between the two
local governments were
thoughtfully and carefully
facilitated. There was an
admission by the facilitators that
they should have brought the
federal government into the
process much earlier than they did.
Yes, partners are given “air time”
and claims are made that strong
facilitation skills are used.
Meetings are always preceded by
social gatherings.
Yes, the process has been strongly
facilitated. One participant
implied that it had been too
strongly facilitated. Others were
happy with the facilitation.

How do the partnership/
collaboration achievements
compare to the BATPO?

Not used by the authors, but
the outcomes appear better
than wwould have been
achieved by the BATPO.
Not used by the authors, but
the new relationships
formed between two local
governments whose
communities were
traditional rivals appears
better than the BATPO.
Not used by the authors.
However, the outcome
appears better than what
would have been achieved
through ‘business as usual.’
Yes, several participants
interviewed said that
catchment association had
given much better outcomes
than what had been
achieved previously.
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Case studies that
make up the collective
case study

Are the goals mutually
derived?

Are the goals achievable given the
resources and capabilities of
participants?

Are these goals being achieved?

Are any indirect benefits
being achieved?

17. State Govt./ Local
Govt./ Local Govt.

Yes, but not at all levels
throughout the three
organisations.

No, some of the goals set for onground action could only be
achieved if federal government
funding was forthcoming and
greater ownership of the
partnership relationship was
achieved throughout the two
organisations

No, the partners formed a catchment
association. They now have difficulty
supporting it, because they did not
clarify, organisationally, their financial
and in-kind commitment.

Yes, participants have
developed new skills,
knowledge and relationships.
They are using these to further
the goals of the partnership
and of their own organisation.

18. Industry/
University

Yes

Yes

Yes

19. Conservation
group/ Industry

Yes

Yes, both organisations freely
brought their resources to bear on
the problem as required.

Yes, the scale of the problem, the
resources available and the resources
available allowed for a suitable
resolution of the problem.

Is the partnership/ collaboration
being well managed with respect
to social and emotional well-being
of the participants?
No, regular meetings between all
three parties were not held. Parties
met in pairs or as part of the larger
catchment association they had
formed and supported.
Relationships were not developed
at all levels throughout the
organisations. Social liability was
incurred.

How do the partnership/
collaboration achievements
compare to the BATPO?

Yes, participants have
developed new skills,
knowledge and relationships.
They are using these to further
the goals of the partnership
and of their own organisation.

Yes, the participants quickly
became a self-facilitating group
with a good understanding of each
other’s needs.

Yes. In one interview in
particular, the participant
says that the outcome
achieved has been far
superior to that which ould
have been achieved
otherwise.

Yes, both parties have
developed new skills,
knowledge and respect for
each other. They are now
using these attributes to
address similar problems
elsewhere throughout Moreton
Bay.

Yes, one of the participants took
on the role of facilitator. He called
in help as he saw appropriate.

Yes, participants said that
the unattracitveness of the
BATPO, going to Court
against each other was one
of the main motivations to
work together.

No, not stated explicitly by
the partners. However, this
was seen to be better than
what was happening
previously.
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From an analysis of Table 5.3, seven observations can be made about the goals, indirect
benefits, outcomes and ‘effectiveness’ of these nineteen cases.
1. Mutually derived goals were most common. The goals of all self-initiated
partnerships (Case Study 5, 9, 13, 17 and 19) were mutually derived. In all but
one of these cases (Case Study 17), the goals were achieved, either using
resources of participants, or resources external to the relationship but available
to the participants. Eleven of the thirteen case studies in which the relationship
between participants was externally initiated had goals that were mutually
derived by the participants, and in five instances were either not, or only partly
achieved.
2. Effective partnerships required agreement on goals at all levels of the
organisations involved. In Case Study 17 the partnership involved a Local and a
State Government agency in establishing and supporting a Catchment
Management group. Even though the goals were mutually derived by
representatives of the two organisations, it appeared they had not been agreed
upon at all levels within each organisation and that this led to problems as to
what resources each should contribute to the partnership.
3. All case studies achieved at least one or more of their goals. Within all case
studies, failure to reach goals was only ever partial.
4. Outcomes of case study NRM partnerships and collaborations were generally
much better than the BATPO. Case studies showed evidence of outcomes that
were better than the BATPO. In several case studies (9, 16, 18 and 19)
participants specifically used the BATPO concept to explain why they thought
their partnership was effective. In Case Study 9 one participant explained that
the project outcomes were better “than would have readily been effected by the
three organisations alone.”5 Case Study 6 was an exception. There were setbacks
because significant stakeholders (i.e. horticulturalists) had not been initially
included in the partnership process, so it was too early to judge eventual
outcomes of the process.

5

Appendix 9.3: Data Record 9; Case Record 9; p.3.
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5. All case studies showed evidence of achieving indirect benefits. All case studies
showed evidence of indirect benefits in the form of enhanced social capital. For
example, in Case Study 2, a Landcare group with 650 members, growth in
membership has brought the partnership access to new networks. In working as
‘partnership organisation’ (Eisler and Koegel, 1996, pp.5-15), social capital,
grew both within and external to the partnership, allowing the group to achieve
goals that would have appeared unrealistic at the time the partnership was
formed in 1989. In Case Study 4, a Catchment Care group was formed with the
initial goal of addressing aquatic weed problems in a coastal water supply
impoundment, but indirect benefits, relating to riparian restoration and education
and awareness programs, as well as the building of social capital both within and
external to the group, were obtained.6 Local government politicians recognised
the political value of the social capital built in Case Study 7. The Bushcare
program manager reported this was one of the reasons the Bushcare program,
the focus of this case study, gained increasing support from its Local
Government (M. See, pers. com., 2001). Participants from Case Studies 17, 18
and 19 commented that they had gained new knowledge and skills that they
were now using in other areas of their life or within the organisations that they
represented. The partners from Case Study 19 are now undertaking projects in
adjacent geographical areas to resolve problems similar to the one that initially
had brought them together (Scott, pers. com., 2003).
6. Goals not mutually derived were harder to achieve. In some cases, participants
involved in case studies where goals were not mutually derived (i.e. Case Study
3, 6 and 11) showed evidence of having greater difficulty in achieving the goals
set for the relationship. It is reported in the extended abstracts that participants in
Case Studies 3 and 11 (water advisory committee members) generally had little
knowledge or interest in environmental flows and were sometimes reluctant to
allocate water for this purpose, even if this was desired by government officers
working with the committees. In Case Study 6, significant stakeholders (i.e.
horticulturalists) were not meaningfully included in initial goal setting. The goal
of establishing horticultural farmcare groups was not achieved, as it was viewed
with suspicion by horticulturalists, and another process (eg development and
implementation of on-farm environmental management systems), that could
6

Appendix 4.3: Data Record 4; Case Record 4; pp.1-3
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potentially lead to similar on-ground outcomes was put forward by
horticulturalists, once they were meaningfully included in the goal-setting
process.
7. Not matching goals to capabilities contributed to failure to achieve them. In
seven cases (Case Studies 1, 6, 9, 12, 14, 16 and 17) some goals set by
participants were quite unrealistic. This was for two reasons. Firstly, goals could
only be achieved with the help of external funding (usually Natural Heritage
Trust) that, even once obtained, was not guaranteed on an ongoing basis (e.g.
Case Study 1, 12, 14, 16 and 17). Secondly, the resources and legal authority of
the partnership were not always adequate to meet the goals set by the
participants (eg Case Study 16).
Viewed individually, each case study may have its shortcomings, but viewed
collectively, they meet the criteria for effective NRM groups, collaborations and
partnerships set out at the start of this section. Collectively, they provide an adequate set
of cases from which to determine characteristics of effective NRM partnerships. While
achievement of goals is an important definitional characteristic of NRM partnership
effectiveness, by itself it does not richly describe or characterise NRM partnerships. The
following section introduces the second part of the analysis process outlined in the
introduction to this chapter, giving an overview of what an analysis of these case studies
has revealed as their shared characteristics. Evidence from the coding and analysis of
cases and, where relevant, from the literature review, justifying this overview of the
characteristics of effective NRM partnerships, then follows.

5.4

Characteristics of effective NRM partnerships

Two characteristics emerge from the literature review as definitive of effective
partnerships – the sharing of power and the notion of ‘effectiveness’, that the
relationship is able to achieve its stated goal(s).7 Using the coding and iterative data
analysis processes discussed in Chapter 4.4 and illustrated in Figure 4.4, eleven
characteristics of effective NRM partnerships emerged. Research participants saw the
sharing of power and responsibility for use of that power as fundamental to an NRM
partnership. This was one of the eleven characteristics. However, the notion that an
7

See Chapter 2.3.3.4 and Chapter 3.6.
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effective partnership would indeed be ‘effective’ and able to achieve its stated goals did
not feature in the data. This characteristic may be viewed as self-evident.8 Nevertheless,
it is important that this definitional characteristic of ‘effectiveness’ is recognised. The
cases were analysed to assess their effectiveness according to this characteristic, as
shown in Table 5.3. Adding this characteristic to the eleven characteristics derived from
coding and analysis of the data records, twelve characteristics of effective partnerships
may then be recognised. Table 5.4, on the following pages, matches these characteristics
against the cases of the critical collective case study.

8

The idea that an effective partnership would indeed be ‘effective’ is tautological!
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Table 5.4:

Case studies and effective partnership characteristics
2
Shared power and
responsibility
(Definitional
characteristic)

3
ContextAppropriate
(Context
characteristic)

4
High levels of
motivation
(Participant
characteristic)

5
Realistic
expectations
(Participant
characteristic)

6
Good social
capital
building
processes
(Relationship
characteristic)

7
Good
communication
(Relationship
characteristic)

8
Good social
learning
processes
(Relationship
characteristic)

9
Shared values
(Relationship
characteristic)

10
Shared intent
(Relationship
characteristic)

11
Shared risk
taking
(Participant
characteristic)

12
Perceived
positively by
outsiders
(‘Outsider’
perception
characteristic)

Not always shared,
but always linked
Yes

Yes

Yes

Not always

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Unknown

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Wants to
improve this
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not always shared,
but always linked

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not initially

Yes

Yes

Not explicitly stated
Not initially

Yes
Yes

Yes
Not initially

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Unknown

Yes
Not initially

Yes
Not initially

Yes
Starting to
happen

Yes
Unknown

Power and
responsibility linked
but not shared

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Uncertain sponsorship and
partnership confused
Yes
Power and
responsibility linked,
but not shared

Yes

Initial
hesitancy
regarding
evaluation
process
Yes

Yes
Time scales
were
unrealistic
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Unknown

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Unknown

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Unknown

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Unknown
Confusion –
why so many
agencies?

11. Water
advisory
committees
12. ICM group

Not always shared,
but always linked

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Different
values
sometimes
involved
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

13. Local/ State
Government
14. Local govt./
local govt.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Lack of
resources an
issue over time
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

15. Regional
planning
project

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Case Studies

1
Effectiveness
(Definitional
characteristic)

Characteristics
1. ICM group
2. Landcare
group
3. Water
advisory
committee
4. Catchment
Care
group
5. ICM group
6. Farmcare
groups
7. Bushcare
group
See Table 5.3
8. Landcare
group
9. NGO/ NGO
10. State
agency/ State
agency

No resources
from Federal
Government
Yes

Yes

Yes

Unknown

Yes

Sufficient
common
ground
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Significant
risk taking

Not by Federal
Government

Yes

Unknown

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
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Case Studies

1
Effectiveness
(Definitional
characteristic)

2
Shared power and
responsibility
(Definitional
characteristic)

3
ContextAppropriate
(Context
characteristic)

4
High levels of
motivation
(Participant
characteristic)

5
Realistic
expectations
(Participant
characteristic)

Characteristics
16. ICM group

Yes

Yes

Yes

17. State govt./
local govt/
local govt.

Contested over time

Yes

Declining over
time

Universities provide
data and recommend
solutions. Industry
makes the decisions.
Power not shared.
Yes

Yes

Yes

Withdrawal of
funding and
resources by
government is
an issue
Withdrawal of
government
funding and
resources an
issue
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

See Table 5.3
18. Industry/
University

19.
Conservation
group/ industry

6
Good social
capital
building
processes
(Relationship
characteristic)
Conflict not
always used
creatively

7
Good
communication
(Relationship
characteristic)

8
Good social
learning
processes
(Relationship
characteristic)

9
Shared values
(Relationship
characteristic)

10
Shared intent
(Relationship
characteristic)

11
Shared risk
taking
(Relationship
characteristic)

12
Perceived
positively by
outsiders
(‘Outsider’
perception
characteristic)
Negative
perception
emerging over
time

Adversely
affected since
project officer
funding ceased

Adversely
affected since
project officer
funding ceased

Yes

Yes

Yes

Conflicts
avoided where
possible

Adversely
affected when
extension officer
relocated office

Adversely
affected when
project officer
funding ceased

Yes

Not clearly
stated

Yes

Unknown

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Some
confusion
here

Yes

Yes
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Table 5.4 shows that these characteristics may be placed in five groups relating to the:
•

Definition of an NRM partnership;

•

Context in which the partnership occurs;

•

Nature of the participants;

•

Nature of the relationship; and

•

Perceptions of people outside the partnership.

A brief description of each of the twelve characteristics and these five groups follows.
Evidence from the study and the literature review, justifying the claims made in each of
the following numbered points, then completes this chapter.
Definitional characteristics
These characteristics help to define a relationship as an effective partnership. They are:
1. Effectiveness. Collectively speaking, the cases studied showed that effective
NRM partnerships were able to achieve their stated goal(s). They were also able
to achieve indirect benefits for partners. The ‘partnership process’ was well
managed and the outcomes achieved were better than the BATPO.9
2. Shared power and responsibility. The study showed that participants in effective
NRM partnerships shared power and responsibility. Power to make decisions
and take action and the responsibilities for doing so remained linked, with no
partner having the power to enforce others to be responsible for their decisions
or actions.10
Context characteristic
Partnerships may be viewed as a type of citizen participation process.11 From a citizen
participation perspective, the importance of using context-appropriate citizen
participation processes was discussed in Chapters 3.2 and 3.3. It was also evident in the
study as:

9

BATPO = Best Alternative To a Partnership Outcome. See Chapter 3.6 for a discussion on
‘effectiveness’.
10
As outlined in Chapter 2.3.3.3 and 2.3.3.4 as well as Figure 3.1, the Pendulum of Citizen Participation,
‘partnership’ may be differentiated from ‘collaboration’ and ‘cooperation’ on the basis of power
sharing between participants. The other ten characteristics listed in the summary above are
characteristic of an effective NRM collaboration. If power and responsibility for its use are renegotiated
and shared within a relationship, it moves from collaboration to partnership.
11
Chapter 2.3.2.
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3. Context-appropriateness. The study showed that effective NRM partnerships
were initiated when they were appropriate to the nature of the NRM problem,
the potential partners and the existing relationship between them.
Participant characteristics
In Chapter 3.10, partnerships were shown to be more effective if participants shared
several characteristics including expertise, credibility, learning and listening ability,
commitment, a willingness to move towards unconventional solutions and if the NRM
problem at hand was of core relevance to the participants (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.9
and p.61).12 While all these attributes were significant, both to the participants and the
relationship they shared, core relevance of the NRM problem was of over-riding
importance. Core relevance leads to high levels of motivation. In this study this and one
other characteristic were revealed to be of over-riding importance. They were:
4. High levels of motivation. The study revealed that effective NRM partnerships
were initiated when participants had positive perceptions of themselves and each
other. They perceived mutual benefit in working together. Participants perceived
the NRM problem(s) on which they were working having high core relevance
and seriously affecting their business and / or values. They realised that they
could not resolve the problem(s) by working individually. Partners had high
levels of motivation to solve the problem(s), although they may have had
different motivations for wishing to do so.
5. Realistic expectations. Effective NRM partnerships showed a congruence of
ambitions and capabilities of partners. Partners had realistic expectations of what
may be achieved given their legal authority, resources, time and skills. In some
circumstances the capabilities of the partners enriched over time, allowing them
to achieve more challenging goals. The level of time and resources that partners
committed was a good indication of their commitment to the partnership.
Partners saw an effective partnership as an asset, not as a cost.
Relationship characteristics
In Chapters 2.6, 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 3.7 and 3.8 the levels of social capital and the quality
of the social learning processes within relationships were shown to be intimately
related the effectiveness of NRM groups, and the collaborations and partnerships
within them. This study provided empirical evidence to show how social capital and
12

See Figure 3.3.
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social learning impacted on partnership effectiveness. Coding and analysis of data
records revealed five characteristics of relationships as typical of effective
partnerships. They were:
6. Good social capital building processes. The study showed that effective NRM
partnerships were based on good personal relationships, existing within a
supportive social climate. They had well-established conflict resolution
processes, and inbuilt mechanisms to build social capital both within and outside
the partnership. Effective NRM partnerships exhibited high levels of trust and
had clear, well-accepted expectations of partner behaviour. They were enmeshed
in social networks and had access to the ‘right’ people to help them to be
effective.
7. Good communication. Effective NRM partnerships were based on good
communication, both internal and external to the partnership. Communication
was timely, informed and audience-appropriate.
8. Social learning. Participants in effective NRM partnerships looked for
opportunities to acquire knowledge together about their common NRM
problem(s) and were willing to change their actions as a result of this learning.
They had access to information and were able to store, retrieve, share and
interpret this information. The partners engaged in personal reflection and
shared this learning. Effective, inclusive multilateral partnerships, such as ICM
groups were seen as ‘broad think-tanks’ by the partners and, often, by those
outside the partnership.
9. Shared values. While participants in effective NRM partnerships may have held
different values in relation to the NRM problem that brought them together, they
valued their relationship similarly and shared values of mutual respect,
transparency and honesty.
10. Shared intent. All partners in effective partnerships were clear on their own
intentions and had shared them with each other. They also shared their
expectations of themselves and of each other and what the partnership may
achieve. Partners shared a vision of how the NRM problem(s) that were
important to them might be resolved and what role the partnership would play in
achieving that vision. They agreed on achievable, shared goals, objectives,
priorities and common tasks.
11. Shared risk taking. Participants in an effective NRM partnership had an action
orientation. They had a willingness to make the partnership effective and were
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prepared to take risks and show through action that they were committed to early
partnership achievement, leading to further commitment and action. They
achieved measurable, positive, on-ground results.
‘Outsider’ perception characteristic
While this was a qualitative study, largely relying on the ‘emic’, or the insider’s
point of view, participants in this study showed that they also valued the ‘etic’, or
outsider’s point of view. They felt that effective NRM partnerships were:
12. Positively perceived by outsiders. People outside the relationship perceived
effective NRM partnerships positively. The partnership had a reputation as being
credible, effective and successful.
The definitional characteristic of ‘effectiveness’ has been discussed in Chapter 3.6 and
an analysis of the critical collective case study, in terms of effectiveness, presented in
Chapter 5.3. In the following sections the remaining eleven characteristics are
discussed, with evidence presented from the case study analysis, and where appropriate
the literature, to validate each characteristic as indicative of an effective NRM
partnership.
5.4.1

Shared power and responsibility

In citizen participation terms, power sharing is central to the definition of a partnership.
Absence of power sharing differentiates collaboration from partnership.13 The data
revealed a variety of ways in which participants perceived power and how they thought
the manifestation and distribution of power within a partnership affected their ability to
achieve the NRM goals they had set. As mentioned earlier, I tried, as much as possible
not to discuss power and other social science concepts, particularly in my earlier
interactions with participants, as I felt this might have interfered with the ‘naturalness’
of their actions and responses.14
However, in one interview, Ursula, a Local Government Councillor, recognised my
reluctance to raise power as an issue in her case study:

13
14

See Chapter 2.3.3.3 and Chapter 2.3.3.4.
See Chapter 4.4.1 for comments on use of terms relating to power such as ‘partnership’ and
‘collaboration’ when undertaking this study. Power, the way it is construed, and responsibility for its
use are prominent themes in the citizen participation and environmental and natural resource
management literature on partnerships. See Chapters 2.3.2, 2.6 and 2.7 in the literature review.
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That is power. That is what you are talking around. Sometimes we say, “Let’s
have a partnership,” but really it is still going to be Council that makes the
decision, so it is not really a partnership. It is a consultation.15
Ursula viewed sharing power, at least in relation to decision-making, as central to the
definition of a partnership. Her comment concurred with Arnstein’s sense of the term, in
which partnerships depended on power holders being prepared to give up power and to
share it with others (Arnstein, 1969, p.221). Similarly, Noel, an extension officer with a
rural catchment management group, commented on his work that:
The philosophy has been one of partnership, but it is significant that on some
crucial issues power has been delegated to the community de facto by virtue of
the ability of some groups, such as (his catchment management group) to
resolve seemingly intractable issues.16
There is something contradictory in the use of the word ‘but’ in this quotation. It
indicates Noel believed that an NRM partnership between a catchment management
group and those that ‘hold the power,’ presumably government, was possible without
power sharing.17 Something else is also evident. Noel says governments, as power
holders, may decide to delegate power to a group and work in partnership “to resolve
seemingly intractable issues.” Governments in the region where Noel worked have
recognised that they have not solved some NRM problems, and that they must work
with other stakeholders if they are to be successful in this task. This observation lends
validity to the first question asked in the citizen participation decision tree presented as
Figure 3.2.18
Harold, a State Government representative in Case Study 16, viewed partnerships as
negotiated relationships, comparing them to his idea of marriage, where partners tried to
exert their will over each other. On being asked what he thought were the characteristics
of an effective NRM partnership, Harold replied:
Surely it is not different to a good marriage. Be understanding, be forgiven, be
supportive and still try to get your own way. We are always subconsciously or
otherwise trying to influence people towards our way of thinking in everything we
do. People are doing it to us all the time as well.19

15

Appendix 17.3: Data Record 59; Case Record 17; p.5.
Appendix 12.3: Data Record 12; Case Record 12; p.1 with my substitution for the name of the group.
17
This is contrary to the definition used in this thesis.
18
The first question states - Does government have all that is needed to resolve an NRM problem? (ie Is it
likely that government will be effective working alone?)
19
Appendix 18.3: Data Record 69; Case Record 16; p.4.
16
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A commercial fisher, Lewis, interviewed in Phase 2, had a different view.20 He felt that
when people formed a catchment management group to try to solve shared NRM
problems that they, in effect, ‘created’ power. He explained, “It is not ‘written’ power.
It is there because you meet as a group.”21 He felt that such groups may have ‘enough
power’ to cause government to act. They could, as he put it, “get ‘up’ the Council and
… say, ‘What is happening? Nothing has been done.’”22 He also argued that it is good
to have a paid, professional coordinator who can put requests in writing, to “push this
along and get something done about it.”23 Reflecting a much more Foucauldian view of
power, Lewis has worked out how to partner in both an Arnsteinian and Eislerian
sense.24
Ursula, Noel, Harold and Lewis shared a common belief that the possession of power
allowed an individual or group to control others. In contrast, power may be viewed as
an attribute that enables rather than controls participants in a relationship.25 Matthew, an
industry consultant in Case Study 16, saw that there was a need for industry and
environmental groups to work out a different way to relate to each other on shared
natural resource and environmental problems. He said:
I would find common ground and I guess I am an optimist and I believe
everyone has a compromising point. I would try to form a partnership long
before I gave it away. You either have an … industry person who is cooperative
or you have conflict. There will always be industry and inevitably conflict unless
we find a better way to do it. We showed that there is a better way.26
These words echo those of Eisler and Montuori (2001, pp.11-17) who argue that
partnership organisations are characterised by a suite of factors including a reconceptualisation of power, from power to control others and the environment, to power
to work with others to achieve common goals. Unlike Harold who saw power in a
partnership as something participants used to exert influence over each other, Matthew
saw power in a partnership as something that participants shared to build on common
ground to achieve a shared goal.
20

Ursula, Noel and Harold viewed power as a commodity - something that ‘existed’ and could be shared
or fought over. Lewis viewed power as something that could be ‘created’ by people when they formed
relationships.
21
Appendix 17.3: Data Record 59; Case Record 16; p.8.
22
Appendix 17.3: Data Record 59; Case Record 16; p.8.
23
Appendix 17.3: Data Record 59; Case Record 16; p.8.
24
Foucault’s theories on power are briefly discussed in Chapter 2.7. See Table 2.2 for a comparison on
Arnstein and Eisler’s view on power.
25
See Chapter 2.6 on this point.
26
This is a quotation from Appendix 19.3: Data Record 92; Case Record 19; p.8, with my replacement of
the specific name of the industry involved.
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Of the 92 data records collected and analysed in this study, only two showed evidence
of participants who believed that power sharing was not definitive of partnership.27 As
outlined in the literature review, collaboration and cooperation may be differentiated
from partnership by lack of power sharing amongst participants.28 The decision tree in
Figure 3.2 may be used to determine context-appropriate NRM citizen participation
processes. In terms of analysing individual case studies, Case Studies 3, 10, 11 and 18
have been classified as context-appropriate collaborations rather than partnerships.29
Case Studies 3 and 11 involved Water Advisory Committees. As the name suggests, one
would expect that the citizen participation processes used in such committees would be
advisory or consultative rather than one of partnership. However, in these two case
studies committees often did much more than merely advise government on water
management in a stream system. The government and riparian landholders along the
stream collaborated to achieve a mutually beneficial goal – more equitable and
sustainable allocation of water within a stream system. Chris, the extension officer in
Case Study 3, commented that government “officers give the committee free reign as
much as possible and only intervene when all other options are exhausted.”30
In Case Study 10 two different units within a government department worked together
to encourage private landholders to take up farm forestry on their properties. While
there is evidence in the abstract that all parties (the two different government
departments and private landholders) collaborated with each other, there is no evidence
that they shared power. The private landholders still made their own decision as to
whether they entered into farm forestry after collaborating with government.31 In Case
Study 18, a university and an industry group collaborated to research place-specific
information for land planning purposes. While both parties contributed to a mutually
beneficial goal, neither party had power to tell the other how to do the research or what
to do with the data in terms of making land use planning decisions. While power was

27

Refer back to quotations and interpretations of an extended abstract from Noel and an interview from
Harold from Data Record 12; Case Study 12;p.1 (Appendix 12.3) and Data Record 69; Case Study 16;
p.4 (Appendix 18.3).
28
See Chapter 2.3.3.3 and Chapter 2.3.3.4 for discussion on this point.
29
As outlined in Table 5.4
30
Appendix 3.3: Data Record 3; Case Record 3; p.3
31
Appendix 10.3: Data Record 10; Case Study 10; p.2
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not shared, the roles of the parties were mutually beneficial.32 This, therefore, was a
collaboration rather than a partnership.
These four case studies illustrate that it is not always necessary to form a partnership to
work on an NRM problem. Depending on the circumstances, collaboration may be the
preferred option.33 Power should only be shared when the responsibility for the
consequences of its use is also shared. In the Water Advisory Committee examples, the
government had the ultimate legal responsibility to ensure the sustainable use of water
within a stream system, not the riparian landholders. It should therefore collaborate but
not share power with landholders. In terms of the farm forestry example, the landholder
has the power to decide whether or not to enter into farm forestry. They might
collaborate with the government extension officers, but in the end they make the
decision and they have to accept responsibility for farm forestry practices on their land.
Case Study 18, mentioned above, shows a similar nexus between power and
responsibility. In an effective NRM collaboration or partnership no one is expected to
assume responsibility for the decisions or actions of other participants.
Analysis of the data also reveals that, from a citizen participation perspective, NRM
partnerships are most effective when the context is appropriate for their development.
The next section focuses on this characteristic.
5.4.2

Context appropriateness

From a government perspective, as outlined in Chapter 2.3.2, NRM partnerships may be
viewed as a type of citizen participation process (Arnstein 1969; Connor, 1994; South
Lanarkshire Shire Council, 1998). The work of Lawrence and Deagen (2001), from
which the citizen participation decision tree in Figure 3.2 has been developed, indicates
that other researchers consider it important that NRM citizen participation processes are
context-appropriate. Research participants reinforced this view, expressing a variety of
insights as to how one might determine whether the formation of a partnership with
stakeholders was the ‘right tool for the job’. They focused on:
32

Throughout interviews with three people involved in this case study (i.e. Appendix 18.3: Data Records
65, 67 and 70) no interviewee mentioned that they would try to influence the activities of the other, for
example, in terms of the way they do the research or make the land use planning decisions. In fact,
much the opposite is true. From the industry side, one interviewee said that if they were involved
directly in the research the outcomes would always be “suspect to a degree,” and that they needed
information that was as unimpeachable as possible if they were to make well-informed, objective
planning decisions about their strategically significant parcel of land (Appendix 18.3: Data Record 70;
Case Record 18; p.1).
33
See Chapter 2.3.3.3 for a discussion on collaboration and cooperation.

176

•

The nature of the NRM problem,

•

The characteristics of the potential partners, and

•

The type of relationship they share.

For example, Chris,34 an extension officer from Phase 1, made the point that no two
situations were ever alike and that a coordinator had to really understand the context
within which he or she was working. He commented on what he termed the “Law of
Singularity” as it related to groups, noting that:
•
•
•

No two groups are the same;
No two meetings are the same; and
No two issues are the same.35

The observations of other extension officers who participated in Phase 1 reinforce this
point. They relate mainly to externally initiated partnerships, often large multilateral
ones such as Landcare and catchment management groups that aspire to include all who
may have a stake in a particular geographic region or catchment. For example, Bruce,
an extension officer involved in assisting in the formation of a large Landcare group,
noted that it was important that the community and not government staff identified
NRM problems or issues. Bruce commented that, “the community issues related to
Landcare in the region were identified by a number of workshops within the
community,” implying that if people were going to become active in the resolution of
NRM problems, it was necessary for them to come together to work out what was
important to them, and how they would tackle the problem, not for government to
decide on their behalf.36
Jack, an extension officer employed by an NGO, commented that in partnerships it was
also important that resolving the NRM problem represented a goal that “would not have
been readily affected by any of the partners alone.”37 Noel, an extension officer who had
brokered a very effective partnership between State and Local Government, noted that
the NRM problem should be of sufficient importance to stakeholders and that it should
“not belong exclusively to any particular interest group, agency or government.”38 NRM
problems that are amenable to partnership solutions should have “high core relevance”
34

As discussed in Chapter 4.6.1, to protect the anonymity of research participants, pseudonyms have been
used throughout this thesis.
35
Appendix 3.3: Data Record 3; Case Record 3; p.1.
36
Appendix 2.3: Data Record 2; Case Record 2; p.1.
37
Appendix 9.3: Data Record 9; Case Record 9; p.1.
38
Appendix 12.3: Data Record 12; Case Record 12; p.1.
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to the potential partners, but be problems over which they do not have complete control
(Long and Arnold, 1995, p.61). In contrast, people looking to involve others in the
resolution NRM problems over which they have complete control and responsibility
could be using the social capital or good will within a particular setting to ‘free-ride’ or
to abrogate their responsibility for managing that problem (Rydin and Pennington,
2000).
Industry participants involved in Phase 3 had a straightforward view of how they
assessed a situation and decided whether or not they should work with others. Frank an
industry participant collaborating with university researchers, commented that the
context must be ‘right’. Working in collaboration or partnership must save money, save
on litigation, save on consultants and help with core business. Frank continued, “what
industry can’t commit to is a very generic contribution for a collaborative arrangement
with no real nexus back to core business.”39 Being involved should be cheaper than not
being involved, and should help to enhance your reputation and public image. While
this may sound somewhat mercenary, Jemma, an environmentalist involved in a very
effective NRM partnership with industry, viewed recognising business motivations as
key to developing industry – environmental NGO partnerships, warning, “Don’t try to
turn business into bleeding heart socialists or environmentalists; give business a sound
business reason why it should consider entering into a partnership.”40 Table 3.5
compared and contrasted three different meaning systems of different NRM sectors –
the State, market capitalism and community (Adams and Hess, 2001, p.20). Jemma is
saying that for the NRM problem to be relevant for a potential partner, it must be
important to his or her own meaning system, not someone else’s.
Ian, another research participant from industry, felt that an NRM problem suitable for
partnership action must cast a large shadow over the plans and activities of different
groups. It must appear as “big” and “strategic.”41 Matthew, an industry consultant,
stated that it should have one outcome or goal that has many different advantages for
many different people.42 Adam, an industry member of a catchment management group,

39

Appendix 18.3: Data Record 67; Case Record 18; p.4.
Appendix 19.4: Data Record 72; Case Record 19; p.4.
41
Appendix 18.3: Data Record 70; Case Record 18; p.5.
42
Appendix 19.3: Data Record 92; Case Record 19; p.2.
40
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stated that successful NRM partnerships were characterised by “partners having
complementary skills and a mutually satisfying basket of goals.”43
This last industry participant noted that the characteristics of the partners, similar to the
nature of the NRM problem, were also important. An NRM partnership may prove
ineffective if the partners do not have the skills and capacity to realise that they should
be involved. Ian stated that potential participants had to be experienced or perceptive
enough to look at the initial context and NRM problem and to evaluate the probable
outcome of their involvement against that achieved through not being involved.44 In
other words, they had to be able to evaluate the likely outcome of a potential partnership
against the BATPO, and to make a decision about their involvement. He continued
saying that industry people “must feel ownership of the issue” and that simply giving
money towards the resolution of an NRM problem did not make them “truly involved”
as “most people will give you money for nothing!”45
How potential partners perceive each other, in some circumstances, may be just as
important as how they perceive the NRM problem in question or how that problem
affects them. For example, Ken, a community member from Phase 2, commented that
he felt the catchment management group, of which he was a member, was perceived
favourably by the local Council, because by partnering with the group the Council was
able to obtain ‘middle ground’ or ‘consensus’ views about different NRM problems.
The catchment management group had credibility as it was endorsed by other agencies
and hence was seen as more credible than individuals or single-issue groups.46 In
contrast, Adam, an industry participant from Phase 3, noted that partnership
relationships could start as conflict relationships. The case study he was involved in had
started in conflict. He noted that it takes good communication, good will and risk-taking
on the part of the participants to effect this change. He mentioned to me in his interview
that he was prepared to take a risk and work in partnership to resolve the NRM problem
and subsequent conflict that faced his company and an environmental NGO, because he
had previously had success in a similar situation.47 Potential partners then, may also be
drawn to each other, not because the partner has a complementary skill or a resource
that they need, but because they can see no cost-effective or ‘win-win’ way out of the
43

Appendix 19.3: Data Record 62; Case Record 19; p.4.
Appendix 18.3: Data Record 70; Case Records 18; p.5.
45
Appendix 18.3: Data Record 70; Case Records 18; pp.8-9.
46
Appendix 17.3: Data Record 74; Case Record 17; p.1.
47
Appendix 19.3: Data Record 62; Case Record 19; p.3.
44
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NRM conflict situation in which they are placed and are therefore prepared to take a
risk and work in partnership with others. Conflict and complementary skills and
attributes can both draw people together to work in NRM partnerships.
While NRM group members and coordinators generally recognised when collaborations
and partnerships were context-appropriate, this study revealed that the State
Government had a challenge in this regard. Apart from Case Study 1 and 19, the State
Government employed all the coordinators involved in the study. Five case studies
focused specifically on the development of collaborations and partnerships between
State Government and industry, community or Local Government.48 One industry
participant in Phase 3 commented that what government wants from these relationships:
Shouldn’t be called partnerships, they should be called something that denotes a
lesser degree of workability. They are a looser arrangement, which says we will
work cooperatively to go in a particular direction. They are not a true partnership
where both sides contribute equally or in a proportional way to an agreed
outcome.49
This observation corroborates a statement made by a Phase 1 participant who wrote that,
the way the State Government dealt with larger aspirationally inclusive multilateral
partnerships, such as ICM groups, was “project agenda driven” and not an example of a
“community-owned” partnership.50 Some government-employed coordinators were very
aware of the role they played in developing relationships between State Government
and other stakeholders. For example, Chris and Milly commented on the advisory nature
of the collaborations on water allocation in which they, as both representatives of
government and as facilitators of the process, were involved.51 They did not confuse
other participants by speaking of ‘partnerships’. They made it clear that State
Government made the final decision in relation to stream water allocation. To make
good decisions, State Government needed advice. Chris and Milly organised and
facilitated water advisory committee meetings, bringing together riparian landholders
along streams to discuss stream water extraction and other water management issues.
They helped people to collaborate and work together to provide water and stream
management advice to State Government.

48

Case Studies 3, 9, 11, 13 and 17 in Appendices 2, 9, 11, 13 and 17.
Appendix 18.3: Data Record 67; Case Record 18; p.2.
50
Appendix 20.1.2: Data Record 26; Case Record 1-15; p.1.
51
Appendix 3.3: Data Record 3, Case Record 3, pp.1-2; Appendix 11.3: Data Record 11, Case Record 1,
pp.1-2.
49
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Correctly identifying when a partnership is an appropriate citizen participation process
can really unlock the potential that exists in a situation to solve a NRM problem or
make the most of an opportunity. Jemma, a member of the ICM group in Case Study 16,
commented that:
A coordinator has to understand that in order for things to happen the right
people have to come together. … They must be a networker and must value
people and where the value lies and capture that value and take it into the group
and bring the strength of one person together with the strength of another to
make it the strength of three people. If you can identify those strengths and push
those forward I really think that is it. I can’t see any future for a catchment group
with a coordinator who just sits and takes notes.52
In such a situation, having a coordinator who knows when to broker a partnership and
who recognises the values in people and how to bring them together, would indeed be
an important factor in determining the effectiveness of an NRM partnership.
Coordinators from the Phase 1 workshop also mentioned this in their discussions,
saying that in terms of collaborative and partnership-based approaches it was not just a
matter of how a coordinator worked to get people together but, depending on the
context, whether or not they should be attempting to get people to work collaboratively
or in partnership at all.53 These workshop participants also discussed the role of the
government in their partnership-building work. They felt that State Government
representatives on ICM groups “don’t act as if they are part of the group, they don’t
come back and say, well this is what the group said and what we can do. They just say,
we are here to listen to you as a community.”54 It appeared to them that government, as
a whole, did not realise that the relationship between the State and industry and
community, as embodied in these NRM groups, was really based on the personal
relationships industry and community people forged with government extension officers
and staff who worked as coordinators or representatives on these groups.
Government may talk of working in partnership with the community, but there needed
to be “dialogue with the community to negotiate the nature of partnerships with local
agency people,” if what it really means for government to work in partnership with
others was to be understood and accepted, both by government and its prospective

52

Appendix 19.3: Data Record 71; Case Record 19; p.10.
Appendix 20.1.2: Data Record 18; Case Records 1-15; p.9.
54
Appendix 20.1.2: Data Record 18; Case Records 1-15; p.8.
53

181

partners.55 The coordinators attending the Phase 1 workshop were all either government
employed or government funded. They were often seen as the ‘face of government’, or
at least doing its bidding. They felt that there needed to be clear and honest discussion,
reflection and deliberation about the government/ non-government relationship at all
relevant levels if they were to be able to broker context-appropriate NRM partnerships
to resolve particular NRM problems. Such a process is new and challenging for all
parties. In terms of NRM, the traditional actions of government fit fairly well within the
dominator model of Eisler’s cultural transformation theory, particularly in terms of
social structures and belief systems.56 Partnerships and bureaucracies are uneasy
bedfellows. One Phase 1 workshop participant, an extension officer, commented that
government institutional rhetoric was one of:
Openness and engagement and we are on the front line and we do it, and we then
communicate back up and we get jumped on or the messages are ignored
because it is a token and the actual ‘correct’ answers are in the bottom drawer or
the press release was written the day before the public meeting. Those sorts of
things happen all the time and there needs to be genuineness within the public
sphere. If there were genuineness in the public sphere then the public would
have increased faith in their views being taken seriously. Secondly, as
coordinators we would feel happy that we could go out and be an honest
conduit.57
The extension officer speaking above feels that government-employed or funded
coordinators attempting to work as partnership brokers may be ‘supported’ by a
government system that at times is relatively disinterested or even antagonistic to the
task for which they have been employed. Looking at the broader picture, one workshop
participant in Phase 1 commented, “If you are going to be a coordinator working
towards sustainability in our current cultural setting, you are the cause of conflict. You
have to learn to manage it.”58
In summary, the partnership broker and the participants must be able to assess the initial
context within which an NRM problem arises and to make a decision as to whether
working in partnership is a sensible and reasonable solution for that particular situation.
For a government extension officer attempting to act as a partnership broker, tools such
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as the decision tree presented as Figure 3.2, give guidance on the preferred citizen
participation process for a given context. The comments of research participants add
richness to the eight rather stark questions that make up the decision tree.59 They
describe the nature of the NRM problem, the participants and the relationship between
the participants that are found in situations suitable for NRM partnership building.
The characteristics that follow in this discussion relate in an overall sense to an effective
NRM partnership. They also relate to the initial context within which one must make an
assessment to partner or not to partner. The next characteristic discussed, high levels of
motivation on the part of participants, while found in effective partnerships, is also an
important element of the initial context. When assessing the initial context of an NRM
problem and the problem itself, as to its appropriateness for partnership action, it is
important to look for the seeds and the young plants that characteristically grow in a
mature ‘partnership forest’. It is to a fuller description of the other ‘plants’ that
characterise this forest that this analysis now turns.
5.4.3

High levels of motivation

Intuitively, it would appear sensible that participants in an effective NRM partnership
would have positive perceptions of the partnership and would be motivated to continue
their involvement in the relationship. The literature review provided evidence to support
this idea. For example, Long and Arnold (1995, p.61) use the concept of “core
relevance” for participants mapping it against levels of existing conflict between
participants to develop a typology of partnerships.60 They also identify “individual
agendas and motivations” as important in the “seed phase” of a partnership (Long and
Arnold, 1995, p.130).61 Analysis of the data from this study agrees with this notion.
In Case Study 1, a coordinator from a rural catchment group indicated that one of the
reasons he knew the partnership the group was developing with Local Governments in
the catchment was effective was because “Council staff are very happy with the
partnership and many people from outside the catchment have commented on the strong
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relationship that exists between the Centre (that the group runs) and Councils.”62 In
Case Study 13, where Local and State Government staff had come together to look at an
NRM problem of common concern, extension officers, Olive and Pat, commented that
“members have indicated their continuing interest and support for the group.”63
Similarly, a government officer involved in collaboration between university
researchers and his government department indicated in an interview that both parties
had shown commitment to the collaboration in that there was a “willingness to work
towards a common goal.”64 These high levels of motivation on the part of participants
indicate that their needs are being met.
The reverse is also true. Fred, an extension officer from Case Study 6, used a lack of
positive participant perceptions and motivation as an indicator of lack of collaboration
and partnership building between his working party and industry members. In his
extended abstract Fred said that this helped them to revamp the project to, “respond to
growers’ real needs and not our own perceived version of them.”65 Once the working
party improved their listening and observation skills and changed their project direction,
the growers with whom they were seeking to develop collaborative and partnershipbased relationships responded more favourably. Fred quoted one grower as saying after
a meeting that focused more on NRM from the grower perspective, “This has been the
best, open and frank discussion I have ever had with my grower peers on environmental
and sustainability issues confronting us as an industry.”66 Different things motivated
agency staff and growers. They had different meaning systems, with the agency staff
tending to follow the meaning system of the State, and the growers finding more
meaning in market capitalism.67 Until the agency staff in the working party ‘stepped
outside’ their meaning system, there was no dialogue with the growers. As a result, they
moved from their preferred, Landcare program approach to a farm-based, environmental
management system approach. The NRM goal remained the same but the process by
which it might be achieved was changed to one that had meaning for the
horticulturalists. The change in process reflected the different motivation of the
growers.
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Along with other participants, Frank, from industry, made comment about the
difficulties of trying to work with State Government on NRM problems, either as a
collaborator, partner or by involving them in the outcomes of NRM collaborations and
partnerships industry had with others. He felt that government had difficulties because
such partnerships are generally not about government core business and are therefore
not pursued by government.68 Government and industry had differing motivations. For
Frank, government, by nature, had a broad focus. Industry had a narrow focus. As an
industry person, he had also found it hard to develop a collaboration or partnership
relationships with government because the person “in the chair” kept changing. The
Minister was the only one with executive power who could actually make decisions and
keep to them. The veracity of these statements was reinforced by the comments of
Lewis, another industry member of the Case Study 16 ICM group, who said quite
simply, “most people don’t trust government workers.”69 In Case Study 19, Jemma
commented that government employees were often simply not used to working
collaboratively or in partnership. She mentioned, “In the beginning some government
employees sat at meetings woodenly defending their departments’ responsibilities, deaf
to the bigger picture we were trying to paint for them.”70
Local Government also had difficulty working with State Government. As a participantas-observer I noted an example of different and inappropriate motivations between the
Local and State Government participants in Case Study 17. For example, I endeavoured
to renegotiate funding arrangements, due to a shortfall of State Government funds, to
pay the rent for a joint ICM Group/ Local Government/ State Government catchment
centre office for the Case Study 16 ICM group. The Local Government manager with
whom I worked on this matter saw the withdrawal of funds as a breech of trust and
responsibility on the part of the State Government.71 The State Government manager
saw the payment of the office rental space as a Local Government matter, in spite of the
agreement that his predecessor had reached with Local Government. Both people were
relatively new to their positions. They had had little time to get to know each other.
Both defended their departmental point of view and were, as Jemma would say, “deaf to
the bigger picture” I was trying to paint for them. They were both motivated by
68
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achievement of their own organisational goals, such as budgetary restraint, rather than
any mutually derived, shared NRM goal. Eventually, the State Government found some
funding for the rent, as per the original agreement. However, negotiations were
somewhat acrimonious.72 Rather than developing a positive personal relationship with
each other, the distrust between the two government representatives appeared to grow
throughout the meeting. This may be seen as an example of accumulating social liability
in a relationship (Gabay and Leenders, 1999).73 Partners who are positive and motivated
can help others in the partnership to be positive and motivated.
As shown in these examples, even though there may be State Government
documentation outlining that State agencies such as QDNR&M should collaborate and
partner with community and industry [e.g. QDNR&M, 2001(a), p.4], the ability of State
agencies to do this appears limited and motivation of Government for doing so remains
unclear to many participants in this research.
However, these examples also show that there are individuals from government,
industry, and community groups who realise that effective NRM partnerships can be
forged despite divergent motivations, as long as levels of motivation are high.
Comments by extension officers in Phase 1 and by participants interviewed in Phase 3,
indicate that a good partner was someone who was supportive, passionate and
responsive and sought to make the other partner ‘feel good’.74 For partnership brokers,
such as the extension officers at the Phase 1 workshop, there was a recognition that
enhancing social capital between partners helped to enhance the effectiveness of an
NRM partnership – they “didn’t have to be in love”, but it helped if they could make the
other partner ‘feel good’.75 This is an example of the virtuous cycle of social capital
outlined by Cavaye (1999). Partners who are positive and motivated can help others in
the partnership to be positive and motivated. This can build social capital within the
partnership, and possibly in relationships important to, but external to the partnership. In
turn, this increased social capital is both an indirect benefit of the partnership, and a
catalyst towards achievement of mutually desired partnership goals.
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Finally, the fear of the likely alternative outcome can be a sufficient motivator for
participants. In Case Study 19, fear of the BATPO was one thing that brought the
partners together and kept them motivated. Neither party wanted the partnership to fail,
as they would be faced with meeting large bills for legal action, work delays, bad
publicity and possible loss of critical habitat.76
Participants in effective NRM partnerships then are passionate and positive about the
relationship. They have high levels of personal motivation and know how to meet the
motivations and needs of others. However, passion may cloud reason and sound
judgement. Expectations of what a partnership may achieve may become unrealistic. It
is to the need for realistic expectations of NRM partnerships that this discussion now
turns.
5.4.4

Realistic expectations

The literature review highlighted the importance of authority, adequate time, skill and
resources in development of effective partnerships.77 Leach and Pelkey (2001, pp.381382) especially emphasised the need to match resources with the scope of the activity,
to make certain that the expectations of the all involved were realistic given the
resources available. This study reinforces these findings. In all phases of the research,
having the authority, time, skills and resources came out as an important characteristic
of an effective NRM partnership.
In terms of authority, two, Phase 2 interviewees spoke in different ways about the need
for a multilateral partnership, such as a catchment management group, to make certain
that the goals that it sought to achieve matched its authority – either in terms of the
group itself, or members acting on behalf of the group. For example, Graham, a
university researcher and member of the NRM group in Case Study 16 was critical of
the catchment management strategy of the group, pointing out that it claimed authority
over things that did not fall within its domain, such as strategic land planning.
I thought to myself, yes that is very nice but let’s be realistic here. Can a
catchment organisation realistically expect to implement strategic land planning
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just because that is part of the strategy? We are not just talking about lobbying
or influencing. It is not realistic.78
Another interviewee, Walter, a founding member of the catchment management group
in Case Study 16, was concerned about the real authority that government members had
when it came to helping in the implementation of group initiatives.
In some departments they had more influential people there, but a lot of
departments did have junior-type people around the table. Consequently that is
the feeling you get about how they rate the community-based group. … The
people around the table need to either have some real influence in their
departments, or at least get a really good hearing when they come back to their
departments as opposed to putting it up, then having it shoved aside and they go
back to their traditional ways of making decisions in back rooms which they
think are in the best interests of everybody and then bringing them forward as
policy.79
Having adequate time to achieve goals was also seen as characteristic of an effective
NRM collaboration or partnership. Some research participants noted that NRM was a
long-term business, explaining that, “Rome was not built in a day and that if we change
enough of the little pictures, the big pictures will change (in both landscapes and
mindscapes).”80 Other research participants mentioned time in conjunction with having
adequate skills and resources. In NRM, on-ground changes (eg growth of trees for farm
forestry; repair of fisheries habitat) can take many years to occur. Bruce, an extension
officer involved in Phase 1, was critical of government in this regard. As he said in his
extended abstract:
After ten – fifteen years of government-funded extension into the community, it
now appears government agencies/ departments no longer consider ‘extension’
for the community’s benefit an operational option in the changing role of
government support. … There are few community groups who can achieve selffulfilment without the encouragement and support of extension agencies.81
There may be a mismatch between government and NRM time scales. Effective NRM
partnerships are supported adequately according to NRM time scales.
Participants emphasised that people in effective partnerships had the right skills to
achieve their mutually derived goals. For example, Albert, from Phase 1, noted that you
needed the right people and enough of them to make the partnership work effectively.
As he saw it, skills were only found in people. You had to have adequate staff with the
78
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right skills. For example, the catchment centre that housed his group had “one full time
coordinator, two full time technical officers and one part-time administration officer”
and needed these staff if the partnership work being undertaken was to be supported
effectively.82 Adam, an industry participant in Case Study 19, also mentioned this point,
saying that the skills mix of the partners had been very important. When speaking of his
partnership, Adam said:
If all the parties to a partnership … have the same skills and the same things to
offer, it is not the same partnership agreement as you would get in this case. …
A partnership or joint venture really relies upon people having different skills.83
Analysis of the data records also revealed that effective partnerships had adequate
funding and resources. While working as a participant-as-observer with the ICM group
in Case Study 16, I noted, “As a result of failure of an NHT grant, the group is short of
funds to do basic things like pay the extension officer’s wages and run a car.”84 In an
interview, Vera, a Local Government Councillor who was a member of the group,
commented:
If governments become involved, there needs to be a level of funding
commitment because otherwise we are just going to talk and never stop talking
and people lose momentum.85
During her interview it became evident that all levels of government, in her opinion,
needed to make solid commitments to collaboration and partnership-based groups with
which they were involved, so that other partners could have realistic expectations of the
support they could expect from them. Vera saw that government was expecting other
participants such as industry and community to contribute funds, resources and time and
to work in partnership when the various government departments were not always
reflecting that partnership ethos. Vera felt that:
Government departments play the major role and if they are not all working
together then how can all the community and industry people work together?
You need to have a yearly endorsement from government that this is still a
viable partnership, achieving results and that they are prepared to keep
strengthening that partnership.86
In her view, aspirationally inclusive, multilateral NRM partnerships, such as ICM
groups that were working effectively, were an asset rather than a cost to all levels of
government, and government should support them in that light. Vera commented, “On
82
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all these partnerships that I have been involved in you are getting the ‘pick of the crop’.
You are getting people who really have a lot of value to add.”87
Views of Phase 3 research participants further confirmed that effective collaborations
and partnerships were characterised by participants having realistic expectations and the
authority and adequate time, skills and resources to meet these expectations. Jemma,
from Case Study 19, emphasised that time was an important asset. “It takes time to
build up trust and respect, and you should allow for that time.”88 Similarly, Ian, from
Case Study 18, commented that effective partnerships had adequate resources, the right
people and enough time.89

Data obtained from all phases of the research corroborated the importance of this
characteristic of an effective NRM partnership. Partners in effective NRM partnerships
valued the mix of authority, time, skills and resources available to them. They also
valued the social capital they built within their partnership relationships. This
relationship characteristic is the focus of the next section.
5.4.5

Good social capital building processes

In Chapter 2.8 the extent and density of relationships between people and the existence
of obligations, expectations and trust that exist within those relationships were shown to
be fundamental the concept of social capital. Social capital may be thought of as the
‘oil’ that lubricates the ‘machinery’ of society. Long and Arnold (1995, p.131) comment
on the need to invest in personal relationships to develop effective partnerships, and
Pretty and Ward (2001, p.218) see the development of internal norms and trust within
NRM groups and the development of external links and networks as critical to their
successful evolution.90 Extension officers involved in this study felt that having good
quality relationships with participants, and encouraging them between participants, built
high levels of social capital that were critical to the development of effective
collaborations and partnerships. For example, Fred said of his work, “the best resources
anyone can have are personal relationships.”91 Chris, who had spent many years
working with Water Advisory Committees said, “The first thing I learned was to
87
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acknowledge my ignorance and ask for their guidance.”92 Chris placed himself in a
situation where he was seen to be asking for the assistance of committee members.
When he started this work “at the tender age of twenty-three, I was no match, either
intellectually or tactically,” for the riparian land holders who made up the committees.93
Rather than being what he felt they saw as an “officious and unpleasant” public servant
there “to impose legislation,” he found it necessary to “ take off his armour” and to
develop a personal relationship with them if he was to be effective in his work.94
While acknowledging the importance of developing good personal relationships, other
extension officers also pointed out the need for good personal relationships between the
participants themselves. David, who had brokered the development of a catchment care
group, argued that use of appropriate humour, at times making himself the butt of jokes,
and creating a very positive social setting helped him to reduce the “storming” that
usually occurs with the formation of a new group.95 He noted in his extended abstract,
“Good planning, good (and sometimes bad) humour, rapid achievement and attention to
developing friendships can greatly reduce, if not eliminate, time spent in the storming
phase of a group.”96 When describing the development of a multi-stakeholder regional
planning group in Central Queensland, Tricia explained that by:
Building personal relationships and modelling a process of developing
consensus on issues, the regional coordination committee now operates
effectively and has reached a degree of maturity. It is becoming apparent that
there is also a ‘ripple effect’ occurring where regional coordinating committee
members are influencing the organisations they participate in.97
Discussions among Phase 1 workshop participants further reinforced this point with
participants observing, that in their work settings, they were not able to cause a person
to reflect on and perhaps change their attitude to a particular NRM problem, until they
had developed a personal relationship with them.98 One extension officer said:
Trust and honesty are the two key things and, as you say, having a bit of fun. I
think it is important to enjoy their company and to appreciate them because we
are never going to be the fountain of all wisdom – no matter how old we are.99
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Analysis of data records from Case Study 16 also revealed the importance of good
personal relationships in the building of effective collaborations and partnerships. For
example, Lewis, an industry member commented that when I had come along to his
industry sector meeting in 1996, seeking their involvement in a catchment management
group for their area, that I was not trusted by them. Lewis explained that it was nothing
personal.
Most people don’t trust government workers. The average community person
doesn’t. I don’t know what it is. We had Workcover come the other day, looking
at our books. Everything was 100%, but it was still bad – just the fact that a
government agent was coming around and possibly getting fined if it was not
right. They have this government thing around them, like a copper type
person.100
Lewis then explained that he had come to trust me relatively quickly, due, in part to the
fact that I was able to get things done that had high core relevance for his industry
group. The presence of a good personal relationship between members and the
coordinator was obviously important to Lewis. Walter, also from Case Study 16, also
felt that good personal relationships were important. As a former president of the group,
pointed out that he:
Used to look around the table at our catchment meetings and it was mind
boggling as to the spread of industry that was around that table and it was a
pretty good feeling to be sitting at that table with a lot of those people. They
were smart, busy people and they were putting in the time for similar reasons to
why I was sitting there.101
The catchment management group allowed participants to pursue mutually satisfying
goals together and to develop personal relationships with similarly minded people from
different networks. Ken, another member, explained that when he worked with
organisations, such as Local Government, he tried to establish good personal
relationships with people within that organisation that he felt he could work with. He
stated, “As an individual, I can make suggestions to improve the situation because of
personal relationships with those involved.”102 This comment was backed up by
Graham, a researcher who worked through the catchment management group to
collaborate with one of the Councils involved in the group. He felt one of the reasons
the collaboration worked was because he had a good personal relationship with a
particular Council staff member. Graham stated, “He was one of those people who you
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felt comfortable working with because if it seemed like a good idea, it was done.” There
was little bureaucracy. The relationship was ‘very clean’, administratively speaking.”103
The Phase 3 data records present further evidence that good personal relationships are
critical to, and characteristic of, effective NRM partnerships. Jemma emphasised that, in
terms of partnership relationships, it was important to compromise, to understand and
respect the motivation of others and to reward, encourage and praise them without ever
losing sight of your goal.104 In a speech about her partnership with industry Jemma said:
As our partnership progressed, something miraculous happened, albeit slowly.
We grew to respect each other as people and professionals. We were genuinely
working towards the same goal, whilst obviously from different motivational
viewpoints. We had fun together, learning from each other.105
The ‘industry side’ of that particular partnership made similar observations. Adam
commented that their relationship started out in conflict, and that it was through
“communication and demonstrating a bit of good will, that gradually that relationship
changed.”106 It would appear intuitively obvious that people who have poor personal
relationships would have trouble working together effectively in an NRM partnership
and, conversely, that effective NRM partnerships would exhibit good personal
relationships. The evidence provided above, confirms this point.
Analysis of the data reveals two other points. Firstly, as mentioned earlier, the three
Phase 3 case studies arose out of relationships that developed, at least in part, from the
catchment management group that was the case study in Phase 2. Effective bilateral and
limited multilateral partnerships can arise when participants of such large-scale,
aspirationally inclusive multilateral partnerships work to resolve shared problems. For
example, Evan, from Local Government, noted that good catchment management
groups were “breeding grounds” or “introduction agencies” for smaller NRM
partnerships.107 When asked, Frank, an industry participant, commented that, although
he had never thought about it like that, effective catchment management groups were
really like “introduction agencies”, giving people with shared NRM problems the
chance to get to know each other and to decide whether they could work together.108
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Secondly, the ability to resolve conflict within relationships featured in several case
studies, particularly 16, 17 and 19 as characteristic of an effective partnership. For
example, people interviewed for Case Study 19 remarked that their relationship started
in conflict.109 The opposing groups looked for compromise and common ground
because the BATPO was not desirable. In Case Studies 16 and 17 conflict was not
always well managed. In Case Study 16 the poor, initial relationship that the catchment
management group had with a larger regional catchment group, and the lack of a
process or person to resolve differences, featured prominently in my field notes.110 In
Case Study 17, as mentioned earlier in Chapter 5.4.4, neither party wanted to back down
in relation to rent for the Catchment Centre and there were no accepted conflict
resolution processes to help overcome this. This conflict hampered communication
between the parties.111
In this section good personal relationships have been shown to be critical to the building
of social capital and effective NRM collaborations and partnerships. NRM groups with
high levels of social capital can serve as ‘introduction agencies’ where people who may
have been in conflict over NRM issues can interact positively on shared problems. This
requires good communication, the focus of the next section.
5.4.6

Good communication

In Chapters 2.9 and 2.10 the roles of social learning and dialogue in partnerships were
discussed. Effective partnerships were shown as based on mutual understanding. Such
understanding requires good communication, and often involves dialogue between
partners. Participants from all phases of this research confirmed these ideas, noting that
good communication was characteristic of effective NRM partnerships.
For example, Albert, an extension officer in Phase 1, was involved in a catchment
management group working with Local Government. He observed that, if involved in a
similar project, he would ensure that the Local Government “was kept up to date with
the project as it was implemented and that our reputation as a professional and delivery
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orientated entity was enhanced.”112 Tricia, an extension officer involved in a regional
planning project in central Queensland, explained in her extended abstract that “creating
an environment for genuine dialogue between all members, has caused fundamental
changes within people.”113
State Government was not always viewed as a good communicator.114 For example,
Rick and Sam, two State Government staff, observed that, “Communities normally
accuse State Government of not listening to them; only coming to check or defend
already-made decisions; and not meeting any of their real needs.”115. These observations
were supported by two other very active NRM group members who, upon hearing that I
was doing PhD research in this area, came to see me primarily to relate their opinions
on shortcomings of the State Government, particularly QDNR&M, when it came to
citizen participation.116 Ken, another community member in Case Study 16, said it was
important for governments that they knew how to listen, how to explain and how and
when to involve people appropriately in their work. He commented:
The incentive for them is to have community working with them rather than
working against them. I would have thought that we knew enough about
sociology to know that any government can achieve some of its goals by having
similar goals to the community.117
Long-term participant-observation of Case Study 16 highlighted examples of poor
communication leading to collaboration and partnership ineffectiveness. For example,
the failure of an NHT application led to the departure of a project officer from the
group. For several years, the project officer had worked out of the offices of one of the
Councils who were members of the group. His departure caused difficulties in
communication. Not only was the project officer responsible for writing a newsletter
that kept people informed and for maintaining the GIS data base, he was also physically
accessible to Councillors and Council staff as he was housed within the Council
building. As Vera, a Councillor, said, “The project officer has gone and not having a
replacement up our end (of the catchment) has made a big difference. He was such an
integral part of both Councils.”118 The project officer had acted like a ‘communications
112
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hub’. A diverse range of people, who did not necessarily talk to each other on a regular
basis, all talked to him and exchanged GIS data through his work. He communicated
what he considered relevant information throughout this network. When he left, this
communication process fell apart, to an extent. When the group carried out an
organisational review subsequent to this, it redefined the role of management committee
members to act as two-way communicators between the group and the organisation they
were representing, perhaps in part, to overcome this problem.119
In Case Study 16, the type and quality of face-to-face communication processes used at
meetings were important indicators of effectiveness. An extension officer, Bronwyn,
who worked with the group, commented:
Things like openness are important because you can see that people are bringing
up topics in open debate that are important to each other. Even arguments people should free to be able to do that and come to a resolution at the end of
that. I don’t mean just stand up and scream. I don’t mean that kind of debate. I
mean if people feel free to explore topics. … This was a successful group,
whereas a 'clicky,' closed group was not really successful.120
For Bronwyn, participants in effective partnerships were able to ‘disagree
constructively’, and to be open enough to allow that to occur.121 This was also important
for Lewis, an industry member, who commented on the need for people to be able to
“openly communicate,” if the partnership was to be effective.122
The importance of good communication was also highlighted in Phase 3 case studies.
For example in Case Study 18, Ian, from industry, commented on the need for
“openness, honesty and consistency,” and on refusing to get annoyed or defensive when
in conversation with your partner.123 Des, a university researcher working with Ian, said
that effective NRM collaborations and partnerships were characterised by high levels of
trust and good communication between the partners. He commented that such
communication takes place when individuals develop good personal relationships. Des
reasoned that good communication took place at an individual level rather than at an
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institutional level; that you had to work at being a good communicator; that it was
difficult and that it took time.124
Over the three phases of research a pattern emerged of good communication being
characteristic of effective NRM collaborations and partnerships. Coordinators, project
officers and ‘partnership champions’ served as ‘communications hubs’. They needed to
be skilled communicators and accessible to others. It was also important for there to be
openness and honesty within partner communication to allow partners to learn about
each other and the way they view the NRM problem or goal that had brought them
together. Such communication may be well informed by the strategies for dialogue
outlined by Yankelovich (1999) and evaluated against the Ideal Speech Situation
proposed by Habermas (1979, cited in Young 1989).125 This communication should be
informed by the best quality knowledge available. There should be good processes for
acquiring knowledge and exchanging information and learning together to achieve
mutually desired partnership goal(s). This is discussed in the next section.
5.4.7

Good social learning processes

Chapter 2.9 focused on partnerships and social learning. The NRM collaborations and
partnerships described by research participants are very similar to those of the “learning
society” proposed by Milbrath (1989, pp.94-113). The literature reviewed also
highlighted the need for partnership brokers and participants to be actively involved in
learning, to be able to reflect both “in action” and “on action” (Schön, 1991, pp.54-58
and pp.276-279). Extension officers in the Phase 1 workshop discussed the importance
of knowledge acquisition for NRM collaboration and partnership brokers. They focused
on the need to understand yourself as a person; your role as an extension officer and
broker; and to have good knowledge of the people and place in which you are working.
The importance of being a reflective practitioner was also evident in the discussions.126
Extended abstracts from Phase 1 highlighted the need for good social learning processes
for knowledge acquisition and information exchange. The following evidence is offered
in support of this summary.
In the Phase 1 workshop, extension officers talked about the need to “go inside”
themselves and reflect on their values and intent, as well as the consequences of actions
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when undertaking collaboration or partnership brokering.127 They discussed the need to
explore their “personality and operating type,” giving themselves “time to learn,” as
well as asking other people to help them in this task.128 One extension officer mentioned
the importance of using feedback from other people. He mentioned, particularly if you
were a dominant person in a group, you might have to ask people to do this.
A lot of people won’t give you feedback unless you give them permission to
give feedback. Up front what you need to do is disclose the fact that you value
their critique of what is happening and accept that feedback and respond to it. It
is also about self-learning. If people are giving you feedback then you are
discovering more about yourself and, as a result, you may be able to do things
more appropriately.129
Phase 1 participants also talked about the need to reflect on and learn about the nature of
their role as brokers of NRM collaborations and partnerships, noting the need to be clear
about their intentions and that of their employer. There was also comment about the
need for brokers to be aware of whether they were trying to “influence and get through a
particular point of view,” by acting as a technical adviser or facilitator, thereby entering
into “a relationship of building power.”130 For collaboration or partnership brokers
employed by government or one of the partners, the intentions of their employer could
also significantly affect the way that the broker carried out their role. Some participants
thought that governments felt that NRM collaborations and partnerships could save
money. For example, Chris, an extension officer who worked with Water Advisory
Committees said, “they were a real benefit because they were saving money because
landholders would get together and put their own restrictions on their creeks … the
benefit was simple for the department because it saved staff.”131 Participants
commented that the role of government in partnership building was still not very well
understood. While extension officers were becoming much more aware of the need to
be reflective practitioners and to think about consequences of their actions and to learn
from them, government was not showing the same response. As one officer explained,
“This is an area that we need to build up much more, … the whole business of the role
of government in communities” - to which another workshop participant replied that, as
government employees and therefore part of government, “we have to be reflective as
an institution to learn from ‘this lot out there.’”132
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Collaboration and partnership brokers also need to learn about, reflect on and to
understand the people and place in which they are working. Noel, a very experienced
extension officer, commented that when he started work in a new catchment he would:
Just go in and listen to people, get around, build some relationships, find out
‘who-knows-who’ in the catchment, find out where the talent and resource
expertise were, and try to develop some trust with people.133
Noel was not alone in his belief. Another extension officer commented:
I find just talking to people and finding out what they are on about is important.
… Some of those historical little gems of information about the issues are a very
powerful tool to build with your groups and the community you are working
with.134
Data from Phase 1 also highlighted how good processes for knowledge acquisition and
information exchange were characteristic of effective partnerships. For example, Albert
talked about how his NRM group had developed a partnership with Local Government
by using a lack of knowledge about NRM issues in their area as a basis on which to
build a relationship. He explained:
The partnership worked because we identified a gap in Council’s knowledge and
resource base and used NHT funding to provide important data, while at the
same time establishing crucial links with Council.135
Changes in the knowledge base and understanding of the broader community can also
drive collaboration and partnership building processes. Another extension officer,
Bruce, described how he had seen:
Gradual change over time (five – ten years) as the broader community has
become more educated and has developed a better understanding of the issues
concerning them and is saying so. This change has resulted … in a situation
where the community is strong enough to tell the extension officer what the
issues are and … the community asking for assistance in achieving their own
identified goals.136
Another extension officer, Fred, spoke of how important it was to get feedback from
industry groups and government agencies with whom he was trying to foster
collaborative and partnership relationships. He said, “Feedback on the outcomes,
content and process used, resulted in us re-evaluating the very original project
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methodology and process to be used from then on.”137 While government-employed
extension officers gave examples of gaining feedback from community and industry and
showing evidence of social learning, at the same time they cited the need for
government to improve as a ‘learning institution’ in terms of the role of government in
communities.138 They felt that they could reflect and learn yet that government, as an
institution, had trouble doing this.
In Phase 2, knowledge acquisition, information exchange and social learning were also
seen as characteristic of the development of an effective NRM partnership. For
example, Vera, a Local Government Councillor, explained about her motivation and
learning involving the catchment management group in Case Study 16, stating:
My motivation was because I care about the area. Nobody on Council wanted to
do the job. I was appointed as a new Councillor. So I was just placed on it,
which set me into a learning curve, which has been one of the best learning
curves I have ever had.139
Other members of the group also valued learning. In 2001, twenty-three members
completed a survey as part of the review of the group and its organisation and
administration in 2001. The most popular responses as to why members had joined the
group were to:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Obtain a better understanding of catchment issues and opportunities;
Have opportunity to input into the development of a catchment
management strategy;
Gain access to information on issues of common concern / interest;
Have opportunity to co-operate with others in planning for the future;
Obtain contact with differing or opposing view points; and
Open up lines of communication with other representatives.140

All these responses relate, either directly or indirectly, to social learning.
In Phase 3, research participants, although involved in smaller collaborations and
partnerships, also found knowledge acquisition, information exchange and social
learning important in development of effective partnerships.141 Industry participants
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from two different case studies made similar comments about effective NRM
collaborations and partnerships either being based on a solid foundation of knowledge
relevant to partnership goal(s) or having the ability to acquire that knowledge through
unbiased, scientific investigation.142 In both cases, industry groups had chosen to partner
with a group that could provide such information - in one case a team of university
researchers who could provide independent, peer-reviewed information, and in the other
by working with an environmental NGO who were authorities in their nature
conservation field.
The above examples, gained from a variety of different viewpoints, show that
understanding an NRM goal or having good processes to gain that understanding and
being able to share it with your partner(s) are fundamental to the development of
effective NRM collaborations and partnerships. Participants must value learning. The
study also showed that participants must share other values. This is the focus of the next
section.
5.4.8

Shared values

Participants perceived and valued their environment and the natural resources they
derived from it in different ways. Despite this they shared similar values in relation to
how they were going to work together or broker their partnership. Some participants
viewed the environment in a decidedly homocentric way. The speech and actions of
others seemed guided by values that fitted within an ecocentric framework. At times
too, some research participants exhibited values that were quite egocentric, concerned
more with their own interests (Merchant, 1992). Partners needed to be able to respect
the values of the other partner(s) in relation to NRM, although they did not have to
accept these values as their own. What brought them together was a common NRM goal
that they wished to achieve, yet found difficult to achieve individually. While some
participants believed that partners had to have at least some overlap in terms of NRM
values, they all agreed that to be effective they had to share similar values as to how
they would work together.
For example, Harold, a State Government representative, said it was important to have
“an understanding of where the other people are coming from with their concerns, … a
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full and frank exchange of differing views and a willingness to work towards a common
goal.”143 Bruce, an extension officer who helped to establish a large Landcare group
explained, “mutual respect for each other’s views is probably the most important feature
of a community working together.”144 Ursula, a Local Government Councillor from a
catchment management group, reinforced the need to learn about your partner’s way of
viewing the world, noting that, “you have to have your mind open to listen as well.”145
Jemma made the point that while partners did not have to share the same values relating
to the particular problem, they had to understand and respect the values that each other
held in relation to the problem, if they were to understand their motivation.146 To do this
they really had to engage in dialogue (Yankelovich, 1997, pp.14-15). Jemma said her
nature conservation group was not trying to change their partners from, “business into
bleeding heart socialists or environmentalists,” but were trying to understand them, to
“give business a sound business reason why it should consider entering into a
partnership.”147 Rather than holding similar values in relation to the NRM problem
itself, it appeared that it was these relationship or partnership values had to be shared if
the partnership was to be effective.
Matthew, an environmental consultant who acted as a facilitator and resource person
throughout the partnership in which Jemma was involved, commented that the
prospective partners needed at least some overlap in values, particularly in relation to
the respect they each had for the views of the other. He felt that they also needed to be
open and honest and to trust each other.148 Similarly, in Case Study 18, Ian, an industry
consultant, collaborated with Des, a university researcher. Ian noted that when entering
into such relationships people needed to be open, honest, trusting and to seek ‘full
knowledge’ to inform the process.149 These relationship values correspond to those
expounded in the partnership model of Eisler (2002, p.212).
Sometimes the significance of the NRM problem influenced the overlap in values
necessary for a partnership to be effective. For example, Olive, a State Government
extension officer, and Pat, a Local Government extension officer brought people
together to broker an NRM partnership. They noted that the significance of the problem
143
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could be sufficient common ground saying, “Those who attended the first meeting
acknowledged a common interest or concern for the problem regardless of what agency
or group they represented.”150 They felt it was important for them to understand the
values that others held in relation to the NRM problem that brought them together and
to find some common ground in terms of these values. The BATPO can also influence
the amount of common ground necessary before people will decide to attempt to work
together. For example, in Case Study 19 the alternative to a partnership looked bad
enough that both partners were prepared to build on whatever common ground they
could find to avoid the legal costs, bad publicity and win-lose outcome that would result
if they remained in conflict. Adam, an industry person, mentioned that it was “the
completely different perceptions of the site that really fuelled the initial contact between
the groups.”151 Although they both valued the site for different reasons, they agreed that
there was a need to learn more about the site and the problem, to investigate
alternatives, and, if possible, to avoid having to go to Court to resolve the problem,
because of excessive cost and the fear of losing.152 Both of them realised that to do this
they needed to get the help of the right people to get good quality information.153
Shared relationship values were of paramount importance. For example, Ian an industry
representative, commented that when acting as a broker or potential partner you needed
“openness, honesty, and consistency” and that if you “refused to get annoyed, refused to
get defensive” and were “absolutely consistent and true to your purpose” then you
would be able to work in an effective relationship with others interested in resolving a
shared NRM problem.154 The need for trust and high levels of respect and social capital
between partners were recurrent themes in the data records.155 However, a lack of trust
and respect did not always mean that an effective NRM partnership could not be
formed. The use of social learning principles to help to create a virtuous cycle of social
capital and trust building within the relationship may be used to overcome this problem
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(Cavaye, 1999; Milbrath, 1989).156 As well as sharing values, the study showed that
participants must have shared intent in terms of their relationship.
5.4.9

Shared intent

This research revealed that the extent to which partners shared intentions and
expectations affected the effectiveness of their NRM partnership. This particular
relationship characteristic is also closely related to the participant characteristic of
‘realistic expectations’, since participants may share similar intentions and expectations
but have quite an ineffective NRM partnership if these intentions and expectations are
unrealistic, given the resources available to them. These two related characteristics were
not found in a review of the literature. The following examples provide empirical
evidence of the significance of participants having shared intent.
Ursula, a Local Government Councillor who was instrumental in the formation of the
catchment management group in Case Study 16, commented that ineffective
partnerships had “no clarity of process up front, no saying, this is what we are on about
here.”157 Similarly, Graham, a university researcher in Case Study 16, observed that
partners needed to have a common, shared goal and that expectations must be clearly
discussed and understood by all if the partnership was to be effective. He felt that
people attempting to work in partnership, particularly in large, aspirationally inclusive
multilateral partnerships, such as catchment management groups, really needed this
clarity of intent. His experience with several catchment management groups led him to
argue that there needed to be “more openness and honesty as to what was the ‘real
role’” of some of the participants. “Sometimes it takes you years to figure out who is
doing what because it is such a convoluted thing.”158 He observed that sometimes the
real intent of some participants and project officers was to stop something happening or
to protect or further their own interests. This made it difficult to get things done. For
example, sometimes roles and intentions were so unclear that people did not know
whether someone else on the committee was a volunteer or was being paid for their
work.159
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Similar problems were found when the catchment management group in Case Study 16
was approached to work with a larger regional catchment group. The larger group was
also attempting to form similar relationships with other catchment management groups
in the region. However, the purposes, principles and ground rules of the relationship
were not spelt out on relatively simple matters such as administrative and meeting
structures.160 Fundamental issues such as intent and expectations were not discussed.
This led to confusion and conflict.
There are other examples of lack of shared intent and expectations leading to conflict.
For example, in Case Study 16 the catchment management group was formed by a
Local Government and a State Government department working together. In this
instance, the intent of both parties and the expectations they had of each other were
never clearly stated, on either side, at an overall organisational level. The group opened
a catchment centre so that members from community, industry could interact more
freely with each other and the public. 161 Handshake agreements were struck between
individual staff in each organisation about payment of rent. Over time, staff changed.
Thus, when two new staff members met to discuss payment of rent for the catchment
centre, “Neither party wanted to back down on the rent. They both seemed to feel that
everyone going back to their own offices and the community having to get security
passes to see them was a reasonable fall-back situation.” 162 This matter was eventually
resolved with the State Government finding money to pay half-rent to the Local
Government, the owner of the office space. This had been the original agreement, the
Local Government contributing the other half of the rent in-kind. Due to funding
shortages, the State Agency was looking for the Local Government to forgo the rent, or
for other members of the catchment management group to pay it.163 A Local
Government Councillor involved in these matters concluded that participants in
effective NRM partnerships recognise up-front who does what, who provides what and
how decisions about the partnership will be made.164 In this instance an officer from
each organisation, working together, had previously achieved such an understanding.
When these two staff members left, their organisations were not fully aware of the
nature of the relationship. Effective partners have shared expectations of themselves,
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each other and what the partnership may achieve. This experience led to the realisation
that expectations need to be shared at a whole-of-organisation level, not just between
one or two members within each organisation.
As well as administrative matters there needs to be shared agreement on what the
partnership itself, may achieve. As Graham, a university researcher associated with
several catchment management groups, commented, “Those catchment associations
really need to define for themselves, and to the outside world, what kind of product they
deliver.”165 All the catchment management groups studied in this research could be
classified as aspirationally inclusive, place-based, multilateral partnerships. Data from
the case studies suggests that they face greater challenges making sure their intentions
are shared by all of their members and that their expectations are realistic.
However, research participants from smaller multilateral and bilateral partnerships do
not mention this as a challenge. Numbers of people involved were smaller and the NRM
problems that have brought them together were more sharply defined.166 The catchment
management strategy developed by the group from Case Study 16 bore testimony to the
comment about these larger partnerships needing to ‘define their product better’. The
strategy listed over 131 actions in six categories including everything from historical
aspects of land use, to community education and awareness, through to planning,
development and infrastructure.167 Some of these intended actions were aspirational
more than achievable. As Graham commented, “How can a catchment organisation
realistically expect to implement strategic land planning …it’s not realistic.”168 Other
members of the group also realised this. As a result, in the first half of 2001, the group
reviewed its operations in an effort to better meet the needs of its members and to focus
on outcomes that were more achievable, given its resources and authority.169
Nevertheless, Harold, a State Government representative, believed that the sometimes
very ambitious objectives could be seen as longer-term goals. There just had to be
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“acceptance by all of the parties that they are not heading for the ‘big bang’ that they
were happy with incremental change.”170
As both a facilitator and a participant in NRM collaborations and partnerships,
Government must also make certain its intentions are clear. Felicity, an active member
of another NRM group within the region, contacted me when she heard of my research
on NRM partnerships. She gave me a document she had written entitled, “Community
consultation – the biggest con ever?”171 She had been a very vocal critic of the State
Government and its NRM ‘community consultation’ processes.172 Felicity felt that the
State Government had been disingenuous and that it was intentionally manipulating
community and industry to achieve NRM outcomes that it had already predetermined,
and that “those who hold the power never had any intention/ability of sharing it did
they? Well, what else is new? Many of us have always known this.”173 Felicity’s
document is aggressive and accusatory. While her observations and assertions were
rather emotional, they lent credence to the observations of others. Governmentemployed or funded coordinators figure in seventeen of the nineteen cases in this study.
They were the face of government in terms of the relationship that it had with NRM
groups and other participants. As can be seen from the other examples above,
government must work hard to make its intentions in NRM citizen participation clear to
all involved, including coordinators, or it may well stand accused of the charge that
Felicity has levelled against it.
Who specifically would answer this charge, if it were laid? Rational Actor Theory
proposes that the government should be viewed as a rational, unitary decision maker,
with all decisions centrally controlled (Allison, 1971, p.32).174 Felicity did not concur
with this view. In terms of ‘community consultation’ in NRM, she saw government staff
in regional offices having to do the bidding of central office staff and politicians. As she
said:
Public servants (particularly regional ones) are in fact, part of the community
and for politicians or centralised government departments to expose regional
people to such responsibility and as targets of community condemnation offers
evidence for the very real contempt in which their skills are held. It also exposes
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the apparent real agendas of politicians and perhaps top level bureaucrats as
(being ones of) mad quests for unlimited power.175
The views Felicity propounded are more in keeping with ‘Model III’, presented by
Allison (1971, pp.79–72). This model sees the outputs of government not as those of a
rational actor, but as the result of a series of bargaining games where people within
government seek to exercise control and power over each other and the outputs of
government (Allison, 1971, 1971, p.p.69-72).176 I feel that Felicity has identified the
symptoms and the outcomes of the “community consultation con,” as she calls it, but
that she has lain blame on ‘culprits’ who may also be ‘victims’ of the system of
government within which they work. Politicians and central office public servants may
need to play power and bargaining games if they are to attempt to work in any positive
way at all, given the traditional division of natural resource management responsibilities
within Australia, and the vast array of NRM legislation.177 This can lead to government,
as a whole, being viewed as not having a clear and achievable purpose in terms of
initiating and supporting industry, community and government NRM collaborations and
partnerships. Having a common, achievable purpose may not just be a problem for
NRM Groups and their members, it may also a problem for government.
Shared intent and expectations are characteristic of an effective partnership. The
following section discusses another characteristic that this study showed as being shared
between participants in effective partnerships – risk taking.
5.4.10 Shared risk taking
As outlined in the literature review, the idea of working in partnership to address NRM
problems is relatively new.178 It is therefore not surprising that people may be reticent
about the risks involved in trying this new idea. Others have already observed that
partners in effective partnerships “share risks and benefits” (Tennyson and Wilde, 2000,
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Appendix 16.5: Data Record 87; Case Record 16; p.3 with my addition. Lewis, an industry member of
the ICM group in Case Record 16, agreed with Felicity. He put it more bluntly. “Government was
getting the community involved and nothing happened as a result. … Most people don’t trust
government workers. … Most people have been burnt by government and government decisions have
affected a lot of people’s businesses.” (Appendix 16.5: Data Record 75; Case Record 16; p.1.)
176
As mentioned in Chapter 3.11. I tend to view state government NRM outputs as a result of
government working as several smaller organisations, operating according to different rules with all
organisations loosely under the control of a leader (Allison, 1971, pp. 69-72). In my view, the leaders
of these smaller groups then play the bargaining games trying to get the overall leader on side so that
their particular desires can hold sway.
177
As outlined in Chapter 3.11.
178
See Chapter 2.5.1 and Chapter 2.5.2.
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p.14).179 Analysis of the data from this study provided evidence that this was indeed the
case and that participants also needed to be action oriented if their partnership was to be
effective.
Action taking and increased risk are not necessarily causally related. In some instances
inaction could present a bigger risk than taking action. And of course taking a risk and
working in partnership with someone who was previously unknown to you, or with
whom you have previously been in conflict, does not necessarily mean that you will be
able to take effective action and achieve an, otherwise unobtainable, mutually desired or
beneficial goal. For example, Rick and Sam, two State Government staff, described
brokering a partnership between Local Government leaders of two adjoining rural
communities, facing similar problems due to rural decline. They reported that for many
years these two communities had viewed each other as competitors and “engaged in
behaviour which tended to keep the communities separate.”180 However, the
consequences of rural decline in their areas were so serious that these local community
leaders had to overcome their history of mutual antagonism and take a significant risk in
agreeing to work together. They approached the Federal Government for seed funding
for two rural renewal projects. Although they were unsuccessful, “the relationship
approach which underpinned this effort is still in place and the two communities
continue to work toward combined outcomes.”181 The actions and risks they took
resulted in an indirect benefit for the partnership – a new, long-term relationship that
has seen “two hitherto competitive and divided communities” continuing to work
together “to the benefit of both.”182
Other case studies also showed evidence of an action orientation and risk taking in the
development of effective partnerships. Case Study 12 was an example of
“implementation in motion,” where a rural catchment management group started to
implement specific actions from their Catchment Management Strategy while the
strategy was still in draft form.183 “It was recognised early by the Committee that ‘runs
on the board’ would be needed to develop credibility and trust in the ICM process by
various levels of Local Government, industry and community in the catchment.”184
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See Chapter 3.10.
Appendix 14.3: Data Record 14; Case Record 14; p.1.
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Appendix 14.3: Data Record 14; Case Record 14; p.2.
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Appendix 14.3: Data Record 14; Case Record 14; p.2.
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Appendix 12.3: Data Record 12; Case Record 12; p.2.
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Frank, an industry participant commented that, “an effective NRM partnership has a
willingness to make it happen.”185 Adam, another industry participant, observed that
partnerships could arise out of conflicts, but that it took good communication, good will
and risk taking on the part of the participants to change this.186 He commented that one
of the participants from the environmental NGO that his business partnered with:
Took an enormous punt staking her personal reputation to trust what we were
saying we were going to do and there were a large number telling her, don’t trust
… them. … You are foolish to go along and expect that they are going to
deliver.187
Jemma, the person of whom Adam spoke so highly, did indeed seem like an actionoriented ‘risk taker’ - and a passionate one at that. In response to this point, Jemma
commented:
If you have an idea worth pursuing then stuff the rules. Rules are for dishonest
people to stop them doing terrible things, but if a goal can be achieved and a rule
is going to get in the way, and the goal is worthy of achievement, then hang the
rules. …It is not being disloyal, if you are achieving a goal, which is worthy.
…Timidness is a hurdle.188
The above evidence confirms that risk taking and sharing are characteristic of an
effective NRM partnership. A lack of risk taking and action is indicative of
ineffectiveness. For example, as a participant-observer, I watched over time as the
catchment management group in Case Study 16 lost this risk taking, action orientation.
In a field note I remarked that the, “group really needed to do more on the ground and to
be seen doing it.”189 Others also observed this. Graham, a group member, observed that,
“at the end of the day a lot of things get done but there is almost no identifiable product.
It is all a bit fuzzy.”190 This study also showed that people outside an NRM partnership,
as well as those actually involved, judge partnerships as being effective in a variety of
ways, not least by their products. The perceptions of ‘outsiders’ are the focus of the next
section.
5.4.11 Positively perceived by outsiders

In the literature reviewed for this study, the positive perceptions of outsiders were not
specifically raised as a significant characteristic of effective partnerships. However, the
positive perceptions of an NRM group or partnership in the eyes of others could be
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viewed as indicative of the level of social capital that the group or partnership enjoys in
its relationships with others. Social capital was discussed in Chapter 2.8. In many
respects the characteristics presented previously coincide with the ‘emic’, the insider’s
point of view shown in Table 4.1. Participants from all phases of the research
commented, as insiders, either that they saw their NRM partnership as positively
perceived by outsiders, or that an ideal partnership would have such a reputation. For
them the ‘etic’, or outsider’s point of view, was also important if an NRM partnership
was to be deemed effective.
For example, Albert worked to develop relationships between Local Government and a
Catchment Centre from which his catchment group was operating. He commented,
“Council staff are very happy with the partnership and many people outside the
catchment have commented on the strong relationship that exists between the Centre
and Councils.”191 Noel, also working with a catchment management group, reinforced
the notion that the observations and opinions of outsiders were important. For him:
‘Runs-on-the-board’ would be needed to develop the necessary credibility and
trust in the catchment management process required for implementation of the
catchment management strategy by the various levels of government, industry
and community in the catchment.192
My field notes for the long-term Case Study 16 also highlight the importance of ‘runs–
on-the-board’ giving credibility. For example, I note a group member who observed that
the, “group really needed to do more on the ground and to be seen doing it.”193 This was
point was reinforced by Cyril, a former president of the group made the point that
effective NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships had their “name … on
everybody’s lips.”194
Des, a university researcher involved in a Phase 3 case study, perceived catchment
management groups as good places to cultivate research collaborations and partnerships
because they had a wide variety of government, industry and community members
focused on a particular geographic area and interested in NRM.195 As such, these groups
had credibility in his eyes. The industry–university researcher collaboration that he was
involved with had come about in just such a way. This breadth of membership was also
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important in the eyes of other participants. Cyril mentioned that such groups really
needed to maintain a broad membership base, with stakeholders from industry,
community and government maintaining their involvement if they were to maintain
credibility and be perceived positively by outsiders. He noted that if they lose this
diversity of memberships they “become ‘green’ groups and very quickly marginalise
themselves, particularly with the Local Authority.”196 This was reinforced by Walter
who said that such groups needed to have everyone ‘at the table’ and have a
commitment from government, otherwise, they are a waste of time.”197
This evidence supports the statement that having a good reputation, and being perceived
positively and credibly in the eyes of others, are characteristic of effective NRM
partnerships. This study has shown a need to understand both the ‘emic’ and the ‘etic’ in
terms of evaluating the effectiveness of NRM partnerships.

5.5

Using these characteristics to evaluate NRM partnership

effectiveness
These twelve characteristics discussed above are presented in summary form in Figure
5.1. Several of the characteristics such as shared power and responsibility, good social
capital building processes, good communication and good social learning processes rely
on theories that have broad applicability in many areas of social science. Other
characteristics revealed by this study; including effectiveness, context-appropriateness,
and participants having high levels of motivation, realistic expectations and sharing risk,
have been mentioned, in whole or in part, by other researchers interested in NRM
groups, collaborations and partnerships. These have been cited in the literature review
and, where relevant, in this chapter. Combined with the analysis of evidence from this
study, they help to validate the credibility and reliability of the characteristics of
effective NRM partnerships presented in this chapter.
Figure 4.5 presents a summary of these characteristics along with the supporting
theories and evidence of other researchers as a diagnostic checklist to evaluate the
effectiveness of NRM partnerships. As outlined in Figure 4.3, after collective coding
and analysis, the data records were compiled into individual case records. The
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Appendix 17.3: Data Record 64; Case Records 16 and 17; p.2.
Appendix 16.3: Data Record 61; Case Records 16 and 17; p.1.
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diagnostic checklist in Figure 4.5 was used to evaluate the effectiveness of each case
study, as outlined in Tables 5.3 and 5.4. As mentioned in Chapter 3.6, while Long and
Arnold (1995) presented criteria to evaluate partnership effectiveness, this diagnostic
checklist provided a set of tools that allowed for a much richer description of such a
relationship, also providing a basis for reflection and improvement of partnership
effectiveness.
Importantly, three characteristics revealed in this study as significant characteristics of
effective NRM partnerships are not mentioned in the literature review. Two of these,
shared values and shared intent, are relationship characteristics, with the latter being
related to a participant characteristic - the need to have realistic expectations of what the
partnership may achieve, given the resources at the disposal of participants. The third
characteristic revealed in the study, yet not mentioned in the literature reviewed for this
thesis, was that outsiders perceived the partnership positively. These characteristics are
related. If outsiders do not share the values and intentions of the participants, it is
unlikely that they will perceive the partnership as being effective. Therefore, it is
important that participants in NRM partnerships are skilled at communicating their
values, intentions, and achievements to others outside their partnership. The emic must
inform the etic. This has important implications for government-funded programs
designed to encourage collaboration and partnership based activity to address shared
NRM problems. For example, on the Australian NRM scene, as outlined in Chapters 1.3
and Chapter 3.11, with the advent of NHT II and NAPSWQ, ‘outsiders’ in government
and sitting on regional bodies, make important decisions about funding NRM projects
and programs that are the focus of collaborations and partnerships initiated by ‘onground’ NRM groups. To avoid possibly unjust accusations of irrelevance or failure
from these outsiders, it will be important that participants in ‘on-ground’ NRM groups
have realistic expectations of what they may achieve working together and that they
clearly articulate their values, intentions and achievements to others in government and
in regional bodies. Failure to do so may result in their efforts being unfairly judged.
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Definitional
characteristics
• Effectiveness
• Shared power
and
responsibility
Relationship
characteristics
• Good social capital building
processes
• Good communication
• Good processes for knowledge
acquisition, information
exchange and social learning
• Shared values
• Shared intent
• Shared action orientation and
risk-taking

Context
characteristic
• Context is
appropriate

Participant
characteristics
•
•

High levels of
motivation
Realistic
expectations

Figure 5.1: Characteristics of an effective NRM partnership
‘Outsider’ perception
characteristic (Etic)
• Perceived
positively by
outsiders
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5.6

In summary

The term ‘effective’ has been defined in relation to nineteen cases of NRM
collaborations and partnerships, showing that when viewed collectively they bear a
range of characteristics typical of effective groups. As well as being ‘effective’,
collective analysis of data records from these cases revealed a further eleven
characteristics, all of which have been presented in this chapter. Figure 5.1 presented a
diagrammatic summary of these twelve characteristics of effective NRM partnerships. It
split them into five groups. These relate to the definition of an NRM partnership, its
context, the nature of the participants, the nature of the relationship between participants
and the perceptions of outsiders. While the order in which these characteristics have
been presented and discussed may tend to give order to their significance, as a
researcher I have become increasingly aware of the complex nature of the interactions
between these characteristics. While ‘effectiveness’ and ‘shared power’ may indeed, by
definition, make a relationship an effective partnership, these and the other
characteristics presented interact in complex ways that render causal relationships
between them difficult to prioritise and justify in terms of their significance. It is as if all
of these characteristics must be present and interacting if a relationship is to be an
effective NRM partnership. In a simplified manner, Figure 5.1 shows, how the five
groups of characteristics identified above interact. The significance of these twelve
characteristics, and the theories and concepts on which they are based as tools for
evaluation of NRM partnership effectiveness, has also been highlighted.
This chapter has described what effective NRM collaborations and partnerships look
like. Chapter 6 uses the results of analysis of these case studies to present how they
came to ‘look like that’. It examines evidence derived by this analysis and links it to
relevant theory presented in the literature review to reveal, from coordinator, NRM
group, and participant viewpoints, factors critical to the development of effective NRM
partnerships.
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6.0 Results: identifying and enhancing factors that
influence effectiveness of NRM collaborations and
partnerships
6.1

Introduction

This is the second of two chapters that present the analysis of data records from the
nineteen cases that made up the critical collective case study. While the last chapter
presented characteristics of effective partnerships, this chapter presents factors that this
analysis showed from coordinator, NRM group, and participant viewpoints positively
influenced these characteristics. In simple terms, this chapter describes factors that
make effective partnerships look the way that they do. It also discusses ways that these
factors may be enhanced to improve the effectiveness of NRM collaborations and
partnerships.
Using the research design outlined in Chapter 4, ninety-two data records relating to
nineteen cases studies of the critical collective case study were collected. The nature of
these data records is described in Table 5.1. All data records were coded, as outlined in
Chapter 4.4, using the codes developed in Table 4.4. Figures 4.3 and 4.4 describe the
interactive nature of the data analysis process used. Even though characteristics of
effective NRM collaborations and partnerships and the factors affecting these
characteristics are presented here as two separate results chapters, the coding and
analysis undertaken to yield these results were undertaken as one activity. After coding
and analysis, data records were then compiled into case records, one for each case
study, for ease of handling and to enable comparative analysis between cases.
The following three sections present factors that the analysis of the data records
revealed as influencing the characteristics of effective NRM collaborations and
partnerships. The first section focuses on factors seen as significant from a coordinator
viewpoint; the second outlines factors revealed as significant from a NRM group
viewpoint; while the third section presents a significant factor from a participant
viewpoint. Figure 6.1 summarises these factors and presents their relationship to each
other and to the characteristics of an effective NRM partnership, as derived by this
study, in diagrammatic form.
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NRM group viewpoint (Emic) – significant positive factors
• Having a range and diversity of participants
• Using appropriate and effective group processes (eg leadership,
communication, conflict resolution, social capital building internal
to the group, decision-making and risk assessment)
• Maintaining continuity of adequate funding and resources
• Maintaining continuity of assistance of a skilled, enthusiastic
coordinator
• Using appropriate administration and information management
systems
• Building social capital external to the group (i.e. ways that the
group builds social capital in relationships that it enjoys within
industry, community and government networks)

Coordinator viewpoint (Emic) –
significant positive factors
• Being a good communicator – a
listener to, and observer of,
people
• Being a reflective practitioner
• Having appropriate context,
technical and group process
knowledge and skills
• Having appropriate time, tenure
and enthusiasm
• Having ability to develop and
sustain personal relationships
with participants
• Enjoying and skilled at work in
‘grey areas,’ changing
environments

Figure 6.1: Factors affecting characteristics of effective NRM partnerships

Participant viewpoint
(Emic) – significant positive
factor
• Having high levels of
motivation in the
‘seed’ stage of the
relationship
• Nurturing positive
personal relationships

Definitional
characteristics

Context

Relationship

characteristic

characteristics

Participant
characteristics

‘Outsider’
perception
characteristic
(Etic)
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6.2 Coordinator viewpoint
Table 6.1 presents factors influencing the effectiveness of NRM collaborations and
partnerships from a coordinator perspective, derived by this study. Figure 6.1 shows, in
a simplified way, how this group of factors interacts with the other two groups of
factors and with the characteristics of an effective partnership. As with the
characteristics of effective partnerships, shown in Figure 5.1, the interactions between
these factors are complex and not easily displayed diagrammatically.
Table 6.1:

Factors influencing effectiveness of NRM partnerships: coordinator

viewpoint
Factor
1. Being a good communicator – a listener to, and observer of, people
2. Being a reflective practitioner
3. Having appropriate context, technical and group process knowledge
and skills
4. Having appropriate time, tenure and enthusiasm
5. Having ability to develop and sustain personal relationships with
participants
6. Enjoying and skilled at work in ‘grey areas,’ changing environments

All of these factors focus on the attributes and resources a coordinator may need to
broker effective collaborations and partnerships. Many are found in the literature. For
example, Factors 1, 2, and 3 echo the work of Chamala (1995), Long and Arnold
(1995), QDNR (2000), QDNR&M [2001(b)], Tennyson and Wilde (2000) and Schön
1991, mentioned in Chapter 3.9. In terms of Factor 4, Leach and Pelkey (2001, pp.381382) mention that having adequate time is an important factor in the success of
watershed partnerships. The other attributes of Factor 4 are not specifically mentioned
in the literature review. While the changing and contested nature of NRM is a constant
theme of Chapter 2, the fact that collaboration and partnership brokers should enjoy
working in this ‘grey’ environment, outlined as Factor 6, does not feature in the
literature review. Factor 5 is at variance with a State Government report on attributes
necessary for coordinators to broker effective NRM collaborations and partnerships
referred to in Chapter 3.9 (QDNR, 2000). While the QDNR report stated that
coordinators should focus on government policy over the “objectives of the
community”, participants in this research felt that coordinators would fail in their work
unless they could develop personal relationships with community members and that
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they must feel free to inform their government employer when the objectives of the
community were different from government policy (QDNR, 2000, p.2). In what
follows, evidence from the analysis of the coded data records, and where appropriate the
literature, informs a discussion of each of the factors listed above.
6.2.1

Being a good communicator: a listener to, and observer, of people

Participants in the Phase 1 workshop noted that appropriate communication processes,
like citizen participation processes were context-dependent. Important context factors
included recognition of gender, meaning systems and personality types of participants,
the nature of the place in which they lived and worked, and the level of trust that exists
in the relationship.1 They felt that having an understanding of these attributes helped
collaboration and partnership brokers to select the most ‘context-appropriate’
communication tools. They mentioned that, in their experience, men from NRM groups
were less likely to listen than women. They contended that women were often sent
along to meetings when matters were perceived as not being important.2 They also felt
that men and women often perceived NRM issues differently and that women adapted
more readily to change than men.3 Coordinators gave examples of farmers’ personality
types, in general terms, being significantly different to others in the community. They
saw them as more self-reliant and reflective.4 They commented that many farmers they
knew were not “group-joining types” and therefore did not always readily join Landcare
or other NRM groups. Communication processes that were useful in a ‘group situation’
may not suit farmers. In terms of the work of Schön (1991, pp. 276-279), these
coordinators felt farmers were ‘reflectors on action’. When told something, they felt that
farmers liked to “go away and think” about what they had heard.5 Citizen participation
programs and communication processes designed to meaningfully engage them would
fail unless there was time for this reflection and feedback to occur.

1

Appendix 20.1.2: Data Record 20; Case Records 1-15; pp. 1, 3, 6, 11 and 16.
Appendix 20.1.2: Data Record 20; Case Records 1-15; p.5.
3
Appendix 20.1.2: Data Record 20; Case Records 1-15; p.5. I cannot comment on whether these
observations constitute an ‘objective reality’. However, I can say that the women interviewed in the
Phase 2 long-term case study and the Phase 3 case studies (eg Data Records 59, 60 and 71) all exhibited
characteristics of being able to listen to and accept another person’s point of view, even if they didn’t
agree with it. They also showed that they were able to change their minds and work in a different
direction when they received new information on an NRM matter that made sense to them (e.g. Jemma,
in Data Record 71 agreed to partner with industry because she could see a possibility of a successful
outcome. This perception was not shared by some of Jemma’s male conservation colleagues.)
4
This concurs with the work of Marilyn Shrapnel whose research has shown that farmers, as a group, are
far more self-reliant and reflective than others in society (See Shrapnel, Davie, Freed, and Frank, 1997;
and Shrapnel and Davie, 2000).
5
Appendix 20.1.2: Data Record 20; Case Records 1-15; p.4.
2
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These Phase 1 workshop participants also appreciated that the language they used had to
match the meaning system and level of understanding of their intended audience. As
one of the participants said when he approached a person at a community meeting –
“How are you finding the material?” The reply surprised him – “Oh yeah, it’s great but I
don’t understand some of it though, because I don’t know what the words mean.”6 The
material may not have been relevant to the listener’s meaning system. In certain
circumstances it may also have been offensive to the listener, because of the meaning it
conveyed. They saw this in evidence in rural communities where people came in from
outside the community and tried to impose new ways of thinking. There was one
opinion offered that this was related to the Australian environment and the imposition,
at settlement, of inappropriate European NRM and agricultural practices on a landscape
that had been carefully moulded by Aboriginal NRM management practices. As one
coordinator commented:
It stems from when the country was developed, with people coming over from
England saying, “I know this and I know that,” and locals saying, “ You don’t
know a bloody thing when you come into this environment.” So now we have
people in our own culture (European Australians) that are doing that.7 It is
automatic.8
These words echo the sentiments of Flannery (1994, pp.389-390) and Dovers (2000,
p.2).9 The condition of Australian natural resources is in decline. The interaction that
European colonisers and their Australian forbears have had with this environment has
not been, and is not, sustainable. People from ‘outside’ a particular area, telling people
who live, work and farm there that they should ‘change their ways’ are to be viewed
with mistrust and suspicion. It is within this social climate that “we are still settling
Australia – still working out our relationship with the land and with each other”
(Dovers, 2000, p.2). It is no wonder that the National and State bureaucracies mirror
this state of affairs and become sites of “negotiation and debate as to what will count as
‘nature’, ‘resources’ and environment” (Tsing, 1999, p.2).
Phase 1 workshop participants also commented that there was a need to use appropriate
language and to cater for different learning styles of participants. Acronyms were to be
avoided. The listener should easily understand language used. Visual, auditory and
kinesthetic learning styles should be audience-appropriate and should avoid
6

Appendix 20.1.2: Data Record 20; Case Records 1-15; p.2.
My addition.
8
Appendix 20.1.2: Data Record 20; Case Records 1-15; p.3.
9
See Chapter 2.2.
7
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condescension.10 Noel, a very experienced coordinator, mentioned his ‘three Ps’ of
catchment management – ‘principles,’ ‘processes’ and ‘products’.11 He explained that
you have to understand the principles from which people operate if you are going to
work with them – that the ‘processes’ you would use and the ‘products’ that would
result would be based on this understanding. Another coordinator called it “finding the
hook” – working out the things that had meaning for intended participants and relating
the NRM problem and collaboration or partnership process to be used to this
understanding.12
This understanding can be gained through dialogue.13 Dialogue occurs when
participants achieve “mutual understanding” as to why others involved hold the
viewpoint they do on the topic at hand (Yankelovich, 1999, p.14).14 The case studies
provided many examples of dialogue between participants involved in NRM
collaborations and partnerships. Several examples are presented in Table 6.2.

10

Appendix 20.1.2: Data Record 20,Case Records 1-15, p.10; Data Record 22, Case Records 1-15; pp.3-

5.

11

Appendix 20.1.2: Data Record 22; Case Records 1-15; p.4.
Appendix 20.1.2: Data Record 22; Case Records 1-15; p.4.
13
See Chapter 2.10.
14
See Table 2.3.
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Table 6.2: Examples from data records of use of strategies for effective dialogue
from Yankelovich (1999)
Yankelovich’s strategies for
effective dialogue

Examples from data records

“Err on the side of including people who
disagree” (p.107).

“If you were involved in a similar situation in the
future what would you do the same/ differently?
I would have involved a wider (more than two
people) and more varied opinion in the formulation
of the original project document.”15
“Most people have a view of a stereo-typical public
servant who at some time has been officious and
unpleasant and the assumption is that all public
servants are the same. I found it necessary to ‘take
off my armour’ and state my case merely as a
person trying to achieve an outcome – not a public
servant trying to impose legislation. I felt that this
helped establish common ground and hopefully
rapport.”16
“In relation to the citizen participation work that a
Phase 1 extension officer was involved with, he
commented: “Trust comes into communication.
You can give out information all you like but unless
there is trust between the receiver of the
information and the giver, there is no
communication.”17
“Development of personal relationships is critical –
first and foremost.”18

“Focus on conflicts between value
systems, not people” (p.70)

“Where applicable, identify mistrust as
the real source of misunderstandings”
(p.106).

“Encourage relationships in order to
humanize transactions” (p.108).

These four examples of Yankelovich’s fourteen strategies for effective dialogue
illustrate the very useful and practical nature of the strategies he lists.19 An
understanding of and ability to apply Yankelovich’s work on effective dialogue are
critical to the brokerage of effective collaborations and partnerships.
Analysis of the data records revealed that the following tasks were also important in the
selection of appropriate communication processes:
•

Understanding physical location;

•

Understanding existing social networks;

•

Identifying key players and ‘gatekeepers’ and developing effective relationships
with them;

15

Appendix 6.3: Data Record 6; Case Record 6; p.6.
Appendix 3.3: Data Record 3; Case Record 3; p.1.
17
Appendix 20.1.2: Data Record 20; Case Records 1-15; p.7.
18
Appendix 6.3: Data Record 6; Case Record 6; p.3.
19
See Table 2.3.
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•

Recognising any tensions between ‘scientific’, ‘indigenous’ and ‘local’
knowledge in relation to NRM and how trust building may help to resolve these
tensions;

•

Developing appropriate information and knowledge management systems; and

•

Using tools, such as the Ideal Speech Situation (ISS) of Habermas (1979), to
evaluate communication processes.

These six points are discussed in turn in the following paragraphs.
In terms of physical location and communication, when looking at establishing large,
collaborative and partnership-based citizen participation programs, the density of the
human population was seen to be important. Phase 1 workshop participants observed
that communication processes focusing on NRM in isolated and remote areas had to
cater for the fact that people were physically further apart. In such settings they outlined
the need for greater emphasis on the internet or on using existing social opportunities to
interact on other matters. In terms of using existing social networks, a Phase 1
workshop participant commented:
When I lived in Canada I was totally stunned and amazed how insular people
were until that one day of the week when they went to church and it wasn’t
about going to church, because when they are in church they don’t speak very
much, it was about the interaction afterwards. It was finding out that Joe Bloggs
has got a new tractor.20
When looking to broker an aspirationally inclusive multilateral NRM partnership, a
coordinator may find it very important to know what social networks already exist in a
community, how well exercised they are and how the social capital that exists within
those networks may be used to build new relationships to communicate on NRM issues.
Social capital accumulated for a certain purpose may also be used for other purposes.21
Participants felt that low and declining population densities may lead to a dearth of
diversity of ideas. “You may have once had diversity in a small town. For example, you
have a bank manager and a school teacher etc and as the banks closed (and other
services are lost) you lose (the people that help to cultivate) that diversity of ideas.”22 It
may be necessary then for a collaboration or partnership broker to look at the ‘diversity
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of ideas’ that existed in the social setting within which she or he was working and to
consider carefully broadening this diversity, as necessary.
Some people are key players in their social setting when it comes to communication.
Participants in the Phase 1 workshop highlighted the need to identify these people and
to work with them to gain their trust and support so that the ‘communication gates’ they
controlled were opened, allowing messages to flow freely.23 Their observation
reinforces the comments of Gladwell (2000, pp.35-46), mentioned in Chapter 2.10, on
‘connectors,’ a certain type of person who is socially very well enmeshed and respected
in a variety of networks. These key people are one of the important factors needed to
create a positive ‘social change epidemic’ (Gladwell, 2000, pp.35-46). Phase 1
workshop participants called such people “seeds for further change.”24
From an epistemological viewpoint, Phase 1 workshop participants identified tensions
between ‘scientific knowledge’ and ‘local knowledge’. Chris, an extension officer
involved with Water Advisory Committees and ICM groups, commented on situations
where he had seen communities distrusting and simply not believing professional
scientists who came into their area, if the ‘scientific’ knowledge they represented did
not accord with their ‘local’ knowledge on a particular issue. He cited examples where
community members said, “We still think this. You go back and do the next level of
science to prove it,” and that he had experienced situations where “the community now
have got a consultant to prove their case and the government has got a hydrologist to
prove their case.”25 Chris commented:
Trust comes into communication. You can give information out all you like but
unless there is trust between the receiver of the information and the giver, there
is no communication and that is a factor in science.26
Some scientists Chris encountered needed to work on building this trust. Science
communication should be just as much about listening, receiving and reflecting on
messages and their meanings as it is about sending messages. These scientists may need
to learn the art of dialogue, as outlined by Yankelovich (1999), so that they may better
understand ‘non-scientists’ and, in turn, be understood by them on matters of common
concern.
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The sheer volume of information on NRM being collected by various government
agencies and groups, its variable quality and the lack of integration and coordination in
terms of the way it was collected, shared and analysed were also topics of discussion for
Phase 1 research participants. One participant commented – “In our catchment they
started off an ICM Committee in 1994. … This is the first year (2000) there has ever
even been a map (of the catchment) - NR&M, EPA and Local Government water
quality monitoring sites on the same map for the whole catchment.”27 This comment
indicates that, on the ‘government side’, much is still to be done to improve internal
communication and integration and coordination between various groups focused on the
same geographic area. Resources and information about particular geographic locations
or particular issues or problems were not routinely shared between interested public
servants.
These research participants quoted in this section appear to be describing
communication situations that vary markedly from the Ideal Speech Situation (ISS) of
Habermas.28 The Ideal Speech Situation provides a yardstick by which we may critique
any communicative act (Young, 1989, p.75). As mentioned, the Ideal Speech Situation
makes four assumptions:
•
•
•
•

That what we are saying or hearing is intelligible
That what we are saying or hearing is true in so far as it implies the
existence of states of affairs
That the persons speaking are being truthful or sincere, and
That the things said are normatively appropriate considering the
relationships among the people and the situation they are in.
(Habermas, 1979, p.2 cited in Young 1989; pp.75-76)

The analysis presented here showed several instances in which the quality of
communication acts could have been improved by use of these four statements for
reflection on communication (Schön, 1991, pp.276-279). For example, as discussed in
this section, coordinators who participated said that:
•

Careful use of language and appreciation of learning styles could help them to
be better understood;

•

They valued the truth in so far as that what they hearing or saying was able to be
verified by other observations;

•
27
28

They valued trust and sincerity in relationships; and

Appendix 20.1.2: Data Record 20; Case Records 1-15; p.8; with my addition
See Chapter 2.10
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•

They looked to communicate in ways that were appropriate for the social,
cultural and biophysical context within which they were situated.

Coordinators who participated in this study recognised a need to reflect more on
communication processes. The following section focuses on the need for coordinators to
be reflective practitioners in all areas of their work.
6.2.2

Being a reflective practitioner

A reflective practitioner does more than just apply a set body of knowledge to a
particular problem or situation. Such a practitioner is able to “reflect in action” – react
to unexpected events in his or her workplace by ‘thinking while doing’ and using that
thinking to improve their handling of that event (Schön 1991, pp.54-58). He or she is
also able to “reflect on action”, take time to consider what it is that they are doing, why
they are doing it, and how their practice may be improved as a result (Schön, 1991,
pp.276-279).29 Such a practitioner may also encourage groups of people with which he
or she is working to reflect and deliberate upon matters fundamental to the achievement
of the goals that have brought them together (Milbrath, 1989, p.92; Forester, 1999, p.2).
Analysing the data records revealed that for a coordinator to broker effective NRM
collaborations and partnerships, he or she must reflect sensibly both “in action” and “on
action.” To do this, the coordinator will need to have adequate self-knowledge and the
ability to use that knowledge to reflect upon their work and how self-knowledge and
work-context knowledge influence each other and their practice. For example, Hanna
and Inez, two extension officers working with a rural Landcare group, attributed the
success of their collaboration with Local Government, business and community, in part
to, a “personal philosophy of open and regular communication” and having a “strong
belief in the principles of community development and the importance of social factors
impacting on NRM projects.”30 That philosophy and belief helped them when they
reflected on their actions and made decisions about what they would do next in their
work. Fred, another coordinator endeavouring to broker partnerships between
horticulturalists, concluded that an effective coordinator was aware of their own
“baggage and biases.”31 An effective practitioner needed also be aware of his or her

29

See Chapter 3.9.
Appendix 8.3: Data Record 8; Case Record 8; p.2.
31
Appendix 6.3: Data Record 6; Case Record 6; p.6.
30

226

personality type. “You have to define what in your personality is going to work to bring
people on side.”32
Phase 1 workshop participants made the point that having a formalised mentoring
system for practitioners would help them to be systematic in their reflective practice.
They also noted that policy writers and other people, employed by government and
indirectly involved in NRM collaboration and partnership building work, would also
benefit from reflective practice.33 On the importance of self-knowledge, one coordinator
wrote:
Be yourself, but don’t impose your own opinions on those you are facilitating.
This is difficult. Recognise your own values and principles and how the values,
principles and processes you use in your work will impact on the people you
work with. Devise ways to monitor, evaluate and deal with both the desirable
and undesirable consequences of that impact.34
This quotation captures the essence of reflective practice in terms of “reflection on
action” – understanding yourself, understanding your work context; reflecting on how
they impact upon each other and using that learning to improve practice. This was
further reinforced by written feedback from the Phase 1 workshop, which stated that
that coordinators attempting collaboration and partnership-based work needed to
understand their own values, principles and personal style as well as those of the NRM
groups they were working with.35
Of course, a partnership is a process of deliberation and social learning in which others
present may also learn.36 As Vera, a Local Government Councillor who had been
involved with the ICM group in Case Study 16, explained:
Six years I have been involved and it has taught me to respect other people’s
opinions and be able to work together. It has taught me the issues coming off the
land and going into the waterways,37 things that whilst I was aware of never
gave the level of thought that I do now to make me go out in the community and
talk to people hopefully educating whilst I am discussing issues.38
For Vera it was important that she had been able to work with others from different
backgrounds, that they had deliberated and learnt together. It was also important to Vera
32
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that she was able to take this new learning and share it with others outside the ICM
group. This process of reflection and social learning is important for coordinators and
all participants.
This study showed that a good partnership broker must be more than a good
communicator and a reflective practitioner, they must also have a range of knowledge
and skills to equip them for their work. This is the focus of the next section.
6.2.3

Having appropriate context, technical and group process knowledge

and skills

As outlined in Chapter 3.9, the State Government, as a major employer, has recognised
the need for NRM coordinators to have appropriate context, technical and group process
knowledge and skills (QDNR, 2000, p.3). This study reinforced that viewpoint.
For example, in Phase 1, various extension officers involved in the research commented
on the importance of being an ‘all rounder’ in terms of knowledge and skills, as well as
having a good understanding of the ‘other players’ and the ‘field of play’. Comments
made included that there “needs to be more background study on context before
extension officers go out into the field;” that people looking to broker partnerships
needed to know their “clients” and “context” before going out into the field; and that
knowledge of context and issues that are important to people were critical to effective
collaboration and partnership building.39 When brokering collaborations or partnerships,
coordinators needed to be able to “reflect in action” – in a quick yet informed way
(Schön, 1991,pp.49-69). They needed a broad yet accurate understanding of the
situation in which they were working. For this reason Bruce, an experienced extension
officer, commented that a coordinator should have a high level of group process,
technical and practical knowledge.40 A Phase 1 workshop participant mentioned that
having good background or context knowledge of the biophysical, social and economic
situation was so important that, ideally, you should prepare by spending around three
months talking and listening to participants.41 Written comments from Phase 1
workshop participants included the need to “listen and learn about the communityunderstanding principles and values important to that community;” and that it was
39
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important to identify networks and informal power relationships. They also observed
that indigenous and overseas cultural values influenced the cultural diversity of the
context in which coordinators worked.42 It was imperative for coordinators to
understand the differences in the meaning systems of various stakeholders.43 Phase 1
participants felt that coordinators would have difficulties brokering effective
partnerships and collaborations unless they understood what motivated stakeholders.
Different meaning systems also colour the way people see the ‘facts’ relating to NRM
problems and goals that have brought them together. As mentioned in the last section,
participants felt that coordinators undertaking partnership brokerage work needed to be
very aware of any tensions between ‘local’, ‘scientific’ and ‘indigenous’ knowledge.44
Partnership brokerage work required not just an understanding of participants’ meaning
systems, but of these three different ‘sets’ of knowledge, how they related to each other
and how they related to the meaning systems of the various participants. Participants
felt it was important to hire coordinators who had relevant context knowledge (i.e. local,
scientific, and indigenous), or the ability to rapidly acquire that knowledge, to undertake
partnership brokerage work.45 This observation concurred with that of Vera, a Local
Government Councillor involved with the ICM group in Phase 2, who commented that
an effective coordinator had a unique mixture of skills and knowledge and that these,
combined with the other attributes, made it important that NRM groups “looked after
and valued their coordinators.”46
Vera felt that this was not always occurring and that coordinators were not being given
the time or the tenure to allow them to undertake their work effectively. It is to this
factor that the discussion now turns.
6.2.4

Having appropriate time, tenure and enthusiasm

While the data records are rich with evidence that, from a coordinator viewpoint, having
appropriate time, tenure and enthusiasm are important factors in development of
effective NRM partnerships, with the exception of time, these attributes do not feature
in the literature reviewed for this thesis.
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This study provided several examples of the importance of having an enthusiastic
coordinator in the brokerage of effective partnerships. For example, David, an extension
officer involved in helping to form a Catchment Care group, explained that when
working with a new group, as a coordinator, it helped if you expressed your
“enthusiasm and passion to draw out the same form others.”47 Ken, a long-term and
well-respected community volunteer in an ICM group, reinforced this point explaining
that coordinators needed to be enthusiastic if they were to inspire enthusiasm in
others.48 Ursula, a Local Government Councillor who also had long-term involvement
with an ICM group, agreed with Ken. She said that coordinators had to have “vitality
and enthusiasm” if they were to broker effective collaborations and partnerships.49
NRM collaborations and partnerships can cause change. People working as change
agents need to be committed and to have enthusiasm and passion if they are to meet the
challenges that go with that role. Research participants noted that having enthusiasm
and facilitating change could make a coordinator vulnerable to criticism from their
government employers. In a Phase 1 workshop discussion, participants talked about
how coordinators assumed “the role of being a provocateur both within the government
organisation and outside it.”50 They mentioned that fearlessly passing on the community
view about an NRM issue to government agency superiors, might be viewed as a
provocative act – particularly if that view disagreed with that of the government. It
appeared one needed enthusiasm and passion if one was to ‘sin bravely’ and to offer
such “fearless advice.”51 Coordinators at the Phase 1 workshop gave advice that, while
not strictly ‘government policy’, had helped them to survive and build collaborative and
partnership-based relationships with, and between, community and industry while
remaining in the employ of government. They talked about how being honest with the
community often scared their government superiors, but that the community respected
them for it as long as they picked the appropriate time and place to do it.
I think this is a really important point. In my early days I felt constrained to talk
about government processes in an open way and once I broke through that
barrier the rapport and response I got was really unbelievable. When I look back
on it, some of my managers at the time would have been appalled, but the
community thought it was all fair enough. It wasn’t ‘secret government
47
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business,’ it was actually quite practical common sense. They reflected on their
own business operations. They were making decisions according to similar kinds
of principles. I then had to explain it to my managers.52

To learn such things took time, not just enthusiasm, passion and courage. Leach and
Pelkey (2001, pp.381-382) mention time as an important factor influencing watershed
partnership effectiveness. This study indicated that time and tenure of coordinator
employment were important from coordinator, NRM group and from participant
viewpoints in the development effective NRM partnerships. As a coordinator said at the
Phase 1 workshop:
A lot of extension staff (when working with NRM groups)… will spend twelve
months doing the job and the next twelve months finding another job and you
don’t have that continuity of information. This is the tragic part of what is
happening today. It is losing that base of expertise and they have to move on
financially. That is a constraint.53
Walter, a former President of the ICM group in Phase 2, was also vocal on this point.
He pointed out that large, aspirationally inclusive multilateral NRM groups, such as
ICM groups, needed a coordinator if they intended to develop NRM collaborations and
partnerships among their members and undertake other work. He claimed that
coordinators should be funded and employed by government and that an adequate
budget was very important.
You really do need a sound budget being brought across to each catchment
association relative to their size and then that is there every year to work with
and as the association justifies it, it gets bigger.54
Walter saw that government had a significant and ongoing role to play in supporting
these groups. This included providing them with appropriate funding and coordinator
support. Other participants agreed with Walter. For example Ken, also from the ICM
group in Phase 2, felt that government should employ coordinators, saying that doing so
showed commitment – that they wanted to work in partnership with the community.55
Comments at a regional coordinators’ meeting also confirmed that time and tenure were
significant factors for coordinators in terms of how they viewed and went about their
work. One coordinator commented, “A three year contract gives you about the same use
by date as your newly purchased office computer.”56 Limited tenure for coordinators
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and uncertainty of ongoing coordinator funding, also affected NRM groups in other
ways. NRM groups ‘worried’ about coordinator tenure issues. Instead of spending time
on NRM projects that addressed issues they saw as important, they expended energy in
chasing funds to keep their coordinators and administrative support.57 This adversely
affected group effectiveness and the quality of relationships between government and
non-government members. Government-employed or funded coordinators in this study
also found that this affected the quality of relationships they had with industry and
community people with whom they worked. This is discussed in the next section.
6.2.5

Ability to develop and sustain personal relationships with participants

Many of the participants in this study felt that the personal relationships they had with
members of NRM groups were their most important work assets. Fred, an experienced
extension officer working with horticulture groups, explained that personal relationships
were the coordinator’s best resource. As he said, “Developing personal relationships is
critical first of all and foremost.”58 Good personal relationships build social capital. As
Portes (1998, p.7) explains, “Whereas economic capital is in people’s bank accounts
and human capital is inside their heads, social capital inheres in the structure of their
relationships.”59
Coordinators working as collaboration or partnership brokers, need to be very aware of
relationships between people with whom they are working, and the social capital that
inheres within them. These relationships may be ‘horizontal’ or ‘vertical’, as described
by Putnam (1993) and Coleman (1988 and 1990). They may be internal or external to
the partnership. Fred’s advice is that collaboration and partnership brokers should build
a bank of social capital in the social setting within which they are operating. He also
intimates that there is a causal relationship between accumulation of social capital and
development of effective NRM collaboration or partnerships. This is similar to the
research of Robert Putnam (1993) who identified a link between Local Government
reforms in Northern Italy that developed or enriched relationships, and a rise in civic
activity and economic prosperity in that area. Social capital and NRM partnership
effectiveness may be similarly related. The data records contain an array of evidence to
support this observation.
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For example, in Case Study 14, Rick and Sam, both government employees, worked to
build a partnership between two adjoining rural communities suffering from economic
decline. These communities had a long history of working competitively rather than
collaboratively. They managed to build social capital between community leaders. They
commented:
The end result, which saw two hitherto competitive and divided rural
communities working together on a single focus to the benefit of both, was the
real achievement.60
Rick and Sam are experienced officers. They realised that if they could build the social
capital within the relationship, they had a chance of building a partnership that could
help these erstwhile competitors achieve goals that they could not achieve individually.
They also noted that this accumulated social capital was transferable – it could be used
for mutual benefit on other projects. They explained, “the relationship approach which
underpinned this approach is still in place and the two communities continue to work
toward combined outcomes.”61
Some participants in this study had fairly clear views on factors that contributed to a
coordinator’s ability to broker effective collaborations and partnerships. Vera, a Local
Government Councillor, commented that:
They have to be passionate, motivated people who other people instinctively
respect. If you don’t have those characteristics then people won’t come along
with the same degree of passion that is expected and it is a very tough role for a
coordinator. … A skilled coordinator is a leader but they lead in a coordinated
manner, they don’t lead as a one-off and that is why coordinators are born not
made really because they have to have the skills to lead everyone but
collectively bring everyone together as a team … A good coordinator also picks
the team up when they are down … lightens some of moments where there has
been tension or people not felt very interested. You have almost got to be
everything to all. So we have to look after and value our coordinators.62
Vera presents a formidable challenge to people wishing to work in this area. Her picture
of the ideal coordinator working as a partnership broker is of a person who is socially
very adept. Vera uses the analogy of “the team.” It appears she is describing a top class
team sports coach - someone who is able to lead a team, recognise the unique attributes
and skills of the players and is able to mould them together to achieve at a sport in a
way that none of them could individually. Jemma, from Case Study 19, reinforced the
point that a coordinator must be socially adept if they are to undertake this work – that
60
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they must know how “to bring people together,” have a vision for what will happen
when they do this and know how to “network” the social situation to allow this to
occur.63
Noel, an experienced coordinator, was much less certain about his role as a leader when
it came to brokering collaborations and partnerships. In Phase 1 workshop discussions,
he commented that people that he worked with were generally comfortable with the
processes that were used to bring people together, because they invented them. He was
more a catalyst than a leader in that relationship-building process.64 He spent most of
his initial energies trying to understand the principles from which people operated their meaning systems (Adams and Hess, 2001, p.20). Noel tried to “find out what they
held dear about that particular problem, why they were trying to solve that, what was in
it for them.”65 From there he tried to:
Get around, build some relationships, find out who-knows-who in the
catchment, find out where the talent and resource expertise were, and try to
develop some trust with people. … I wanted to build trust and credibility. I
adopted the philosophy to be human as much as possible and to listen to people
and get out there and try to be a member of the community. I didn’t get out there
wearing all the cattle gear. That doesn’t work. I spent three months just listening
to people. … I was listening carefully to the language people were using, the
sparks of interest and similar language between different groups and looking at
how I might connect those people up.66
Noel shows in this statement that he agrees with Fred, Vera and Jemma. The ability to
develop and sustain personal relationships is very important for a collaboration or
partnership broker. There was no point in making out that you were part of the
community or something that you were not. As far as Noel was concerned, if you were
from the government, you were from the government and you should work as a broker,
change agent or catalyst from that position. Participants needed time to understand who
you were and why you were doing such work. You needed to ‘be yourself’ to do this.
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As well as emphasising the value of personal relationships in collaboration and
partnership brokerage, this study also revealed that the social setting and work
environment in which coordinators undertook this work were uncertain and constantly
changing. Evidence revealed from analysis of data records on this point is discussed in
the following section.
6.2.6

Enjoying and skilled at working in ‘grey’ areas and changing
environments

Noel viewed NRM as a process that used science-based knowledge and skills to inform
management of land, water and biodiversity. He noted that this process required
managers to ‘manage’ the people who were interacting with these resources. As such,
managers did not manage resources they managed people.67

This was further

complicated by the fact that in many instances, no particular individual or organisation
owned these resources. They represented the ‘commons’ alluded to in Chapter 2.5.1
(Hardin, 1968, pp.1243-1248). In some instances people may own only a small
component of these resources (eg the vegetation on their land), with their individual
management practices having only a small impact on the overall condition of a resource.
However, viewed in concert with the actions of other owners, the impact of their
management practices may be significant. Noel mentioned that, traditionally, people in
the area where he worked have “relied upon government to address the issues of the
commons” and that this “largely still is seen as a legitimate government function.”68
However, there is change in this area of NRM. As Noel said:
A part of this rethink is to involve those ultimately affected in a far more
meaningful way in decision-making processes. This move has not been entirely
voluntary on the part of governments but partly directed by the growing
community interest in resource management and their desire for more
transparent and accountable decision making processes.69
This is the ‘grey area’ in which an NRM group coordinator intent on building
collaborations and partnerships between participants works. As mentioned in Chapter
2.2, it is a contested, sometimes neglected area. Many NRM problems fall in this ‘grey
area’ between the domains of organisations or individuals. Although they may not
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exercise complete control over an NRM problem, the problem may influence their
effectiveness. As previously mentioned, such problems are ripe for collaboration and
partnership (Dukes, Firehock and Leahy, 2001, p.15).70 It is also an area in which
participants value may things according to different ethical frameworks (Merchant,
1992). It is a highly variable environment. Case Study 13 provided an example of an
NRM problem that was not ‘owned’ by any one agency. Staff from various agencies
perceived the issue differently due to their different values.71 A coordinator must enjoy
working in such an environment if she or he is to be an effective collaboration and
partnership broker.
In a practical sense, coordinators must also be able to handle interruptions and
competing demands for their time.72 Aspirationally, place-based, inclusive, multilateral
NRM partnerships, such as ICM groups, typically have a wide range of participants who
see the world according to different meaning systems and can make multiple demands
and interruptions on the time of the coordinator. People who like a calm and ordered
work environment may not favour such a work place.
This section presented factors that, in terms of coordinators, this study has revealed
influence the effectiveness of NRM partnerships. The following section repeats this
process, but from an NRM group viewpoint.

6.3

NRM group viewpoint

While it may seem unusual to talk of a ‘group viewpoint’, by coding and analysing data
records including participant-observation field notes, documents and interviews from
members of the Phase 2 ICM group, it was possible to gain an insight into factors that
were significant to the development of effective NRM collaborations and partnerships
when viewed from this perspective. These six factors are shown in Figure 6.1 and listed
in Table 6.3.
NRM groups (e.g. Landcare, ICM, Waterwatch, Bushcare, Coastcare groups) are not
necessarily NRM partnerships. However, they are social settings in which NRM
collaborations and partnerships between members can be found. For example, Local and
70
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State Government staff worked in partnership to form the ICM group that became Case
Study 16. This Local-State Government partnership is referred to as Case Study 17. In
Case Study 18 other industry and university researchers members of this ICM group,
Frank, Ian, and Des, developed a collaboration.73 They relied on the ICM group for
initial funding, using this and the early success of their endeavours to generate financial
support from other parties.74 In Case Study 19, the ICM group, gave rise to a
partnership between three ICM group members, Adam and Matthew, two industry
representatives, and Jemma, a member of a conservation-oriented NGO.75
In Table 5.2 the ICM group in Case Study 16 is, itself, classified as an externally
initiated, place-based, aspirationally inclusive multilateral partnership.76 It fulfils the
definition of a partnership used in this thesis of two or more individuals or groups who
have come together to share the power present in their relationship to achieve goals that
are desired by, or beneficial to, all who may be affected.77 It was initiated by two parties
(Local and State Government), focused on stream catchments in a defined coastal area,
and aspired to include “all who live, work or have a specific interest in” the health of
these catchments.78 This example reinforces the notion that while all NRM groups are
not necessarily partnerships, some are. Table 5.2 describes all cases that made up the
critical collective case study. Twelve of the nineteen cases were NRM groups working
as partnerships. The rest were collaborations.
Table 6.3 shows six factors that, from an NRM group viewpoint, this study revealed as
influencing NRM partnership effectiveness. Table 6.3 also shows that these factors do
not correspond neatly with individual or sets of factors previously identified by
Chamala (1995, pp.82-85) as helping to determine NRM group effectiveness.79 Leach
and Pelkey (2001, pp.381-382) reviewed factors helping to determine the effectiveness
of “watershed partnerships,” using this term to describe what were basically ICM
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As outlined in Chapter 2.6, this relationship was a collaboration rather than a partnership, because
power and responsibility for its use were not shared within this relationship. While the relationship was
cordial, each party retained its own ‘traditional role’. Power and responsibility for its use were not been
renegotiated and redistributed by the parties.
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Appendix 18: Case Record 18.
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Appendix 19: See Case Record 19.
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Appendix 16: Case Record 16.
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See Chapter 2.3.3.4.
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Appendix 16.5: Data Record 85; Case Record 16; p.14.
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See Chapter 3.7 and Table 3.2.
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groups – a type of NRM group.80 The array of factors derived in this study fit within
one or two of the broad categories developed by Leach and Pelkey. This correlation is
also shown in Table 6.3.
Table 6.3: NRM group viewpoint: factors affecting effectiveness of NRM
collaborations and partnerships correlated to sets of factors derived by Chamala
(1995) and Leach and Pelkey (2001).
Factors derived from
data record coding and
analysis

Corresponding set of group
effectiveness factors noted by
Chamala (1995, pp.82-85)

Having a range and
diversity of participants

Group internal factor

Using appropriate and
effective group processes
(leadership,
communication, conflict
resolution, social capital
building internal to the
group, decision-making
and risk assessment)
Maintaining continuity of
adequate funding and
resources
Maintaining continuity of
assistance of a skilled,
enthusiastic coordinator
Using appropriate
administration and
information management
systems
Building social capital
external to the group (i.e.
ways that the group builds
social capital in
relationships that it enjoys
within industry,
community and
government networks)

Group internal factors

80

Corresponding set of
watershed partnership
effectiveness factors
developed by Leach
and Pelkey (2001,
pp.381-382)
Resources and scope
factor; also alternative
dispute resolution
theory factor
Alternative dispute
resolution theory factor

Predominantly service agency
factor; also community and
other external factors
Service agency factor

Resources and scope
factor

Group internal factor and
service agency factor

Alternative dispute
resolution theory factor

A combination of group
internal, service agency,
community and other external
factors

Institutional analysis
and development factor

Alternative dispute
resolution theory factor

See Chapter 3.7 for a description of the findings of their review study. While I have discussed above
how the terms ‘NRM group’ and ‘NRM partnership’ are not, according to the definition used in this
partnership, necessarily synonymous, the factors that help to determine both NRM group and
partnership effectiveness appear very similar.
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Perusing Table 6.3 may give the impression that this study has unearthed little new in
terms of factors that, from an NRM group viewpoint, influence the development of
effective NRM partnerships. The factors listed above all fit within one or two of the
broad sets of categories mentioned by other researchers. However, this study has
revealed details on how these factors may be positively influenced. This helps to fill a
deficit area in the literature reviewed for this thesis. The sections that follow present an
analysis of case records relating to each of the factors presented in the Table, focusing
on how an understanding of these factors may be used to positively influence the
development of collaborations and partnerships among NRM group members.
6.3.1

Having a range and diversity of participants

Analysis of case records revealed that the range and diversity of participants were
important in determining the effectiveness of an NRM group in developing effective
NRM collaborations and partnerships between its members and with external
organisations.
For example, Adam, an industry member of the ICM group from Case Study 16,
observed that different people perceived the same problem differently and had different
skills and knowledge that they brought to bear upon the problem. When people worked
together and shared their different perceptions, skills and knowledge they found new
solutions to old problems.81 As Adam pointed out:
If all the parties to a partnership … have the same skills and the same things to
offer it is not (a useful partnership). … An effective partnership or joint venture
arrangement relies on people having different skills.82
Partners from different backgrounds are more likely to have a complementary ‘basket of
skills, knowledge and resources’ which, when combined, can make resolution of a
seemingly intractable NRM problem possible. Matthew, another industry member of the
ICM group in Case Study 16, agreed with Adam, adding that he found the ICM group
useful because it had “a whole range of … people who really enjoyed meeting up with
different people and points of view.”83
Maintaining and enhancing diversity of membership can be challenging for both NRM
group executive members and coordinators. Lewis, an industry member and former
81
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President of the ICM group in Case Study 16, said that industry members did not
usually join groups unrelated to their industry, unless it helped their business. He
commented, “Industry will only change readily when it suits industry’s needs.”84 For
this reason, some industries were not represented on the ICM group. Adam reinforced
this comment. He observed that industry and other participants were really motivated to
attend NRM groups by self-interest (e.g. to hear what is being said and to protect their
own interests, particularly when an NRM issue had the potential to affect their ‘core
business’) and because of the networking opportunities it afforded (e.g. it allowed
participants access to other networks and to be better informed).85 Adam became
motivated to attend ICM groups when he realised the problem they had with some
critical fauna habitat getting ‘in the way’ of their ‘core business’ was being discussed at
ICM group meetings.
Walter, also an industry member and a former president of the ICM group in Case
Study 16, saw that there was also a challenge in keeping government involved. He said
of ICM group meetings:
I used to look around the table at our catchment meetings and it was mind
boggling as to the real spread of industry that was around that table and it was
pretty good to be sitting at that table with a lot of those people. They were smart,
busy people and they were putting in their time for similar reasons to why I was
sitting there. In some cases some of the (government) departments had good
influential people that were heavily involved with the particular catchment they
were sitting around the table for. Some others were junior type people taking it
back to head office with them and you often wondered whether it was reaching
the right ears.86
Walter saw this as a weakness. From his perspective, the quality and seniority of the
government departmental representative who came to an ICM group meeting, reflected
how seriously that particular department was taking NRM collaboration and partnership
building in his catchment area. He continued:
If there was any area that I think could be worked on a bit harder, it would be the
likes of Department of Natural Resources and Department of Environment and
even our local Council – more in-house sessions with them, getting them to
understand what the work on the ground is all about as opposed to
representatives at the table getting smart about it.87
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Representatives at ICM group meetings, in Walter’s mind, were not just there to share
with others around the table. They were there to influence the organisations within
which they worked about matters of concern to the group. If they were not senior or
influential enough to do this, then they were not doing their job. Graham, a researcher
and member of Walter’s ICM group, said that government staff were simply sometimes
not suited to doing this work, particularly to sitting on NRM groups, representing
government. “Those guys like, EPA, DNR and DPI … can have a very old fashioned
mindset.”88

Walter and Graham’s perspectives provide important advice for

governments wishing to enter into collaborative or partnership-based NRM work with
industry and community.
An NRM group with a range and diversity of participants has the potential to better
meet its own objectives and those of its individual members. For example, Des, a
researcher, joined the ICM group in Case Study 16 a couple of years after it was
established. He commented that joining a group with a variety of government, industry
and community members who were producing good NRM outputs was “ideal” for a
university researcher looking to pursue and lead students in NRM research.89 Ken, a
community member of the group, agreed, saying that, for him, the diversity of
membership, “helps me do my job - helps you do yours … that there was mutual gain
from the relationship.”90 The following section addresses the challenge of how this
diverse group of participants might work appropriately together to address the shared
NRM problems that face them.
6.3.2

Using appropriate group processes

This set of factors relates to how a group, collaboration or partnership goes about
achieving its task and meeting the socio-emotional needs of participants. This set of
factors includes:
•

Leadership;

•

Communication;

•

Conflict resolution;

•

Social capital building internal to the NRM group;

•

Decision-making; and

•

Risk assessment and risk taking.
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The following paragraphs provide examples from analysis of the data records,
discussing each of these points in turn.
Analysis of data records from Phases 2 and 3 indicates that good leadership in NRM
groups is critical in the development of effective NRM collaborations and partnerships
between members. Such leadership comes from ‘champions’ within the group. These
may be designated leaders (eg executive committee members), ‘ordinary’ members or
the coordinator. For example, Jemma, a member of an environmental NGO and the
ICM group in Case Study 16 commented, “You need partnership ‘champions’ who take
the long-term view while working short-term, and have a well developed values and
belief system.”91 Ian and Matthew, industry members of the same group, also held this
view as did Ursula, a Local Government Councillor and group member, who added that
champions were needed both within and outside the partnership.92 My field
observations further validate these claims. On three occasions I noted the critical role
that leaders, be they executive members of groups, ‘ordinary’ members, or coordinators
played in the development of NRM partnerships.93
From an NRM group viewpoint, effective communication and development of dialogue
were also important for the development of effective partnerships. Observations as a
participant observer showed that communication must be open, honest and respectful,
particularly between the coordinator and other members of the group. Coordinators in
Phase 1 commented on the need to develop a “safe environment” within a group so that
participants can feel confident and secure and about engaging in dialogue.94 They
suggested that coordinators should take the lead and model this behaviour and that
government-employed or funded coordinators may face a problem doing this. One
coordinator commented that being open and honest with the community “can scare your
managers.”95 When it comes to speaking freely on a contentious topic, another
coordinator at the workshop gave advice that you had to have a clear understanding of
the government’s expectations, as your employer. He noted that, “You had to be careful
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in a public forum because it is okay in a one-to-one, but in a public forum, you can’t do
that.”96
Graham, a university researcher and member of the ICM group in Case Study 16, made
the point that communication that built an effective partnership focused “on the game
and not the individual player – otherwise personalities got in the way.”97 His comment
emphasised the need for mutual respect amongst participants. In my participantobservations with Graham’s group, I noted that while face-to-face communication
appeared the most effective way for mutual respect to be engendered, email was also a
potentially useful tool for NRM groups, members and coordinators.98
Conflict is part of the social landscape of NRM groups. My participant-observation
notes emphasise the need for good conflict resolution processes within NRM groups
and between these groups and the community and government NRM bureaucracies set
up to ‘support’ them. For example, over several months, I observed the rise of a conflict
between smaller, ‘on-ground’ NRM groups and a new regional ‘partnership’ initiative.
Much of the conflict arose because inclusive communication and planning processes
were not used in the development of the larger regional group. Also its philosophy,
while not formally enunciated, appeared similar to that described by the dominator
model of Eisler (2002, p.212).99 It appeared this conflict could have been avoided if the
people involved, at all levels within their organisations, had worked together from the
outset to develop a set of principles and ground rules on which their relationship could
be developed.100 These principles and ground rules could have related to group
processes – particularly the development of dialogue amongst participants, conflict
resolution and decision-making processes.
Conflict was also prevalent at an inter-personal level. For example, at a regional
coordinators’ meeting I listened while coordinators spoke of the challenges and
conflicts that resulted in dealing with ‘difficult’ people.101 They commented that
sometimes very passionate, committed volunteers had unrealistic expectations of what
96
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could be achieved by members of NRM groups working in collaboration and
partnership. They noted that these heightened expectations could not be met with the
levels of resources provided by government and other participants, especially given the
lack of coordination of government-initiated NRM citizen participation programs and
groups.102 This led to disillusionment of these members and sometimes conflict, with
the very ambitious and passionate members blaming government-employed
coordinators for not being able to meet their demands.103
On one particular occasion, I noted that volunteers in an NRM group were reluctant to
address conflict between the members of their group, leaving this conflict resolution
role to paid coordinators.104 While working as a participant-as-observer, I was present
with a small group of volunteers and another less experienced coordinator. The
volunteers were trying to convince one of their numbers present that he should take a
role on the Executive Committee within the group. When the volunteer became hesitant
and then rejected the offer, conversation continued but became stilted. People avoided
talking about his outright rejection of their offer. Eventually, the other volunteers and
the other coordinator left the table and went to make a cup of coffee, leaving me, as a
coordinator to respond to an unhappy and worried volunteer.105 Resolving conflict
appeared to be a task for the paid staff, not for volunteers. On two other occasions, I
noted the need for well-structured ground rules that outline processes to be followed in
cases of conflict both between NRM group members and NRM groups and the
government, industry and community bureaucracies supporting them.106 These ground
rules need to be endorsed by all members early in the group development process.
When handled constructively, effective NRM partnerships can grow out of conflict
relationships. Adam, an industry member said of the successful partnership he
developed with an environmental NGO, “It started out as a conflict. …Through
communication and demonstrating a bit of good will, gradually that relationship
changed.” He commented about one of his former adversaries, “Jemma took an
102
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enormous punt staking her personal reputation to trust … what we were saying we were
going to do and there were a large number telling her, don’t trust (them). … You are
foolish to go along and expect that they are going to deliver.”107 The two protagonists
moved from a conflict relationship, one that fitted into the dominator model of Eisler’s
cultural transformation theory, into a more partnership-oriented relationship (Eisler,
2002, p.212).108 This was a self-initiated partnership between two ICM group members.
Jemma took a risk. She felt that given the BATPO, the critical fauna habitat they were
in conflict over might have ended up destroyed. She therefore needed to work with
Adam and his corporation to avert this. Adam was slightly less apprehensive in working
with Jemma as he had worked with a community group previously and “it had been a
success, so in my mind there was a history that this could succeed.”109
Resolving conflict between NRM group members can build social capital within the
group. Coordinators working as collaboration and partnership brokers, not only attempt
to resolve conflicts within the NRM group, but to build positive personal relationships,
a fundamental component of social capital.110 Tricia, a coordinator, mentioned that in
her work she focused on “building personal relationships … and creating an
environment for genuine dialogue between all members, (causing) fundamental changes
within people.”111 Tricia felt that building these relationships allowed people to better
appreciate why those with whom they might work in collaboration or partnership held
the views they did, thereby nurturing “genuine dialogue.” In Phase 2 field notes, I
recorded, “with partnerships, never say never. Just say no, not now. Prospective partners
can change their point of view over time.”112 I wrote this observation in response to the
comments of Ken, an experienced volunteer who counselled ICM group members from
Case Study 16 against severing relationships with Local and State Government
bureaucrats promoting a new regional ‘partnership’ initiative. NRM group members
throughout the region were questioning this new ‘partnership’. Ken reasoned, that with
time and care people can change and can work out how they might best work
together.113
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In Phase 3, there was evidence of social capital being built within an ICM group and
being used as a basis for new collaborations or partnerships that developed between
members within the group. For example, Jemma commented on the role of her ICM
group in building social capital.
I have seen far more understanding and tolerance come through as a result of
people sitting opposite each other. … I really think the Catchment Association
may not be able to measure its successes … exactly, but it may have fostered
successes that people never know because it has taught people from different
persuasions to talk to each other and value each other a bit more and to
understand that there is a catchment out there and it is bigger than the different
factions.114
These examples, from all three phases of the research, indicate that a well-facilitated
NRM group can develop social capital, and that this social capital helps in the
development of NRM collaborations and partnerships between members.
The ability to reflect on issues, make a decision as a group, and decide when it was
appropriate to take a calculated risk to achieve mutually-derived NRM group goals, are
important factors influencing NRM group and partnership effectiveness. Tom and Pat,
two, high profile, skilled and experienced volunteers, came to talk with me when they
heard I was doing research on NRM partnerships and groups. One of the points they
raised related to the need for NRM groups, participants and coordinators to reflect at an
individual level and to carefully deliberate as a group on decisions and actions they
take.115 Tom noted that this was very important in terms of both personal and group
development. He commented that reflection was part of the action learning cycle and
individuals and organisations did not learn and therefore continuously improve their
practice, unless they reflected adequately. An extension officer at a regional
coordinators’ meeting supported this observation. She commented that footballers were
not expected to play football all the time – that they took time off the field, had training
sessions, viewed videos of their performance and looked at how they might improve.
She felt that NRM groups, members and coordinators needed to reflect more on their
decisions and actions and to look at how they may improve them.116 Harold, a State
Government representative on the ICM group in Case Study 16, commented that NRM
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groups needed to look at how they made decisions and that consensus was preferable if
groups were to work together to improve NRM in their area.117
Phase 2 field notes indicated that the process by which decisions were made needed to
be explicit at the regional, as well as the NRM group level. Within the larger, regional
network of the ICM group in Case Study 16, levels of trust were lower, as people often
did not know each other as well as they knew participants in their own group.118
Important factors included organisational structures, where, when and how decisions
were made and importantly, who made decisions. Centralisation of decision-making
power in regional structures is characteristic of dominator rather than partnership
organisations (Eisler, 2002, p.212). This was a specific concern shared amongst several
members of NRM groups throughout the region.119 Participants in these groups felt they
and their NRM group had become part of a larger regional NRM bureaucracy and that
was sometimes making important decision without consulting them. Their concerns
echo the work of Chambers (1997, p.199) who says that the normal tendency for
bureaucracy is to centralise power.120 It appeared NRM bureaucracies, even ones intent
on collaboration and partnership in this study, were no exception.
Evan, a Local Government officer who had worked on major projects with several
NRM groups in the region, felt that NRM groups would benefit from taking calculated
risks on innovative actions to solve NRM problems that confronted them. He observed
that “Australia was always made (up) of people that were instigators … if it was broken,
let’s use a piece of fencing wire to fix it.”121 Evan felt that NRM groups, and the
bureaucracy within which they worked, were not empowered or prepared to take
enough risks – to try something new in terms of NRM. He stated:
Now everyone is saying, unless it is tried and proven, we don’t want to go that
way, because we might be leaving ourselves open. We don’t often know the
answers for environmental management, some of it is gut feeling and a lot of
people are getting afraid to use their guts and they want to get there and use tried
and proven procedures that will work and that stuff has already happened and
that is not going to make …for change.122
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Evan’s comment aligns well with the concepts of social learning and adaptive
management (Milbrath, 1989 and Lee, 1993).123 It is interesting that the observations
above – that people were not going to solve NRM problems they have always had, by
doing what they have always done, was not prominent elsewhere in the data records.
Participants in the research setting did not appear to have knowledge of the concept of
adaptive management, of treating management of natural resources as an experiment
and learning from these experiments as to how management of these resources may be
improved (Lee, 1993). Reflection on social interactions and group processes, an
important component of social learning, was more widely accepted among
participants.124 They were more prepared to use social learning as a way to improve
social processes and outcomes rather than biophysical processes and outcomes. In terms
of managing natural resources adaptively, participants appeared to favour the discourse
of ecological modernisation and to use a “determined application of rationally organised
expertise” according to set formulae to attempt to resolve NRM problems (Poncelet,
1998, pp.11-12; Saul, 1992, p.8).125
This research shows that from an NRM group viewpoint, appropriate and effective
group processes were important in determining the development of effective NRM
collaborations and partnerships among NRM group members. The following section
discusses another factor found to be significant from this viewpoint - continuity of
adequate funding and resources.
6.3.3

Maintaining continuity of adequate funding and resources

NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships must have continuity of adequate funding
and resources to support projects and programs that meet the mutually derived
objectives of participants. The management of natural resources, in terms of human time
scales, is a long-term venture, not sensibly undertaken on an ad hoc, incremental
basis.126 There is a need to establish enduring, yet adaptable institutions, and to staff and
resource these institutions adequately, to allow this to occur. The people, funds, and
resources may come from a variety of sources including community, industry and all
levels of government. There was a view pervading the data records in this study that the
levels of funding and resources were a proxy indicator of the commitment of various
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parties. It appeared that government was not always meeting its responsibilities in this
area. I offer the following analysis to substantiate these comments.
For example, participant-observation field notes indicated that the loss of Federal
Government NHTI coordinator funding seriously destabilised the ICM group in Case
Study 16. In the end, stopgap State Government funding made up the shortfall.
However, it meant that the resources and energy of the NRM group and its coordinator
were diverted from NRM objectives to search for funds to maintain coordinator
support.127 At one stage, the group investigated setting up a Foundation and seeking
financial, tax deductible contributions from industry and community as well as
government.128 This was not achieved. It seemed as though volunteers were prepared to
give their time and, in return, expected government to provide the majority of funds. At
a regional coordinators’ meeting, Sam, a regional manager, indicated that he thought
coordinators should encourage and help NRM groups to align their activities with the
core business of government, as outlined in departmental corporate and program plans,
if they were “to continue to enjoy the support of government.”129 For the ICM group in
Case Study 16 it appeared the relationship between government and the group had not
been clearly and mutually established.
Evan, a Local Government employee, who had worked with several NRM groups,
supported these thoughts. In his interview he said that it was difficult for NRM groups
to work effectively when money to support their work, and decisions about how money
would be allocated, came from outside the group.130 A coordinator at a regional NRM
coordinators’ meeting commented that the NRM problems she had been asked to work
with NRM groups to resolve were subject to much longer time frames than those used
by her government employer.131 From an NRM group perspective, a stable, ongoing
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source of adequate funds is critical if members of NRM groups are to achieve their
mutually derived and desired goals.
6.3.4

Maintaining continuity of assistance of a skilled, enthusiastic coordinator

NRM group members involved in this study felt having continuity of assistance of a
skilled, enthusiastic coordinator was an important factor in the development of
collaborations and partnerships among members. In what follows I have sought to
capture and analyse the observations of research participants in relation to the role of
coordinators in NRM collaboration and partnership development.
For example, Jemma, a member of the ICM group in Case Study 16, felt it was not just
a matter of a group having a coordinator. The coordinator had to have the skills to bring
the ‘right’ people together and use processes that would lead to collaboration and
partnership building. She explained:
A coordinator should have vision, and without vision the coordinator is a
pincushion and might as well be the secretary. A coordinator must have some
idea of what can bring people together, what can motivate them and what kinds
of things they are interested in that will have a chance of getting off the ground –
captivating people’s imagination. If the coordinator can’t do that, then you are
wasting your time, unless you happen to have some volunteer who is prepared to
work full-time at doing that function. Inspiring is absolutely critical – and
explaining. You can only inspire people if you explain well.132
A volunteer could serve in this role, but if the NRM group were a large, aspirationally
inclusive one, they would need to work full-time. Lewis, an industry member and
former President of the same ICM group, mentioned that being a volunteer in such a
group was a real commitment in terms of time and resources.
I have had to juggle. It’s been four or five years for me doing this voluntary
work actually. That’s since I’ve met you. It has been awkward. You got me
committed and you got me started, and I can’t say no because I see so much
change and so much progress being made. Without the input, I see a big gap.133
Lewis appeared committed to the group, but was very busy in his work and family life.
As he said, he needed a coordinator to “get him started.” Other people in community or
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industry were not filling this role as an initiator. It fell to a government-employed
coordinator.134
Graham, a university researcher and member of the same ICM group, felt that while
having a coordinator for a group was useful, it could also have its drawbacks. He
mentioned that if you did not have a good personal relationship with the coordinator, or
if you disagreed with the way they went about their work, then there was a problem that
might be difficult to resolve. “Some consistency of staff can be … good if seen to work,
but it can also be bad.”135 Vera, a Local Government Councillor and member of this
ICM group, noted that you had to a have a good President and a good coordinator. She
thought continuity was important. Vera explained:
If you constantly keep changing coordinators it looks as if the partnership (NRM
group), is not being supported by the government. It just looks like it is a token
gesture and it may not last next year. A coordinator should be there a number of
years and be prepared to stay there. A different coordinator will change direction
and style and it takes almost a year to get into the habit of knowing that person.
You don’t just accept a person into the group so quickly.136
In her interview, Ursula agreed with Vera. Also a Local Government Councillor and
member of the group, Ursula recognised that coordinators were of varying quality, that
the mix of skills needed to do the job and the tenuous nature of the employment, meant
that there were not many people around willing to do the job. She recognised that there
was usually little tenure associated with the position and that organisations big enough
to offer a career path for these people, such as State Government, appeared to be
retreating from employing coordinators, instead, asking the larger, regional NRM
groups to employ them using government funds.137
Looking from the NRM group viewpoint, it appeared that continuity of adequate
assistance of a skilled and enthusiastic coordinator was an important factor in the
development of effective NRM collaborations and partnerships among NRM group
members. This finding is further validated by the work of Long and Arnold (1995, p.9),
Tennyson and Wilde (2000), QDNR&M (2000), QDNR&M 2001(b), and Leach and
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Pelkey (2001) as outlined in Chapter 3.9. The next section discusses how NRM
coordinators will be most effective in this work if they use appropriate administration
and information management systems.
6.3.5

Using appropriate administration and information management systems

From an NRM group viewpoint, appropriate administration systems internal and
external to the group are important to the development of effective NRM collaborations
and partnerships among members. Many of the comments made in this section relate to
the way QDNR&M and other State agencies and Local Governments supported NRM
groups involved in this study. While the discussion that follows may seem rather
negative, it reflects the high level of motivation and passion of many of the research
participants and their frustration at not always being able to achieve what they feel they
should by working in NRM groups. Participants were generally fairly critical of the
systems external to their NRM group that ‘supported’ and, to varying extents,
‘governed’ their efforts. They focused a similar level of critique on these systems within
their group. These support and governance systems, which I will simply refer to as
‘administration systems’, were seen by participants to affect the effectiveness of
collaborations and partnerships within the group, or, in some instances, to prevent these
relationships from forming.
The following paragraphs deal, in turn with these major points as revealed by analysis
of the data records. These are:
•

Weaknesses of the sector representational model of NRM groups;

•

Difficulties with financial systems for acquitting government grants;

•

Difficulties in participants accessing integrated and coordinated information at a
scale appropriate to their needs;

•

Lack of integration of government-initiated ‘NRM citizen participation
bureaucracies’; and

•

A perceived lack of genuine government commitment on the part of government
to NRM citizen participation.

Ways to address these points are suggested. The initial part of this discussion focuses on
issues internal to NRM groups. The closing paragraphs of this section focus on how a
‘place over program’ approach to NRM citizen participation programs may also help to
resolve these difficulties.
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The sector representational model is used in an effort to ensure that the diversity of
community, industry and government views held in relation to a particular NRM issue
or problem are reflected in the makeup of an NRM group initiated by government to
respond to the problem.138 While a sector representational model may help to build
social capital in an NRM group, it also has shortcomings. Several members of the ICM
group from Case Study 16 commented on their frustration regarding this model,139 as
did other NRM group members who made contact with me in the course of this
research. For example Beth, an experienced leader of an NRM group rang me one day
on regional matters. She commented that sector representational models for NRM
groups, be they regional or more local, did not allow for talented, interested people to
become involved unless they had a ‘sector seat at the table’. She felt that those at the
table were seldom resourced to communicate effectively with the sector stakeholders
they were meant to represent. In the end, she felt they sometimes finished up just
representing themselves. The geographical distribution of sector representatives
throughout a catchment or region can be uneven. While industry sectors in a catchment
or region may get ‘represented,’ whole geographical areas can ‘miss out’.140
Coordinators at a regional meeting reinforced this observation.141 Yet, this model has
been recommended in government policy for some time and has been adopted at other
levels, such as in the establishment of regional groups under NHTII and the National
Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality.142
The observations are corroborated in the literature.143 Stakeholder representatives are
often people who have the time and resources to attend meetings and want to do so
(Vanclay, 1997, p.23). They are not necessarily representative of their sector, nor do
they always represent their sector. Long and Arnold (1995, p.9) suggest a set of criteria
138
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by which sector representatives may be selected, and which may guide them in their
work.144 When government agencies form such groups they should advise those
selecting sector representatives to use these or similar criteria. It would also appear
sensible that they ensure that sector representatives are adequately resourced so that
they may communicate effectively with those they seek to represent. While a group of
adequately resourced, skilled, motivated, respected sector representatives may be able to
work together to encourage NRM collaborations and partnerships among their members
and others in the community, they may need to complement their membership to ensure
that all geographic areas are represented and that committed, skilled volunteers
regardless of the ‘sector status’ are also able to be involved.
Sector representatives can also take on specific executive or leadership roles. These
roles take up extra time, making sector representation more difficult. For example, local
NRM groups, such as the ICM group in Case Study 16, need sound accounting systems
to acquit NHT and other grants. Initially, as the full-time coordinator of this group, I
encouraged the group to develop a relationship with the financial management section
of Local Governments in their catchment area and to seek their help in this matter.
Eventually, this role reverted to the Treasurer of the group. In my field notes I observed
that this external funds management role was very challenging for even the most
capable volunteer.145 Time spent in executive meetings doing this ‘accountancy work,’
can prevent NRM group members from concentrating on developing collaborations and
partnerships that allow them to implement projects to respond to local NRM problems.
NRM groups would be able to focus more on on-ground outcomes if accounting
systems were simpler. The support of a dedicated professional officer moving from
group to group, assisting with this accounting work would help this process and also
help to meet requirements for transparency on spending of government funds.
Members of NRM groups looking to collaborate or work in partnership on shared NRM
problems need accurate information on the problem, relevant to the geographical area in
which they are working. When I facilitated the formation of the Case Study 16 ICM
group in 1996, I was struck by the difficulty of getting relevant biophysical, social and
economic information on the area. Even basic maps of the catchments were difficult to
obtain. Relevant data sets were held by a wide variety of government agencies,
144
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businesses and other organisations. Integrating and coordinating this information
became one of the first tasks of the group. While working as a participant–as-observer, I
was forced to reflect on the importance of this action when I attended a presentation on
the ‘Neighbourhood Catchment Concept’ under way at the time in Central
Queensland.146 The Central Queensland extension officers had worked very hard to
integrate the results of relevant NRM research and monitoring in their geographical area
and, by using Powerpoint and a one-to-one ‘kitchen table conference’ approach, had
worked to involve individual landholders at a farm property level to bring about
measurable improvement in water quality within a local catchment. Their work
highlighted the importance of having information at an appropriate scale that was
accessible to participants.
The following discussion highlights the

importance

of

having

appropriate

administration and information management systems external to NRM groups if they
are to foster the development of effective NRM collaborations and partnership among
their members.
The ICM group in Case Study 16 was often hindered and obstructed by government,
rather than assisted in what it saw as its primary purpose – helping people who lived or
had an interest in the catchments and waterways of the area to work together to ensure
that they sustained both people and nature now, and into the future.147 This was caused
by a poorly integrated and coordinated ‘NRM citizen participation bureaucracy’, which
has grown over time. This bureaucracy has been encouraged by the plethora of natural
resource and environmental management legislation within Queensland, and
nationally.148 As of 2000, there were forty-one Acts relating to natural resource and
environmental management in Queensland alone (HRSCEH, 2000, p.71). Many of
pieces of legislation make various citizen participation processes mandatory.149 When
public servants administering these pieces of legislation undertake their required citizen
participation activities, the consequences for committed volunteers interested in NRM
in a particular ‘place’ in which they live, work or farm can be chaotic. The situation in
146
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the study area became even more complicated with the advent of the NHT II Regional
Body and the Moreton Bay Waterways and Catchment Partnership, mentioned
previously. These two bodies also have citizen participation requirements.150
Walter, a former President and industry member of the ICM group in Case Study 16,
spoke of his frustration with what he saw as the growth of a needless ‘NRM citizen
participation bureaucracy’, with committees and groups removed from on-ground,
place-centred NRM groups, such as catchment groups, becoming increasingly distant
from what was actually happening. He said, of these broader-scale approaches:
They want representation, which then takes a volunteer who is here already
putting in a lot of hours and then has to step up another level and put the same
hours into another larger group. When you get up to the larger groups, their
focus becomes removed from the catchment groups and they start to have this
big overview, but they don’t take up the work that has already been done. They
almost do the work on top of the work that has already been done. In the end
you find they are studying the things that have already been studied when it
would only have been a matter of linking these together from each catchment
group and you would have ‘the study that is studying the study.’ … The
government changes (its mind) and all of a sudden they are creating ‘a body’,
and when they start talking about ‘the body’, they say they are going to go to the
community and we are going to get the people that are involved. … The
catchment association, if you look at the chart we developed in terms of the
groups we interact with and had involvement with, they are all there, all they
had to do was tap into that. … Here we go, another group, and we have to go
and find new volunteers. It is not necessary and they don’t seem to realise that
some of these groups are already functioning in the community in a big way.151
Walter was frustrated with government effort in this area. Beth, a member of another
major NRM group in the study area, confirmed these views.152 She felt extension
officers, sometimes from the same government department, were seeking to involve
citizens in different participation processes on similar issues. Figure 3.6 further
corroborates these observations. It shows a picture of NRM citizen participation in
South-East Queensland, from the perspective of yet another very committed industry
volunteer. The situation it presents is one of confusion and complexity.
Beth also observed that there was, to her mind, a dichotomy of purpose developing
between central office and regional staff within State Government departments.153 She
claimed that central office staff members were more interested in things passed to them
150
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from the person at the next desk than in dealing with people in on-ground situations. In
her frustration, Beth spoke in generalisations. She saw central office staff in much the
same way as Chambers (1997). He described them as “unwitting prisoners,
professionals who sit chained to their central places and mistake the flat shadows of
figures, tables, reports, professional papers and printouts for the rounded, dynamic,
multi-dimensional substance of the world of those others at the peripheries” (Chambers,
1997, p.55).154 Beth felt that central office staff needed to do work experience out in the
regions to see what was actually happening.155
The situation in government may not easily be resolved without reviewing the
legislation that makes many of the current NRM citizen participation processes a
requirement.

This

review

should

ensure

context

and

place-appropriateness,

simplification, integration and coordination of any citizen participation processes.156
There may also be a need to review NRM citizen participation processes from the point
of view of the ‘on-ground’ participant. Governments at all levels may need to seek, “a
new paradigm of integrated resource management to replace the undeniably old,
exploitive and compartmentalised one” on which government is still seeking to build
NRM citizen participation programs (McDonald 1997, p.139).
Participants in this study appeared frustrated and confused by government NRM citizen
participation processes. Governments at all levels can improve this situation. Action
needed may include presenting a transparent statement of purpose, intent and
expectations to the citizens they wish to involve in NRM. This statement should reflect
the philosophy of Cosgrove, Evans, and Yencken (1994) who caution that natural
resource and environmental management problems are seldom solved through the
application of any single process, be it citizen participation or legislation. The statement
should show how citizen participation will ‘fit’ within the application of a contextappropriate mix of participation, legislation, economic incentive, education and research
to address NRM problems in a particular place. The level of citizen participation that
government requests and encourages of citizens should also be context-appropriate.
Tools such as the citizen participation tree presented in Figure 3.2 may help in this
process.157 This context-appropriate or ‘place over government program’ focus for
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NRM will be challenging for all levels of government. It is a new NRM paradigm
(McDonald, 1997, p.139). To do less, will mean that government will continue in an
attempt to capture the discourse of citizen participation and so obscure the relations of
power and influence between government and citizens (Taylor, 2001, p.122).158
These changes may also be in order on the ‘community side’ of the relationship. This is
borne out by the observations of Graham, a university researcher and member of the
ICM group in Case Study 16, who felt that NRM groups, originally formed as change
agents of NRM institutions, had become institutions in themselves, with the same sorts
of problems as the institutions they sought to change.159 In terms of cultural
transformation theory, they have reverted from a partnership to a dominator model of
organisation (Eisler, 2002, p.212). Evan, a Local Government employee who has
worked with several NRM groups, made an observation about this after he attended a
meeting with several long-term volunteers. He said that they talked of all the meetings
they attended. One of them mentioned, somewhat hurt, that she had only been paid
sitting fees for one of these meetings. They were comfortable with, and used,
government jargon and acronyms. He commented that they were starting to sound and
act like unpaid NRM bureaucrats.160
Graham also made a comment about the need for “clean administrative arrangements”
in terms of the relationship that he, as a researcher, had with the ICM group in Case
Study 16. He was involved in a collaborative relationship with the group, undertaking
some estuarine research of relevance to the group and funded by a grant it had obtained.
He noted that, as a group member and university researcher, while he was personally
responsible for the conduct of the research and the way funds were spent, that some
other group members wanted to tell him how to conduct that research. However, he
noted that these other members had to share no responsibility for the research outcomes.
From a university-researcher perspective, he wanted to liaise with one person in the
group, not the whole group. He explained what they said to him and his response:
“You got a grant, I want you to check out my stormwater drain.” I say, “I can’t
really do that because it is not in the project or we don’t have enough money.”
“What do you mean you don’t have enough money? You are in this organisation
and you have a grant.” That’s a really big issue.161
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In effective partnerships, power to make decisions and take action and the
responsibilities for doing so, should remain linked.162 As shown in the above example,
community members who wished to direct research efforts, while having no personal
responsibility for outcomes of that research, were separating power to make decisions
and take actions from responsibility for those decisions and actions. It appeared that
community members sometimes had just as much difficulty recognising this as
government bureaucrats.
Many of the issues discussed in this section are errors “embedded” in government NRM
bureaucracy, while others are becoming “embedded” within the growing ‘NRM
community bureaucracy’ (Chambers, 1997, p.15). To “embrace” these errors will
require courage on the part of both community and industry and government, at
organisational and individual levels (Chambers, 1997, p.15). It will require personal
reflection on actions to date (Schön, 1991). It will also require genuine dialogue
between the parties involved (Yankelovich, 1999). Over time, a process of social
learning may allow all parties, citizens from industry and community and government,
to develop administration and information management systems to better support NRM
groups as they develop collaborations and partnerships to respond to NRM problems
that confront them (Milbrath, 1989). Analysis of data records from this critical
collective case study indicates that this time is still lies ahead.
Several of the actions suggested in this section relate to NRM groups having good
relationships with government and new regional bodies. The next section looks at the
building of social capital in these relationships.
6.3.6

Building social capital external to the group

Depending on their diversity of membership, NRM groups may be enmeshed, to
varying degrees, in industry, community and government networks. Social capital and
social liability exist and are built within the relationships.163 The nature of these
relationships may change over time, as may the nature of the NRM group itself.164 For
example, in Case Study 19, through dialogue, a conflict relationship between an
environmental NGO and an industry group became a partnership-based relationship.
Power found in a relationship can be manifested and used by the participants in a
162
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variety of ways, both consciously and unconsciously. Members of NRM groups who
recognise a need for their group to collaborate or partner with organisations and
individuals outside their group can use an understanding of the social capital, social
liability and power to develop effective collaborations and partnerships. In what follows
I present a range of insights of members of NRM groups on these matters, gained from
analysis of the data records.
Ken, a community volunteer and member of the Case Study 16 ICM group, reasoned
that he was able to work with Local Government to implement NRM projects and
initiatives “because of personal relationships with those involved.”165 Essentially, Ken
had a view that even though the relationship that was being built may have been
between two organisations (namely, a Local Government and an ICM group), that it
was really built on personal relationships and that the ‘health’ of these personal
relationships would reflect in the ‘health’ of the relationship between the organisations.
He also noted that both he and the ICM group needed to be on good terms with all
levels of government. He commented:
It is of value to be recognised by the local Federal member, as a provider of
support to our local initiatives, both as a working project backer and financially
in Canberra. He recognises that the funding for NHT, or work programs,
originated with us, that Canberra is redirecting it, not creating it…166
This is an example of Ken using personal relationships to build inter-organisational
relationships. The relationship with the local Federal member could be regarded as a
vertical relationship, as identified by Coleman (1988, 1990). On one hand, the Federal
Government had the power or ability to coerce an NRM group to take a particular
course of action, because, through NHT, it provided funds to allow NRM groups to
undertake projects. However, on the other hand, Ken was very aware of the power that
members of the group had with the Federal member – indirectly, through the taxation
system and the ballot box. Ken quietly made certain that the local Federal member
recognised this. Ken built social capital in these relationships and made those involved
aware of the subtleties of the way power was manifested within the interaction. Local
Government Councillor Vera, agreed with Ken. She commented that politicians, at all
levels, had short attention spans. She felt that there was a need to constantly remind
politicians of the contribution of local NRM groups, or the significance of their
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contribution would be lost amongst the relationships that others were developing with
politicians on different matters.167
Evan, a Local Government professional officer associated with several NRM groups,
believed you had to have a personal relationship with someone in another organisation,
if you were to develop and effective collaboration or partnership with them. He
commented that he was talking to a person on the telephone one day on an NRM matter
when someone who overheard the conversation accused him of being a ‘flirt’. Evan told
me:
The person I was talking to was doing exactly the same in reverse. … At the end
of the day I needed assistance, that person gave me assistance without worrying
about it because there was a sense of trust there. Partnerships work on trust and
lots of times to get something to work well, you have to build that sense of trust
and trust the other party that you are not going to get shafted.168
Evan related well to others. He was very aware of the need to use his interpersonal skills
to build relationships needed at the inter-organisational level. Like Ken, Evan was
aware that effective NRM collaborations and partnerships were built on high levels of
social capital. This social capital was nurtured in good personal relationships. This high
level of social capital allowed people to “trust the other party” and know that they, and
their organisation, were “not going to get shafted.”169
There is also a need, from an NRM group viewpoint, for members to ‘broaden the field’
in terms of the backgrounds of people with whom they develop relationships. Jemma, a
member of the Case Study 16 ICM group, felt that NRM groups had limited the social
capital they accumulated in relationships external to their groups, by limiting the types
of people and organisations they sought to develop relationships with. She said that
NRM groups:
Need to get more people who may not have environmental interests or interests
in farming … to do work which the interest groups are unable to provide
themselves … people who are fascinated by computers, older people who are
retired who might not have any interest in the stuff that the group is doing. …
Volunteers are short on the ground and yet there are people out there who are
bored and might want something to do.170

167

Appendix 17.3: Data Record 60; Case Record 17; p.6.
In an interview - Data Record 66; Case Record 17; p.2.
169
Appendix 17.3: Data Record 66; Case Record 17; p.2.
170
Appendix 17.3: Data Record 74; Case Record 19; p.9.
168

261

Jemma commented that NRM group coordinators and project officers as well as
members should undertake this role. She felt that to do this they should have, or should
be able to develop, good networks and relationships with people in other
organisations.171 When the coordinator and project officers are good at networking and
developing personal relationships, maintaining continuity of these staff becomes an
important issue.172 People external to the group will work better with a person they trust
and know, rather than a new person.
For some, NRM partnerships are a new way to work. Harold, a State Government
representative on the Case Study 16 ICM group, mentioned that moving to a partnership
way of resolving NRM problems generally required cultural change, particularly for
organisations external to NRM groups. He cautioned that this could take time and that
NRM groups and their coordinators and project officers, should be sensitive to the
difficulties that may arise for organisations external to their group undergoing such
cultural change.173
This study revealed that, from an NRM group viewpoint, these six factors were
significant in the development of effective NRM collaborations and partnerships. NRM
groups may function, as a whole, as a collaboration or partnership. They may also serve
as an ‘incubator’ or ‘introduction agency,’ ‘growing’ and ‘encouraging’ collaborative
and partnership-based relationships between their members. It is to this ‘participant’ or
‘partner’ perspective that the discussion now turns.

6.4

Participant viewpoint

Phase 3 focused on the participant’s viewpoint and three cases within the critical
collective case study.
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talking about an organisation moving from a dominator to a more partnership-oriented organisation
(Eisler, 2002, p.212). See Chapter 2.6.
174
Phase 3 consists of Case Studies 17, 18 and 19 (See corresponding Appendices). Case Study 17 related
to a State Government - Local Government attempt to establish and implement a Catchment
Management Program in a coastal urban area. Case Study 18 related to a relationship between a
university researcher and industry, Case Study 19 focused on a relationship between industry and an
environmental NGO. See Table 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4. In Case Study 18 the relationship was really one of
collaboration rather than partnership. As outlined in Table 5.4, power was not shared in the
relationship. The roles of the two parties were quite separate, yet complementary.
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The ICM group served as an ‘introduction agency’. In all three cases the participants
agreed:
•

That a particular NRM issue that had brought them together was a problem for
them;

•

That each of them really wanted to solve the problem;

•

That they could not solve it working by themselves; and

•

On how they would treat each other and work together to solve the problem.

This study has revealed that the two factors listed in Table 6.4 were significant in
allowing participants to build an effective collaboration or partnership base on these
four points.
Table 6.4: Participant viewpoint: factors affecting effectiveness of NRM
collaborations and partnerships
Factors derived from data analysis
Having high levels of motivation in the ‘seed’ stage of relationship
Nurturing positive personal relationships
These factors are discussed in the following paragraphs.
6.4.1

Having high levels of motivation

As shown in Figure 3.4, particularly in the initial or seed stage of a relationship, having
high levels of personal motivation is an important factor in the development of an
effective NRM collaboration or partnership (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.130). As the
relationship matures, high levels of motivation may be viewed more as a characteristic
of an effective NRM collaboration or partnership. Chapter 5.4.3 provided examples on
this point from the study. The discussion below relates more to high levels of
motivation as a significant factor in the seed stage of a relationship.
For example, Matthew, an industry participant in Phase 3, explained that people
involved in an effective NRM partnership generally had a high degree of passion about
the problem at hand and that it was this passion or motivation that brought people
together.175 Ian, from Case Study 18, commented that effective NRM partnerships he
had observed or was involved in had a key person or champion – someone who was
passionate and committed to the goal of the partnership and motivated to achieve it.176
175
176

Appendix 19.3: Data Record 92; Case Record 19; p.2.
Appendix 18.3: Data Record 70; Case Record 18; p.3.
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Jemma from Case Study 19 was just such a person. She said in a speech about the
partnership her NGO forged with industry that, “You don’t have to be in love, but you
can each benefit from the liaison,” and that the partners should recognise that “two
parties in partnership can achieve what neither party might achieve alone.”177 This
‘partnership champion’ realised that industry and environmental groups can work
together although, as indicated in the previous section, it was wise to give industry
partners a “sound business reason” to keep them focused on common goals.178
Understanding the values and meaning system of your prospective partner can help you
to understand their motivation for becoming involved. At times it may also be
appropriate to be reflective and to really come to understand your own motivation for
involvement.179 In Case Study 18, Des, a university researcher, who worked in
collaboration with Frank and Ian, from industry, was able to provide a very concise
summary of why he wanted to work in partnership with industry on NRM projects and
why he thought they wanted to work with them. It is presented in Table 6.5.
Table 6.5:

Industry and university researcher motivations for collaboration:

one perspective from a university researcher
What motivated university researchers

What motivated industry

Finding research opportunities for postgraduate students.

Getting useful, credible information more
cheaply than you can get it from
consultants (although it can take longer to
get if post-graduate research students are
involved).
Obtaining ‘better’ data.

Working in a geographic area where the
social infrastructure and support of a good
NRM group exists.
Developing a long-term presence in an
area with rich NRM research possibilities.

Having associated ‘prestige’ by working
with a university.
Building credibility in the community and
market place.

Ian, as an industry consultant, agreed with Des, commenting that outcomes of university
research were seen as ‘less biased’ than those obtained by industry consultants. This
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Appendix 19.4: Data Record 72; Case Record 19; p.1.
Appendix 19.3: Data Record 71; Case Record 19; p.4.
179
For example, in a speech that Jemma gave about the partnerships that her group forged with Adam and
his company, she talks of what her partner learnt, what she learnt and what others may learn from their
experience (Appendix 19.4; Data Record 72; Case Record 19; pp. 3-4). Her words exemplify the
benefits of reflective practice and social learning as tools to improve the ways we relate to each other
and manage natural resources (Schön, 1991; Milbrath, 1989).
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was important for industry, particularly if they were involved in a project over which
there had been conflict in the community.180 Frank commented that his company had
originally come to the Case Study 16 ICM group seeking endorsement for a proposed
activity over which there had been some conflict and that, over time as a result of the
actions of some “charismatic individuals” within the group, the collaboration with
university researchers, who were also members of the group, had developed.181
These charismatic individuals may also nurture positive personal relationships among
potential collaborators and partners. This is the focus of the following section.
6.4.2

Nurturing positive personal relationships

Positive personal relationships generate social capital that can provide a basis for the
development of effective NRM collaborations and partnerships.182 The literature review
provides a window into the literature on social capital. However, the importance of
nurturing personal relationships for the purpose of building effective NRM
collaborations and partnership was not emphasised in the literature reviewed for this
thesis. From a participant viewpoint this study showed that positive personal
relationships among participants were very important in the development of effective
NRM collaborations and partnerships.
For example, in Case Study 17 the Local and the State Government staff members were
new to their positions. They did not know each other well. They found it easier to look
at a shared problem from the perspective of their own organizations, than from a
common perspective. Lack of friendship and consequently trust, compounded this
difficulty.183 By contrast, in Case Study 18, Ian from industry, commented that he very
quickly developed a good rapport with Des, the university researcher, because, “he
reminded me very much of the way I behaved when I was lecturing at university.”184 Ian
liked Des. They shared common interests. They ‘got on well’. Frank, also from
industry, confirmed this. He stated that industry people wanted to develop research/
180

Appendix 18.3: Data Record 70; Case Record 18; p.2. Harold, a State Government representative on
the Case Study 16 ICM Group who also had close links with industry, said that it was important that
industry was seen as a good neighbour by the community, that it spent money appropriately in this
regard, but even more importantly that it was seen spending time being a good neighbour.
181
Appendix 18.3: Data Record 69; Case Record 18; p.1.
182
See Chapter 2.8 for a discussion on social capital and social liability. See Chapter 6.2.5 for a
coordinator perspective and Chapter 6.3.6 for an NRM group perspective on the importance of personal
relationships and social capital in the development of effective NRM collaborations and partnerships.
183
Appendix 16.4: Data Record 41; Case Record 16; pp.1-2.
184
Appendix 18.3: Data Record 70; Case Record 18; p.4.
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industry collaborations and partnerships by developing personal relationships with the
researcher, not with their research institution to which they belonged.185
Matthew, an industry consultant who brokered the industry/ environmental NGO
partnership in Case Study 19, felt that friendship was a very important factor in terms of
developing an effective NRM collaboration or partnership. In his interview he talked
about “how they built the friendship up, through trust, respect and need to achieve an
outcome together.”186 Jemma, from Case Study 19, summed up how friendship
developed as their partnership developed. She commented:
As our partnership progressed, something miraculous happened, albeit slowly.
We grew to respect each other as people and professionals. We were working
genuinely towards the same goal, whilst obviously from different motivational
viewpoints. We had fun together, learning from each other.187
From a participant perspective, without positive personal relationships NRM
collaborations and partnerships appear to have a difficult time developing. Unlike high
levels of motivation which participants may bring with them into a situation, positive
personal relationships take time to nurture and grow. From a participant viewpoint these
relationships are a key factor in the development of effective NRM collaborations and
partnerships.

6.5

In summary

This chapter discussed factors that analysis of data records showed as significant in the
development of effective NRM collaborations and partnerships. These were summarised
in Figure 6.1. While many of the characteristics of, and factors influencing, effective
partnerships revealed by this study and presented in Chapters 5 and 6 may also be found
in the literature reviewed for this thesis, the picture these results chapters have painted is
a more detailed one. In this picture effective NRM collaborations and partnerships are
context-appropriate and involve highly motivated and enthusiastic people who relate
well to each other and are prepared to learn and work together to resolve NRM
problems that they are unable to address working individually. Such relationships have
a continuity of adequate funding and support from skilled, enthusiastic coordinators.
These coordinators enjoy working in the dynamic environment in which NRM
185

Appendix 18.3: In an interview - Data Record 67; Case Record 18; p.3.
Appendix 19.3: Data Record 92; Case Record 19; p.5.
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Appendix 19.4: Data Record 72; Case Record 19; p.2.
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collaborations and partnership thrive. Governments at all levels play a part in this
picture. They have realised that these collaborations and partnerships may help them to
resolve NRM problems that they have failed to manage to date by working alone. This
has led governments to integrate and coordinate their NRM efforts, using a ‘place over
program’ focus. The picture also shows all levels of government being clear and
transparent as to when, where and how they will collaborate or partner with others on
NRM problems.
These results chapters, combined with the literature review in Chapters 2 and 3 and the
conceptual tools developed in Chapter 3, respond to the four research questions
presented in Chapter 1.4. They also respond to the three value-rational Aristotlean
questions, “Where are we going? Is this desirable? What should be done?” (Flyvberg,
2000, pp. 53-65), outlined in Chapter 1. Chapter 7 synthesises these responses, focusing
on Flyvberg’s third, critical question. It takes the form of a narrative that presents a
typical, yet hypothetical NRM group – a composite of the nineteen case studies
investigated. Participants in this story are endeavouring to work as a partnership
organisation and to develop new NRM collaborations and partnerships, as they see
appropriate, to respond to NRM problems in their local catchments. The story is
presented as three vignettes. It uses a ‘double-take’ technique within each vignette, with
the second ‘take’ or telling of the story showing participants working more reflectively
and deliberatively and responding in a more informed and effective way in terms of the
development of collaborations and partnerships to achieve their NRM objectives.
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7.0 Three years in the life of ANY Catchment
Management Group Inc
7.1 Introduction
This chapter presents a critical ethnography – a story of change that synthesises the
research findings and brings to life the analysis of results presented in Chapters 5 and 6
of this thesis. As mentioned in Table 4.3, a critical ethnography describes the culture of
a social group, as participants perceive it and as it could be. It is a study of culture for
the purpose of changing it, speaking on behalf of the participants as a means of
empowering them by giving more authority to their voice (Thomas, 1993, pp.4-5). The
story presented here helps to achieve this purpose. In Table 4.5, I borrowed from the
work of Aristotle and others to pose three questions that were to be answered from the
viewpoints of coordinators, NRM groups and participants. These three questions are:
What will happen if we keep on trying to develop NRM partnerships as we are at
present? Is this desirable? What should be done? (Aristotle, 1976; Fay, 1987, p.29;
Flyvberg, 2001, pp.63-65) This chapter is a synthesis of answers to those questions.
This synthesis is presented as a narrative – a critical portrayal of a typical, yet
hypothetical NRM group, the Armstrong Narrows/ Yarooba River (ANY) Catchment
Management Group in the State of Cornucopia. This portrayal has been made
anonymous in this way for three reasons, namely:
•

To protect the anonymity of participants;

•

To ‘blend’ the data from the various research phases and case studies to obtain a
‘breadth’ of insights from the multiple sites of the critical collective case study;
and

•

To provide an interesting story that may be a useful basis for reflection and
deliberation for others involved with NRM groups.1

The narrative is presented as three vignettes which describe (i) the beginning of ANY
Group, (ii) its progress after eighteen months, and (iii) its situation after three years.
Each vignette is composed of two sections entitled - As it was, and As it could be2. As
well as providing examples of ways that the tension between the ‘is’ and the ‘ought’ can
be reconciled and the development of effective NRM collaborations and partnerships
1
2

See Chapter 4.2.2, Chapter 4.6.1 and Chapter 4.6.2 for a fuller explanation.
Times New Roman and Arial fonts have been used to help to differentiate between the two sections of
each vignette. A ‘double take’ approach has been used with the second section of each vignette (As it
could be) showing participants in similar circumstances but interacting in a more informed and
effective way in terms of the development of NRM partnerships.
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can be improved, the story also provides examples of the characteristics of effective
NRM partnerships and the factors that influence these characteristics. The two sections
of each vignette may seem somewhat polarised – the first appearing somewhat negative
and the second, rather utopian. However, this dichotomy exemplifies the characteristics
of effective NRM collaborations and partnerships and the ways that factors relating to
their development can be enhanced.
The narrative has extensive footnotes. These link the situations and information
presented in the story back to analysis of results, evidence and theory presented in
earlier chapters. This ensures that the ethnography, while being viewed as a simple, yet
interesting story that makes intuitive sense, may also be viewed as based on concrete
examples of ineffective and effective NRM collaborations and partnerships. It also
provides illustrations of factors that influence success in the brokerage of such
relationships and the limitations of such an approach to NRM. Key themes or messages
from the narrative are emphasised, as they occur, through use of callouts. The following
section describes the setting and background within which ANY Catchment
Management Group in the hypothetical State of Cornucopia is situated.

7.2

Things had changed in Cornucopia

7.2.1

A land of plenty

Not thirty years ago Sunrise, the capital of the State of Cornucopia, nestled quietly in
the north west corner of the State, its coastal plains and rolling hills covered in subtropical vegetation. The summer rains and storms blew in across a warm sea. Grazing,
agriculture and a productive coastal fishery kept the population well fed. Elsewhere in
the State, there were extensive mining concerns. The productive coastal plains were
home to farming people, who, although they lived near the capital, rarely visited the
city. They passed their days earning a living through dairying, growing small crops,
extracting sand and gravel for the building industry from creeks and rivers and flood
plains, and logging and milling timber from forests.
The city of Sunrise, on its central coast, was surrounded by a green belt of farms,
supported by small rural towns. Wildlife abounded in the National Parks, State Forests
and private bushland that also ringed the city. Sunrise was situated on Bay of Many
Islands. The outer islands were substantial landmasses. They created a natural
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breakwater, sheltering a coastal marine ecosystem of considerable diversity. Dugong
grazed on fertile seagrass meadows. Brightly coloured fish swam among the coral reefs
that grew on rocky outcrops fringing the inner shores of the islands. Mangrove, salt
couch and melaleuca wetlands adjoined the shallow waters on the mainland side of the
Bay. Commercial fishers made a good living. In winter, tens of thousands of migratory
birds gathered on the shores of the Bay. They fed on the inter-tidal banks, leaving in
March and April to make their way to their northern hemisphere breeding grounds their rhythm at one with those of the planet. In summer particularly, the Bay was dotted
with boats. On weekends residents from Sunrise and the surrounding rural towns fished,
sailed and enjoyed life. Life was good …

Map 7.1: North West Cornucopia: Bay of Many Islands, Sunrise, Yarooba and
Armstrong Narrows

7.2.2

Problems in paradise

… too good in fact. Over time, people from the colder southern States heard of the
wonders of Cornucopia. It seemed only fair that others should also enjoy this lifestyle.
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The leaders of Cornucopia and Sunrise welcomed them. After all, Cornucopians could
only benefit from a larger population. There would be more industry, bigger markets for
farm produce, and the timber and other industries would benefit from the surge in
building. For a while things seemed too good to be true. The Cornucopian economy
blossomed. Sunrise grew from a sleepy city of several hundred thousand people to a
cosmopolitan capital of over a million souls. Major manufacturing industries moved to
industrial areas on the city outskirts. The growth in population spurred a growth in the
retail industry. Where once, small shopping centres lined suburban streets, large
shopping plazas grew. People enjoyed choice and variety. There was plenty to do. For a
while, the State leaders of Cornucopia enjoyed great prestige. With population growth
came growth in business and jobs. People liked the politicians. They kept voting for
them. Life was good.
Cornucopia and the Queensland study sites share characteristics of
rapid population growth and urban development. They share many
similar NRM problems.

Then things changed. It started with only small concerns at first. Sunrise City Council
sewage treatment plants began to feel the strain. Then there were the three summers in a
row when it did not rain as much as people felt it should. Levels in the water supply
dams in the hinterland became dangerously low. One dam turned green. Council
chemists and microbiologists told the Mayor of Sunrise that it was caused by a
cyanobacterial bloom, and that water from the dam was not safe to drink. However, the
rains eventually came. Another dam was built to ensure against drought. Life went on.
Then the commercial fishers started to complain. Their catches were down.
Environmentalists started to question the clearing of forests for urban development.
They also became upset with the government about the farmlands that started to grow
housing estates rather than fruit and vegetables. People from the coastal areas worried
about their weekend fishing trips. It was hardly worth going out to wet a line anymore.
They began to look for someone to blame. To the leaders and the people in government
departments who advised them, these problems were very complicated and interrelated but certainly not caused by anything they had done. They looked at devising laws to
stop people doing things that caused these problems, but the people of Cornucopia had
never been big believers in laws. Laws stopped people doing things. Governments who
made lots of laws and tried to enforce them were not popular with the voters. A law was
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only politically acceptable if people could see that the person who broke the law was
doing something wrong. That seemed fair enough.

7.2.3

Contested ground of natural resource management

It became pretty obvious that if you were going to fix some of these natural resource
management (NRM) problems you needed to know something about them – to have
monitored what was happening and to have made sense of what you found out. Lots of
different groups of people also seemed to be involved in some way with these land,
water and vegetation management problems. It was hard to put them into groups. People
were concerned about these NRM problems for different reasons. Some, like the
commercial fishers, were suffering economically as a result of water quality problems
affecting their fish catches. Others realised they might suffer if government put more
controls on what they were allowed to do with their farmland. Land developers and
retailers had benefited from the population growth. Many of them were understandably
very defensive about people linking the NRM problems that were arising with
population growth or their business activities. Still others, such as conservationists and
environmentalists seemed to have nothing to gain or lose economically. They seemed
motivated by a desire to protect the biodiversity of Cornucopia.
The Cornucopian government staff had seen the different groups that governments in
other countries had formed to advise and work with government on these matters. They
already had Landcare Groups. Members of Landcare groups were interested in
everything from improving their productivity on their farm to maintaining and
improving biodiversity. They looked for something that made sense - that ‘tied it all
together’. They had observed the watershed management work that had been happening
overseas. People from the one watershed or catchment of a river system came together
to work on ways to fix the NRM problems that affected their catchment. They worked
together with government. It made sense to the government. Surely Cornucopians
would rather they worked with government to sort out NRM problems rather than being
told what to do, and the government could still keep control of the process - and so the
Cornucopian Catchment Management Program was born.
The socio-political milieu of Cornucopia shares many similarities
with that of the South East Queensland study site.
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7.2.4

Yarooba River and Armstrong Narrows

North of Sunrise, the northern most island of the Bay of Many Islands was separated
from the Cornucopian mainland by a long, sinuous, shallow estuarine waterway called
Armstrong Narrows. The four creeks that flowed from the mainland into Armstrong
Narrows drained part of the greenbelt area that had encircled Sunrise. Due to population
growth, urban development and extractive industries were encroaching on the small
rural settlements, farmlands and plantation and native forests of the Armstrong Narrows
catchment. Further to the south, closer to Sunrise, was the rural township of Yarooba.
Yarooba had grown from a population of three thousand to more than one hundred and
twenty thousand people over the last thirty years. Many residents now regarded it as a
Sunrise dormitory suburb. Yarooba was on the banks of the Yarooba River. The river
drained into the Bay of Many Islands just south of Armstrong Narrows. From a
Cornucopian government point of view, it seemed sensible to combine the two areas in
terms of NRM. Jack, an extension officer, was employed to help form the Armstrong
Narrows - Yarooba River Catchment Management Group. Yarooba Shire Councillors
were not so certain about this initiative. They had always ‘run their own show’. People
from State Government and from other Local Governments always seemed to have
more resources. They made Yaroobans feel uneasy. However, with a rising population
and water quality problems in the Yarooba River, they saw the catchment management
group as a way of possibly bringing some money into their Shire and providing a source
of information to help fix NRM problems. Run correctly, it might also just look good to
the ratepayers come election time.
The Yarooba River kept on flowing towards the sea.

7.3

In the beginning

7.3.1

As it was
7.3.1.1 A touch of cynicism

“Have you met that new fellow down on Level 2, Ron?” Samantha asked.
Ron Smith turned at the door of his office. He looked at his
personal assistant. As Mayor of Yarooba Shire Council, it payed
for him to have his ‘finger on the pulse’ of the organisation. He
often found out things just by walking about the Council offices
and saying hello to people. Sometimes he found things out from
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Sammy – but he knew about Jack already. “Yeh, I have Sammy.
He’s the new catchment coordinator, hired by the State
Government to develop a catchment group for Armstrong
Narrows and Yarooba River. As part of our new ‘partnership’
with the State Government, we’ve offered to let him work out of
our planning department, to link in with our people.3 Seemed
better than having him in the back of the regional Bureau of
Adaptive Management (BAM) office. He’s only on for two years
though. Seems that BAM got hold of some Federal Government
money and put him on. Don’t know how serious BAM really are.
They’ve put in a bit for a car and some expenses so he can get

Continuity of
assistance of
a skilled,
enthusiastic
coordinator is
a key factor in
the
development
of effective
collaborations
and
partnerships
among NRM
group
members.

about. Department of Sustainability (DSUS) and Department of
Agriculture (DA) don’t seem to be involved much, although they
did write a letter of support for BAM to get the Federal grant
money to employ him. I think they’re off trying to get their own
money from the ‘Feds’ for their own projects. Shame really, that
we can’t get it together.4 And the National Sustainability
Foundation (NSF) funding that he’s on only lasts two years max.

Participants in
effective NRM
partnerships
share power,
responsibility,
values,
intentions and
risks.

He might not be around long enough to do anything really.”5
“You reckon he can make a difference then, Ron?” Sammy was probing.
“I don’t know. He seems smart enough and I know he’s talking with some of our staff. I
hope people don’t show him the water quality data for the Yarooba River estuary
though, not at least until we do the press releases about our new sewage treatment plant.
We’ve got to tell people how we’re going to fix the river. We should feel good about
that. We should claim that achievement as our own. After all, compared to the State
Government, we spend more looking after the environment than they do. Maybe we
should get the State regional directors together up here one day and show them just
what we’re doing.”6
3

See Chapter 2.7 relating to the exercise of power. The term ‘partnership’ is used here as a form of
discourse capture. See also Chapter 5.4.1.
4
See Chapter 5.4 and Chapter 5.4.3. One of the characteristics of effective NRM partnerships is that all
participants have positive perceptions of themselves and each other. This is not the case in this instance.
5
See Chapter 5.4 and Chapter 5.4.4. In an effective partnership partners have realistic expectations of
what they can achieve and the authority, time, skill and resources to achieve these expectations.
6
See Chapter 2.6 and Table 2.1. These statements seem motivated more by ‘dominator thinking’ rather
than ‘partnership thinking’ (Eisler, 2002, p.212).
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7.3.1.2 A confusion of ambitions, expectations and capabilities

Down on Level 2, Jack was at his desk in the planning department. It was his second
day and he already looked quite at home. Jack had met the Mayor. The planning
manager had also come out of his office to say hello. He seemed nice enough. However,
the environment officer he was supposed to work with was on leave. He sat reading all
the scientific reports that he could find about Armstrong Narrows and the Yarooba
River and their catchments.7 He had met several of the volunteers from the local
catchment and environment groups. They seemed terrific people, really motivated,
passionate and knowledgeable.8 Vince, the farmer who had been on the selection panel
for the job, had not rung him or been to see him to welcome him to the job. He’s
probably busy, he thought. Jeff, the BAM regional director, was coming to see him this
afternoon. He put his head down and continued reading the reports. There were lots of
them.

Effective NRM collaboration and partnership brokers have
appropriate context, technical and group-process knowledge and
skills.

Lorraine had enjoyed meeting Jack.9 She had invited him to
the monthly meeting of the local Yarooba Catchment
Landcare Group. Although the group sought to have
representatives from all relevant sectors present at its
meetings, mostly it was the motivated, conservationminded ones who turned up. She felt that the people there
had got on OK with Jack. At the meeting they talked about
ways that they might help Jack form the Armstrong
Narrows/Yarooba Catchment Management Group. It was
clear that people at the meeting expected ‘big things’ of
Jack and the new group he was forming. They had been
waiting for government to work with them to fix things up.

Participants in
effective NRM
collaborations
and
partnerships
have high
levels of
motivation
and realistic
expectations
of what they
may achieve
given their
knowledge
and skills the
time and
resources at
their disposal.

7

See Chapter 3.9 and Tables 5.4 and 6.1. Jack is exhibiting one of the attributes of an effective
collaboration or partnership broker – the ability to acquire relevant technical knowledge.
8
See Chapter 5.4.3. This is one of the characteristics of effective NRM collaborations and partnerships.
Participants are highly motivated.
9
See Chapter 6.2.5 and Table 6.1. People working as effective collaboration and partnership brokers must
have the ability to develop and sustain personal relationships with participants. Jack is showing that he
may possess this attribute. This attribute helps the broker to build social capital within relationships
between participants (See Chapter 2.8).
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As far as they were concerned, the sky was the limit.10 Jack
was determined not to disappoint them. They had spent a
lot of time at the meeting looking at who should be on the
new committee for the bigger group - how many
conservationists, how many farmers, how many fishers. It
had to be seen to be fair.11 Jack even got into a bit of
‘action planning’ as he called it, developing a working
party to help him start the catchment group, working out
who at the meeting would be responsible for what.12
Lorraine was a bit worried by this and by people’s
expectations. She had invited Vince along to the meeting.
She could see he felt uncomfortable with what people were

Government
agencies must
be able to
partner
effectively with
each other
before they
attempt to
partner with
community and
industry.

saying. She thought they were being a bit unrealistic with
the targets they were setting and what they could achieve in
the two years Jack would be with them. Some at the
meeting commented that once the government saw what
was happening they would extend Jack’s contract.13
Lorraine wasn’t so sure. Funding seemed disjointed and
from what she could see, State Government departments
that might have funds that were in any way connected with
NRM were each running their own program. They said they
talked to each other, but she could see little evidence of it
on the ground. In the area where she lived, in terms of
natural

resource

and

environmental

management,

10

See Chapter 5.4 and Chapter 5.4.4. Participants in effective partnerships have realistic expectations of
themself and of each other. These potential participants do not seem to have realistic expectations of
Jack or of the government that employs him.
11
See Chapter 3.10. Representational models for NRM groups have their strengths and weaknesses. In
Chapter 3.10, I outline some of the possible difficulties of this approach (Vanclay, 1997, p.23; Dick,
1995, p.7).
12
See Chapter 3.9 and Table 6.1. See also Chapter 6.2.3. An NRM collaboration and partnership broker
must have adequate knowledge of the community in which he or she is working. Jack does not yet have
appropriate context-knowledge to undertake the task he is attempting. He is also not exhibiting any
awareness of the different steps that may occur in the development of an NRM group or partnership.
See Figure 3.4, Table 3.4 and Table 3.5.
13
See Chapter 6.2.4 and Table 6.1. Among other factors, extension officers need appropriate time and
tenure if they are to broker effective NRM collaborations and partnerships. Jack has neither the time to
undertake the ambitious tasks he is attempting, nor adequate tenure to believe that he may realistically
be able to undertake the tasks that others are expecting of him.

276

government departments and their actions didn’t really ‘tie
together’.14
Lorraine had lived in the area for thirty years. She knew things had changed in Yarooba.
The sewage treatment plants were overloaded and did not work. Many of the plantation
and native forests and almost all dairy farms in the area had gone – replaced by rural
residential development and housing estates. People could easily commute to Sunrise by
train from Yarooba. Many orchards and horticultural farms to the north of the town
were having a hard time economically. Overseas produce had entered the market. It was
cheaper. There were erosion control and riparian management issues on the remaining
farms. However, many of these farmers seemed too busy earning a living, or did not
seem to see need to be involved. Some were aggressive and denied there was a problem.
They pointed to the sewage treatment plants and told people to clean up their own back
yards. Still, some keen people from the urban areas were working hard to make a
difference.15
The Yarooba River kept on flowing towards the sea.

7.3.2

As it could have been
7.3.2.1 Shared intent, realistic expectations

“Have you met that new fellow down on Level 2, Ron?” Samantha asked.
Ron Smith turned at the door of his office. He looked at his
personal assistant. As Mayor of Yarooba Shire Council, it
payed for him to have his ‘finger on the pulse’ of the
organisation. He often found out things just by walking about
the Council offices and saying hello to people. Sometimes he
found out things from Sammy- but he knew about Jack
already. “Yeh, I have Sammy. He’s the new catchment broker,
14

See Chapter 2.10 and Chapter 5.4.6 and Table 6.2. Effective communication and dialogue are necessary
between potential partners if successful collaborations and partnerships are to form. There appears to be
little to no communication between government agencies and levels of government in relation to NRM
around Yarooba and Armstrong Narrows. Also, see Chapter 5.4.9. There is a lack of shared intent and
expectations between these government bodies.
15
See Table 3.3. The urban and rural communities around Yarooba and Armstrong Narrows may have
substantially different meaning systems. Lorraine would do well to encourage Jack to do a ‘stakeholder
analysis’, to better understand any differences in meaning systems between these stakeholder groups
and how this might influence his work.
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hired by the State Government to develop a catchment group
for Armstrong Narrows and Yarooba River.16 You remember
the meeting a month ago where the State Government
department regional directors of BAM, DA and DSUS met with
the

Councillors

and

Yarooba

Shire

Council

senior

management? It was all about us working collaboratively with
the State Government and others to start to fix up our water
quality problems, in the River, Armstrong Narrows and the Bay
- setting sensible time frames, sharing and coordinating
people and resources, monitoring our progress. Seems to me

Government
agencies faced
with
responsibility for
management of
natural resources
should make
clear and
informed
decisions as to
why, how, where
and when they
will work with
citizens to meet
this
responsibility.

like we really should have gotten together years ago on this. It
should have been obvious that none of us was going to fix
these problems working separately. We’ve also realised we
will have to involve industry and the broader community.

17

That’s the new bloke’s job. As part of this new ‘partnership’
with the State Government, we’ve offered to let him work out
of our planning department, at least for a start, to link in with
our people. Seemed better than having him in the back of the

Effective NRM
partnership
brokers are
able to
develop and
sustain
personal
relationships
with
participants.

Bureau of Adaptive Management (BAM) office. He will work
from our office, until we can get him a place that’s more
accessible to the public.”18
“You reckon he can make a difference then Ron?” Sammy was probing.
“Well I hope so. He’s on permanent staff with the State Government. And
anyway, it’s not so much him. It’s how he helps us, meaning the people who live
16

See Chapter 3.9. Ron refers to Jack as a partnership broker. This is a very appropriate term for the work
Jack has been employed to undertake. “A broker is a ‘go-between’ in making relationships. … A broker
acts as an intermediary between different parties, but in an active rather than a passive way, to interpret
one party to the other or to negotiate some kind of agreement or ‘deal’” (Tennyson and Wilde, 2000,
p.33).
17
See the decision tree outlined in Figure 3.2. The first question asks, “Does government have all that is
needed to solve the NRM problem working alone?” As a representative of one of the government
organisations involved, Ron Smith has recognised his Local Government will be unsuccessful acting
alone and has therefore sought out others who have necessary skills, knowledge and resources and may
be motivated interested to help. See also Chapter 5.4.3. These potential partners see mutual benefit in
working together. They do not think they can solve the problem working individually.
18
See Chapter 5.4.5. Effective NRM collaborations and partnerships are built on good personal
relationships. See also Chapter 2.8. Ron Smith has realised that these relationships build social capital.
To have Jack, as a State Government employee, working out of his Local Government offices builds
relationships and social capital between the two organisations.
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and work here, to get it together to make a difference,”19 Ron moved closer to
Sammy. He spoke more softly.“ Just between you and me, they reckoned some
of the catchment management problems we’ve got have taken a hundred years
to cause. Reckon they’ll also take a while to fix. Jeff, the BAM regional director,
said there was no point in putting on a temporary person. Bit of a waste of
money to do that, he said. They’re paying for his wages. Seems that BAM got
hold of some Federal Government money for his budget. He’s been allocated
ten years guaranteed National Sustainability Foundation funding for the new
Group when it’s formed, with a formal review of progress at five years.20 His
BAM manager will meet with him and the executive of the new catchment group
every month for the first six months and then every three months after that and
provide feedback to Jack and to the Federal people.21 We’re part of his yearly
review team. Put that review in the Council Calendar for February, Sammy. Tie
it in with the Council budget review process. We might be able to get some joint
projects going if we tie it in with our budget process.22 We’re working with
Lorraine from the Yarooba Catchment Landcare Group and with BAM to get him
out and about help him find out what makes this place tick!”23
Effective NRM partnership brokers have good knowledge of the
biophysical, economic and social contexts within which they are working.

As Mayor of Yarooba, Ron Smith loved working with Sammy. She had so many
good networks within Council. By lunchtime most Council staff would know
about Jack’s appointment and the Armstrong Narrows-Yarooba Catchment
Management Group.

19

Ron sees Jack as a partnership broker, there to develop relationships between different people and
groups so that they can address NRM problems – not take personal responsibility for fixing them by
himself.
20
See Chapter 6.2.4. Brokers need context-appropriate time and tenure if they are to broker appropriate
NRM collaborations and partnerships. These relationships show a congruence of “ambitions and
capabilities” (See also Chapter 5.4).
21
See Chapter 6.2.2, Chapter 6.2.4, Chapter 6.3.2 and Table 6.1. The institutional framework is being set
up to encourage Jack to be a reflective practitioner and for him to deliberate with other members of the
groups as to its progress.
22
See Chapter 5.4.4. Ron Smith has realised that linking the new Catchment Management Program and
calendar to his Council programs and calendar may allow the Council, where appropriate, to lend its
budget and legal authority to the objectives of the catchment management group.
23
See Table 3.3. Lorraine and Ron are keen that Jack should have adequate knowledge of the community
within which he works.
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7.3.2.2 Understanding networks and ‘communities within a community’

Down on Level 2, Jack looked a little nervous. No real
reason, probably. He was meeting heaps of different
people. It was his second day and already yesterday
afternoon the Shire environment officer had taken him
to the pub to meet the Council works foreman and
some of the ‘outside’ Council staff. He sat reading all
the scientific reports that he could find, about
Armstrong Narrows and the Yarooba River.24 He was
going to Fruit Growers’ Cooperative meeting with
Roley, an extension officer from the local DA office
this afternoon, not to make a presentation, just to

Effective NRM
collaboration and
partnership
brokers understand
and can work
within existing
social networks to
develop
relationships.

meet people and to listen to growers’ concerns. Roley
had already lined him up to attend all Growers’
Cooperative meetings in the catchment. Jack knew that Vince, one of the major
growers who had been on the selection panel for the job, would be at this
afternoon’s meeting. He wanted to make a good impression.
Several people had invited him to meetings so he could meet people and get to
understand what was important to them.25 He had also got a list of all
incorporated associations and networks from the Shire social planners and was
ringing up the contact people of likely groups asking if he could come along to
the meetings to find out what was important to them. Nicole, from DSUS, had
invited him to a ‘Friends of Armstrong Narrows Marine Park’.
Lorraine had invited him to the monthly meeting of the local catchment group,
which was really a sort of a landcare group. Although the group sought to have
representatives from all relevant sectors present at its meetings, mostly it was
the motivated, conservation-minded ones who turned up. Lorraine invited Vince
along. At the meeting they talked about ways that they might help Jack form the
Armstrong Narrows-Yarooba Catchment Management Group. Lorraine told
24
25

See Chapter 6.2.3. Jack is working hard to understand technical NRM aspects related to the situation.
See Chapter 6.2.3 and Table 3.3. Jack is working hard to develop an understanding of the community
context within which he is working and of the meaning systems of the various groups and networks
within the community. See also Chapter 5.4.8. Participants in effective partnerships share at least some
values in common. They may value the NRM problem that has brought them together for different
reasons. In terms of values, Jack is looking for common ground on which he may broker relationships
between participants.
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Jack that she saw it as his job to help “tangle up” the different networks
throughout the catchments – to get these different sector groups seeing they
had things in common and to help them to work together on common NRM
interests and problems. People were excited. Jack could see they had great
expectations of what could be achieved. He was gentle, but persistent with his
message. Working together on shared problems will make a difference, he told
them. It’s an important part of the answer. Other things will also be needed. For
example, under legislation, governments at all levels had responsibility to
implement regulations.26 They needed to carry out their roles diligently and in a
coordinated manner.
Lorraine knew things had changed in Yarooba. The sewage treatment plants
were overloaded and didn’t work. Many of the plantation forests and almost all
dairy farms in the area had gone – replaced by rural residential development
and housing estates. People could easily commute to Sunrise by train from
Yarooba. Many of the orchards and horticultural farms to the north of the town
were having a hard time economically. Overseas produce had entered the
market. It was cheaper. There were erosion control and riparian management
issues on these farms. Lorraine and Vince had talked about this. He was one of
the major fruit-growers in the area. They knew that good will and people
working together in catchment groups wouldn’t solve all of the problems of the
Armstrong Narrows and the Yarooba River catchments. There were no magic
wands.
Partnerships are just one tool in a suite of NRM tools. They should only
be used when they are context-appropriate.

They saw these place-focused, collaborative, partnership-based approaches as
part of a tool-kit containing everything from economic incentives to sensible
regulations and good extension services.27 They had talked to Jack about the
26

See Chapter 2.4. There are no ‘one NRM tool fits all’ solutions to NRM problems. An eclectic mix of
tools (from legislation to partnership-building) appropriate to the particular NRM problem and the
context within which it occurs, will be required (Cosgrove, Evans and Yencken, 1994, pp.5-6).
27
See Chapter 3.5.2. The new collaboration and partnership typology I have developed looks at
collaborations and partnerships in three different ways – in terms of initiative, focus and inclusiveness.
All of the case studies undertaken for this research have been either ‘place’ or ‘interest’ focused. It is
interesting to note that not one of the community and industry people interviewed for this research
talked about ‘programs’. However, they did talk passionately about particular ‘places’ that were
important to them. Attachment to a particular ‘place’ appears to be a factor motivating people’s
involvement in NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships.
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need to temper people’s expectations with some realism.28 They had gone to
the State Government regional directors and managers’ forums seeking their
support. They were a canny pair. They also talked to the Mayors and
Councillors of Yarooba and Armstrong Shires as well as the State and Federal
members about this. This was hard work and even though they both enjoyed it,
they were ‘getting on’ a bit. Lorraine was in her sixties and Vince was pushing
seventy. One of the Councillors told them they were the ‘elder environmental
statesmen for the region’.29 Lorraine told her that couldn’t be the case, because
she was a woman and apart from that she and Vince were not really that old!
She knew the Yarooba and Armstrong Narrows environment was going
downhill, she said. And she knew government funds at all levels and community
and industry time and resources were limited. She didn’t want to see time and
money wasted. If people were realistic and worked together, maybe they could
save money and do a better job of trying to fix things up.
The Yarooba River kept on flowing towards the sea.

7.4

Eighteen months later

7.4.1

As it was
7.4.1.1 Shifting sands and disjointed plans – trying to build a better future

In the early days Lorraine worked out of the Council offices as a volunteer with Jack for
several days a week. The Council secretaries in the planning department said that they
would help him out with administration and typing, and they often did – but Jack could
see they were busy and he was reluctant to ask too often. Lorraine was sometimes
embarrassed going in to work at the Council offices.30 Some of the Council staff did not

28

See Chapter 2.4. As mentioned in the previous footnote, a context-appropriate mix of NRM tools will
usually be necessary to resolve an NRM problem. It may be unwise to overly rely on a single tool (eg
collaboration or partnership building or legislation).
29
Vince and Lorraine are ‘partnership champions’. They have high levels of motivation, passion and
commitment. The presence of such people is characteristic of an effective NRM collaborations and
partnerships. See Chapter 5.4.3.
30
See Chapter 5.4.4. Effective NRM collaborations and partnerships have the authority, time and
resources to undertake the task they set themselves. Lorraine and Jack have to rely on support from
council to undertake their work, yet they have no authority within the Council system to ask others to
help them. One of their first tasks should have been to negotiate the level of support they would receive
and have it formally acknowledged. They haven’t been given formal authority. See also Chapter 5.4.11.
The work of Jack and Lorraine looks like it has not been positively perceived by ‘outsiders’, in this
instance other people working in the Council offices.
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know who she was and challenged her for being in the office. Over time, they had got to
know her and Jack.
Within nine months they had found an office to work in outside of the Council offices.
They called it a Catchment Centre. It had a library and a space for displays, small
meetings and a proper office space. Sometimes BAM and Council staff came and
worked on joint projects at the Catchment Centre. It was in the main street of Yarooba
and people could walk in off the street to have a look at displays. Students from schools
and universities came in to use the library. They had a three-year lease, as long as BAM
came good with some funds at the end of every financial year.31
7.4.1.2 Looking for motivation

ANY Catchment Management Group was now an incorporated body. Lorraine had
been elected President. It was hard work to get all the people from different sectors industries, government departments and community groups involved. Some industry
groups had organisations you could tap into to invite their involvement, as did the
community groups. It was hard to understand what motivated some of the people in
these different sectors.32 It was like she and Jack were talking a different language to
them – that whatever they said about catchment management and the problems of
Armstrong Narrows and Yarooba River had little meaning for them. She felt some were
coming along to meetings with a ‘watching brief’ – looking to see if they were being
blamed for whatever it was that was seen to be wrong. Attendance at meetings from
some sectors was dropping off.
Some of the sector representatives seemed to have fairly specific reasons for being
there. There was Warwick, for example, who was project manager for a large coastal
development called Seabreeze. Two of the three stages of Seabreeze had already been
completed. It was a large development of some four and a half thousand houses with a
shopping centre and golf course. Three thousand lots had already been developed. He
was having problems, though, getting all the necessary approvals for the final stage of
31

See Chapter 5.4.4. Uncertainty of provision of basic resources is indicative of a lack of support from
BAM. This is significant given BAM is the lead government agency for this program.
32
See Chapter 5.4.3 and Table 3.3. See also Chapter 6.4.2. This point about participants having different
meaning systems and therefore being motivated by different factors comes out strongly in the analysis
of results of the critical collective case study. For example, government staff may be motivated by
achievement of ‘program objectives’. Community and industry people may be motivated by what is
happening in a particular place. Environmentalists may be motivated by long term outcomes. Business
may have shorter time frames.
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the development. This involved the development of the final fifteen hundred lots and
shopping centre. These lots were adjacent to a section of beach that was an important
nesting site for two threatened species of marine turtle. The shopping centre was in a
low-lying area next to the golf course. It was very swampy really. His head
environmental consultant had already alerted him to the acid sulfate soil management
problems he would have draining the swamp. Pollution from acid sulfate soil runoff had
become a significant problem in coastal Cornucopia. However, Warwick was confident
that with the advice of his consultant he could manage this situation and that there
would be no problem with runoff. It was the turtle nesting areas on the beach that
worried him the most. At night time light from the nearby houses could distract the
turtles when they came to the beach to nest. The turtles were not seen to be an issue ten
years ago when this company took the development over from another developer who
had gone bankrupt. They had only very recently become protected under a new Federal
Government nature conservation law. They were also the focus of a very single-minded
fauna conservation group, the Cornucopian Turtle Study and Conservation Group, or
CTSCG. The group was made up of several well-respected marine zoologists supported
by a very competent band of hard-working volunteers. It was going to be hard to get
Stage 3 built. Although the development had been approved before the new law took
effect, the CTSCG had already signalled their intention to go to Court if they had to in
order to protect the beach where the turtles nested. Warwick was worried. As it stood,
with two stages built Seabreeze had made money, but the profits were in the last stage.33
The finance company that was backing the venture was becoming increasingly uneasy.
He was now getting regular phone calls and visits from the finance company state
manager on this matter. Things were ‘getting hot’.
Emma, a CTSCG volunteer, also attended ANY Catchment Management Group
meetings. Jack knew something of the background on this issue. He noticed that
Warwick and Emma did not say much directly to each other at meetings. They were
civil enough, but neither seemed keen to talk on the ‘turtle problem’ at meetings. Jack

33

See Chapter 6.2.1, Chapter 6.2.5 and Table 6.2. See also Chapter 6.4.1. Warwick and Emma have
different motivations for being interested in the same issue. As a collaboration and partnership broker,
Jack faces a challenge if he wishes to intervene in what is currently a conflict–based relationship
between Warren and Emma. Jack does not appear to know either Warwick or Emma well enough to be
able to have dialogue with them to work out what common ground they might be able to establish a
relationship to resolve their conflict.
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was worried that this conflict situation could blow up and that the group was not really
well equipped to handle it.34
Effective NRM groups use appropriate group processes (e.g. leadership,
communication, conflict resolution, social capital building, decisionmaking and risk assessment).

7.4.1.3 Need for knowledge

Ferdinand and Rex, researchers from two universities,
regularly attended meetings. They seemed interested in

Effective NRM groups
have appropriate
knowledge and
administration and
information
management systems.

working with industry in the area. One of them talked about
the need to base resource planning and management decisions in ANY catchments on
sound, scientifically derived knowledge. Jack knew there were NRM issues in the
urban development, grazing, forestry and horticultural industries in the two catchments
that could really benefit from better information and knowledge. He knew that
Ferdinand and Rex and their team of post-graduate students would be able to help with
this. At present though, he was too busy trying to secure funding to keep his position
viable - first things first, he thought.35
7.4.1.4 Government departments – uneasy bedfellows

But it was the State Government people that seemed the hardest to work with. Lorraine
began to recognise that while BAM was the lead agency supporting ANY Catchment
Management Group, the Department of Agriculture (DA) and the Department of
Sustainability (DSUS), which looked after all the nature conservation, agriculture,
sustainable development and pollution issues in Cornucopia, were not necessarily as
interested as she and some of the community, industry and Local Government people in
catchment management. It seemed to depend on the actual person you managed to get
from that department – whether they were interested or not. Some of them seemed
interested only in looking after the programs for which they were responsible.
34

See Table 6.3 and Chapter 6.3.2. From a NRM group viewpoint, having appropriate group processes
(eg conflict resolution processes) is an important factor in the development of effective NRM
collaborations and partnerships between participants in NRM groups. These processes do not appear to
be well developed in ANY Catchment Management Group. If Jack were adept at this work, he might
have realised that the BATPO (Best Alternative To a Partnership Outcome) was going to Court and that
this might be something that both parties might wish to avoid. See Chapter 3.6 for a discussion on the
use of the BATPO. Fear of the BATPO may be motivation enough to bring the two parties together.
35
See Chapter 5.4.7. Effective NRM collaborations and partnerships have good processes for knowledge
acquisition, information exchange and social learning. Ferdinand and Rex realise this. Jack is preoccupied with attaining funding for survival of his position and the group and does not respond to their
request.

285

Government agency cultures are generally not conducive to collaboration and
partnership building. If agencies wish to collaborate and partner with others
they face major challenges in terms of cultural change.

Lorraine had come to hate it when public servants talked
about ‘programs’.36 For her and other non-government
people in ANY Catchment Management Group it had come
to mean more work for her, as someone who should be
informed, consulted, collaborated with or made a ‘partner’. It
also seemed to mean that from an ‘on-ground’ or ‘place’
perspective that any outcomes of these consultations did not
integrate or coordinate with actions from other government
programs. However, most times, the outcomes of all these
NRM and environmental management consultations were
planning documents. Not much usually happened. When it
did you had to look carefully at what was proposed from a

Government agencies
should adopt a ‘place’
over ‘program’ focus in
their NRM citizen
participation work.
Citizens are generally
more concerned with
NRM in places where
they live, work, farm and
fish than with
government agency
programs and priorities.

‘place’ perspective. Governments found it hard to do this.
Sometimes you had to scream like hell to get them to hear.
7.4.1.5 Big on planning, small on action

Lorraine looked at her shelves. She had lots of NRM plans and policies sent to her as a
result of previous government ‘community engagements’ - everything from water
allocation to environmental values for water quality to landscape strategies to weed and
pest animal strategies to water quality strategies to acid sulfate soil strategies through to
coastal plans.37 She and Vince counted seven different sets of State Government
consultation meetings that they were involved in apart from ANY Catchment
Management Group and Vince’s growers’ cooperative meetings. Lorraine also had her
conservation group meetings and the meetings for the Yarooba Catchment Landcare
Group. She and Vince would go along to these different government initiated meetings,

36

See Chapter 5.4.3. Participants must have appropriate and relevant motivation, if they are to remain
involved.
37
See Chapter 5.4.10. Effective NRM collaborations and partnerships have an action orientation. An
over-emphasis on planning is counter-productive. Participants may also be willing to take risks in terms
of their business, careers or personal reputations, if the potential benefit is seen as worthwhile. As
Jemma said in her interview for this research, “If you have an idea worth pursuing then stuff the rules.
Rules are for dishonest people to stop them doing terrible things. … If you are achieving a goal which
is worthy …timidness is a hurdle” (Appendix 19.3: Data Record 71; Case Record 19; pp.10-11).
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but they were getting sick of it.38 There were some people who came along to vegetation
management and water allocation consultations that were mainly only interested in
those things, because they thought that any decisions made at those meetings might
restrict what they could do on their land. That was fair enough. They did not come to
the other government-initiated meetings, or get involved in projects with ANY
Catchment Management Group. They said that earning a living from the land was hard
enough without unnecessary government control or going to their pointless meetings.
For the most part the community, industry and Local Government people at the
different government-initiated meetings knew each other. It was only the names and
faces of the people from State Government who changed. Maybe the State Government
people should all sit in a room and talk to each other occasionally, she thought.
Jack worked out of the Catchment Centre, although more and more, he simply wasn’t
getting out of there. There seemed to be more and more paper work for him to do.39 And
they only had him for another six months. The expectations that many people had of
him and the catchment group were very high, particularly some of the very passionate,
environmentally–oriented members of the group. Jack also seemed to have very high
expectations himself, as did the BAM staff that had employed him. He now realised that
his expectations of what the group would be able to achieve in two years were not going
to be met. He was already looking out for another job. He had a wife and two kids. He
had trained to do this sort of work, but the career path did not seem to be there. It was
not something you could ask a kid straight from university to do. They had to have
some experience of government, or business or community groups – preferably all
three. The ANY Catchment Management Group Executive, Lorraine, Vince and Glen, a
commercial fisher who had become very active in the group, had all decided that there

38

See Chapter 3.11. Australia has a plethora of poorly coordinated, unintegrated natural resource and
environmental management legislation. Many government-initiated citizen participation processes are
mandatory under legislation, or are supported by government programs from different departments. As
I have mentioned in Chapter 3.11, “problems of coordination and integration of effort invariably arise.
There may also be a limited pool of volunteers willing to be involved in NRM citizen participation
processes.” Figure 3.6 provides an example of the complexity of NRM arrangements in South East
Queensland. In Chapter 6.3.5, Walter, a former ICM group President, comments on the problems
associated with the growth of government–initiated NRM groups that he sees as removed from urgent
and necessary on-ground NRM actions.
39
See Chapter 3.9 and Figure 3.5. Jack appears to feel he has a ‘reactive mandate’ and that he is quite
firmly locked into working within the initiating organisation, doing paper work and being averse to
taking risks. This is making it difficult for him to broker new collaborations and partnerships between
participants in ANY Catchment Management Group Inc.
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were people around who could do such a job, but that you would find it hard to get
them, given the working conditions.40
At present, people with suitable industry, community and government
experience and appropriate knowledge and skills often find NRM collaboration
and partnership broker positions unattractive due to the poor pay, lack of
tenure and minimal career advancement prospects offered by employers.

7.4.1.6 Lack of focus

They had quite a few projects on the go - probably too
many to do justice to them all. People seemed to be in the
group for a variety of reasons and Jack reasoned that you
had to have something to keep them interested and
involved – something that responded to each member’s
particular interests. Jack had worked with the ANY
Catchment Group Executive to combine all the projects
into a Catchment Management Strategy – a document
that responded to all the NRM issues that the members of

Effective NRM
groups focus on
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the group thought were important in ANY catchments, as
well as members’ personal interests. It was a large and
very ambitious document, big on breadth and short on
detail as to how the actions listed would be funded. Still,
it was all there if people wanted to look for it, and such
an all-encompassing strategy was what BAM wanted the
group to write before it said it would commit to any
ongoing support or recommend further funding from the
Federal Government.41 They had submitted the Strategy
to BAM to be endorsed by State Government. Eight
months later, they were still looking for feedback and
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40

See Chapter 3.9 and Chapter 6.2. The discussion presented in these two sections indicates that the
‘ideal’ collaboration and partnership broker would be a person of almost super-human qualities.
However, the discussion gives a good idea of what an employer might look for in hiring a person to
undertake such work.
41
See Chapter 5.4.4 and Chapter 5.4.8. Participants in effective NRM collaborations and partnerships
have a common base of shared values. It appears that rather than focusing on NRM issues that are
significant given the shared values of the members, Jack and the Executive have chosen to make the
Strategy inclusive in an effort to capture what they think everyone values. Also, participants in
effective NRM collaborations and partnerships have shared their intent and expectations. Their
expectations are realistic, given the authority, time, skill, knowledge and resources participants have at
their disposal. This is not the case in this instance.
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endorsement for the Strategy from BAM.42 They had
managed to gain interim funding from the Federal
National Sustainability Foundation for several projects –
one on monitoring, one on coordinating and integrating
data sets, and one on riparian restoration on public land
adjoining the Yarooba River.
Yarooba Shire Council had employed a project officer to run catchment education
programs. He worked quite closely with the group. There were now three part-time
project officers employed on a temporary basis to help with the NSF-funded projects.
Post-graduate students from two universities were helping with the monitoring and the
data integration projects. There were also lots of one-off requests from landholders,
mostly urban and rural residential people. And, they could not believe the number of
government reports on which they were being asked to comment. Sometimes catchment
group feedback was almost demanded by different government groups, as if the
particular government group actually controlled what was really an incorporated,
separate legal entity.43 The Executive was worried about the account books and
reporting back on all these projects to the NSF. They had joined the group to do things,
not keep books, answer phones and write reports for government bureaucrats. Glen took
on the job as honorary Treasurer, but he was more at home out on the water. Jack
worked hard to keep things together. Lorraine, Vince and Glen were worried. They
could see that if Jack got another job tomorrow, they were in trouble.
7.4.1.7 Designed for representation and inaction

Vince could see a problem looming with the
constitution of the group. They had incorporated a
sector representational idea into their constitution and
now some of the sectors were not attending meetings
very regularly, yet they had interested people, many of
them with good skills and knowledge, with time on
their hands, who were coming into the catchment centre

Sector representational
models for NRM groups have
both strengths and
weaknesses. Representatives
must see their involvement as
relevant to their interests.
They must have enough time
and resources to be involved.
Group structures should also
allow people who are not
‘representatives’, but
motivated, to be involved in
meaningful ways.

42

Government agencies must be accountable and should ensure that NRM groups do not waste or
misdirect public funds. However, an agency that espouses terms such as ‘partnership’ yet acts as a
dominator in a relationship with an NRM group has, in effect, seized the power present in the
relationship, while making the group responsible for the consequences of the use of that power. See
Chapter 5.4.1 for a discussion on ‘shared and linked power and responsibility’.
43
See discussion on this point in Chapter 6.3.5.
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and looking to be involved.44 There was no real role for
these people in the group as it was presently structured,
except in listening to guest speakers that Jack
organised.
Finding the rent, responding to people’s motivations, answering phones, writing reports,
dealing with lots of government departments, lobbying to keep coordinators and other
staff employed, worrying that Jack would get another job, keeping accounts, wrangling
constitutions – Lorraine, Vince and Glen wondered what they had got themselves into.
The Yarooba River kept on flowing towards the sea.

7.4.2

As it could have been
7.4.2.1 Acknowledgement gives authority

In the early days Lorraine worked out of the Council
offices as a volunteer with Jack for several days a
week. Ron Smith, the Mayor saw that she was given
a security pass so she had no problems with Council
office security doors. Like other people in the office,
Lorraine wore her pass as a badge. She was soon
well known around the place. Lorraine and Vince had
a quiet word to Ron Smith about administration

Effective
NRM groups
use
appropriate
means to
build social
capital with
other
groups.

support for Jack. Ron got Sammy, his personal
assistant, to organise a roster for the planning
secretarial staff to assist Jack. Jack had not asked
them for much help, even though it had been offered.
He was worried that it was ‘stretching the favour’. He
tried to feel at home, but had been feeling a bit of a
‘usurper’. He felt more comfortable about it now, as
did the staff, because it was now officially part of their
job.45

44

See Chapter 3.10 and Chapter 6.3.5 for a discussion relating to the ‘representation problem’ in NRM
groups.
45
See Chapter 5.4.4. Jack and Lorraine lacked the legal authority to request assistance around the office.
By his actions Ron Smith, Mayor of Yarooba, ensured that they had authority to request office support.
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Within nine months they were an incorporated group working from their own
office. They called it a Catchment Centre. It had a library and a space for
displays, small meetings and a proper office space. Sometimes BAM and
Council staff came there to work on joint projects. It was in the main street of
Yarooba and people could walk in off the street to have a look at displays.
Students from schools and universities came in to use the library. The best
thing about it was that it adjoined the State Government offices in the main
street. The BAM, DSUS and DA regional directors agreed to co-locate all their
extension and community engagement staff in the office adjoining the
Catchment Centre. They put a doorway from their offices directly into the
Catchment Centre. The Cornucopian State Government extended their lease to
include the Catchment Centre, and because they had considerable office space
already, as all the government offices were located in that block, they got the
extra eighty square metres included in their lease for next to nothing.46
7.4.2.2 Designed for diversity of interests and actions

Lorraine had been elected president of the group. They had taken their time
sorting out the structure of the group. Lorraine, Vince, and the extension staff in
both the State and Local Governments had spent several months helping Jack
get out and about, listening to all the different sectors and networks. He now felt
he had a good idea of what had meaning and was important for these different
groups. Often the people who gave Jack ‘entry’ into these groups identified key
people who had influence and may have been sympathetic to the catchment
management initiative. Over time, Jack and Lorraine realised that the formation
of the group might not be directly relevant to some sectors, so they invited them
along in a watching or advisory capacity. They looked for secondary interests
that groups might have and sought to use those interests at motivational tools to
In a very limited way, this could also be viewed as an example of sharing of power. See Chapter 2.7
and Chapter 5.4.1 for discussion on power and responsibility.
46
See Chapter 5.4.4, Chapter 5.4.11, Chapter 6.3.3 and 6.3.6. If an NRM group is to work as an
‘incubator’ of effective participant collaborations and partnerships, it is important that:
• Resources available to the group are adequate for the task they have set themselves and that the
resources are consistently available (i.e. not supplied on an incremental and ad hoc basis).
• The group is perceived positively by outsiders. Hence the advantage of a ground floor, easily
accessible, well-presented office location.
• The group has processes and opportunities to ‘grow’ social capital in relationships external to the group
- hence, the desirability of being co-located with, but separate to, the government agencies. These
‘government-group’ relationships need nurturing along with other relationships external to the group.
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encourage people to become involved. They formed a steering group of people
from the various sectors and came up with a group structure that they called a
‘mixed model’. Ivor, a retired solicitor and a friend of Glen, the commercial fisher
and Treasurer of the group, advised them on this and how they could work it
into their constitution. Ivor also advised them on how they could ‘sell’ this to
BAM to gain State Government endorsement of the group. As he said, “Tell
them this method gives you the breadth of sector representation you need while
also allowing the involvement of motivated skilled volunteers.”

Effective NRM groups have a range and diversity of participants. They are
ideal social settings for the development of collaborations and partnerships
among members.

People could be sector participants or general participants. General participants
attended monthly meetings and got involved in projects that interested them.
Sector participants had to show they were representing their sectors in the work
of the group. This way anyone interested could join in the work of the group.
Sector participants had the additional responsibility of sitting on the
Management Committee.47
7.4.2.3 Achieving NRM goals by valuing people involved

When the ANY Catchment Management Group
started meeting, Jack encouraged the group to look
at things in two ‘piles’. He called the first ‘pile’, the
‘purpose pile’. In it he suggested that they look at
how they how they would achieve mutually derived
catchment goals - coming up with very simple action
plans on what they would do and how they would do
it – concentrating on making certain things were

Participants in
effective NRM
groups,
collaborations
and partnerships
recognise the
need to be
perceived
positively by
outsiders.

done in achievable ‘bites’, as he called them. The
group decided to make some of these fairly easy to

47

See Chapter 3.10 for a discussion on the ‘representation problem’ that faces NRM groups. See Chapter
6.3.5. Lorraine, Vince, Ivor and Jack are looking for ways to develop a structure for the group that is
both representative and inclusive in terms of membership. See Chapter 6.3.1. NRM groups that are
effective in nurturing collaborations and partnerships to address NRM problems are made up of
members from a range and diversity of backgrounds.
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do and to publicise. They wanted to get a positive
public profile.48

NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships are effective when they
meet the needs of participants. They do this when they:
• Achieve their stated purpose;
• Achieve other indirect benefits to participants; and
• Have well managed social processes.

He called the second pile the ‘process pile’. In it he suggested putting
everything relating to maintaining the ‘social health’ of the group, especially how
they would:
•

Learn from each other about things that were important to them about
the Yarooba and Armstrong Narrows catchments

•

Attempt to resolve any conflicts that occurred between group members
or between the group and those outside it,

•

Make decisions,

•

Have fun and celebrate success,

•

Monitor and evaluate what they were doing,

•

Learn from others about these catchments, and

•

Ensure members’ individual needs were met.49

Instead of meetings, they had two workshop/ barbeques, a boat trip, a bus trip
and a wine and cheese evening down by the Yarooba River. Within six months
everyone understood each other a lot better and knew where they stood. The
Executive handled the incorporation, coming back to the group at intervals
when they had a document for them to discuss, amend or approve.50
48

See Chapter 5.4.11. Those outside the group or relationship perceive an effective NRM group,
collaboration or partnership positively. It is important that those involved recognise this and act
accordingly.
49
This list presents a summary of the factors that positively influence NRM collaborations and
partnerships presented from the NRM group and participant perspective. See Chapter 6.3 and Chapter
6.4 for a full discussion on these factors and to see how they are supported by the research that has been
undertaken in this thesis. See also Chapter 5.4.3 and Chapter 5.4.11. Effective NRM collaborations and
partnerships are ‘fun’. They meet the needs of participants and are perceived positively by all.
50
See Chapter 6.3.2. Jack is trying to help the group to lay down some ground rules to ensure appropriate
group processes. He has realised that there is a positive link between social capital and group
effectiveness. See Chapter 2.8 for a discussion on social capital and its role in collaboration and
partnership building. A discussion on NRM group development and life cycles, from formation
onwards, is presented in Chapter 3.8. Jack has realised that, as a new NRM group, they need to be very
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7.4.2.4 Using ‘place’ to integrate government programs

As Lorraine put it, the State Government was a ‘whole other kettle of fish’. Glen
the fisher always laughed at this. Lorraine said it often, more for the benefit of
government bureaucrats within earshot than Glen’s. Jack was a public servant,
so they left him a ‘bit to the side’ when they dealt with the State Government. As
much as possible, they didn’t want to implicate him in any of the fairly direct
negotiations they had with these senior bureaucrats. Lorraine and Vince
realised that governments at all levels had problems involving citizens in their
work. Lorraine and Vince, along with many of their industry colleagues, had
developed an attitude of general good humour combined with zero tolerance
towards what the saw as the disjointed, often ill-conceived approach that
governments used towards citizen participation. They knew that public servants
usually meant well, but that from a ‘where I live and work perspective’ they still
had a lot to learn.
They had some fairly direct negotiations with the State Government even before
the catchment group was formed. They invited those they saw as the relevant
natural resource and environmental management regional directors along to a
special meeting. It was a bit of an ambush. The regional directors thought they
were going to be talking to Lorraine and Vince about serious concerns they had
with the Yarooba Shire Council and the overloaded sewage treatment plants –
something about ministerial letters Lorraine and Vince had written on the
matter. They were well connected with both sides of the Cornucopian
Parliament. Their letters were always taken seriously. They did talk about this.
Lorraine then steered the meeting onto the topic of the new catchment
management group.
It was a little unexpected.

aware of their ‘social health’. See also Table 3.4 and Table 3.5 in relation to NRM group and
partnership development. The group may be thought of as being in the “reactive-dependence stage”
(Pretty and Ward, 2001, p.218). Jack is helping the group to build capacity by investing in relationships
within, and, where relevant, external to the group.
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Lorraine began. “We want to talk about the latest citizen participation initiative
you have for our place, the ANY Catchment Management Group. We’ve got a
problem with this.”
Vince told them straight. “The incentive for you is to
have communities working with you rather than
against you. I am sure you know enough about
sociology and politics to know that any government
can achieve its goals more easily by having similar
goals to the community. Achievement of such
commonly held goals also helps to get your political

Effective citizen
participation
programs can
help
government
agencies to
ensure that
their NRM goals
and those of the
community are
congruent.

masters re-elected and help those of you on
contracts, which is all of you, I think, to keep your jobs
and get promotions. I assume none of you would
knock back a promotion? That’s why you need good
citizen participation.51”
It was a purely rhetorical question – the promotion one – a little nasty really.
Lorraine chimed in, “As some of you will know, Vince and I are pretty well
networked around Yarooba and Armstrong Narrows way. Some of you are
pretty recent ‘blow- ins’ as we used to call new public servants. We’ve been a
part of community engagement meetings, seminars and workshops led by all
your departments for years. I’m going to put it straight. From where we sit, in
terms of NRM citizen participation, you are unwitting masters at duplication and
arbitrary deafness. You are all so concerned about your own program within
your own department and achieving your own program performance indicators
on paper that you don’t listen to each other or really care about each other’s
work and, worst of all, you don’t listen to us. You don’t hear what you don’t want
to hear. A lot of what you ask us to do is a waste of our time.”52

51

Vince’s statement is based upon a quotation from an interview with Ken a community member from
the Case Study 16 ICM group (Appendix 19.3: Data Record 74; Case Records 16 and 17; p.8).
52
Chapter 6.3.6 presents a discussion, based on evidence from the case studies and the literature, focusing
on the lack of coordination and integration of government NRM citizen participation programs. This is
also discussed in the literature review in Chapter 3.11. Vince and Lorraine are highlighting these
problems to the regional directors.
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“I don’t mean to be rude,” continued Lorraine, “but I don’t want to waste your
time either and I want to be sure you understand our message. We will work
with you on the ANY Catchment Management Group you are starting up – but –
on terms we’ll work out together – you and us - not just your terms.”
Vince looked around the room. By this stage, he saw that Lorraine had their
attention. He also saw that, at this stage, she probably wouldn’t be getting any
Christmas cards from some of them. They were cranky! He thought - I’ve got
nothing to lose. I’ll tell it to them straight. He smiled at Lorraine and nodded
gently to her. It was his turn to speak.53 (This was rapidly turning into a ‘good
cop,’ ‘bad cop’ routine!)
“I am sure Lorraine is not ‘having a go’ at you
personally,” chimed in Vince. “As far as we are
concerned you are pretty top people. However, we
are very worried by the fact that viewed from where
we live, work and farm, the citizen participation
picture

you

paint

as

a

set

of

government

Good personal
relationships
are the
foundation of
effective NRM
collaborations
and
partnerships.

departments concerned with NRM is chaotic. There
are so many meetings that community and industry
people are asked to attend, that a bloke might never
be at home. And there are no sure ways for people
like us to know which meetings are important and
which ones are about decisions that have already
been made.54 Luckily I’ve got a son and a daughterin-law that can run our family farms. For the most
part, I can get along to things that I’m interested in. I
know

that

many

pieces

of

legislation

have

requirements for citizen participation. What I’m
saying is – how about you show people that you’re
53

See Chapter 5.4.3. Lorraine and Vince are ‘partnership champions’. They are passionate and committed
about their NRM work and are prepared to take risks to get the outcomes they see as appropriate. See
also Chapter 5.4.10.
54
This point is mentioned in Chapter 3.4. It is important that government departments use contextappropriate citizen participation processes. For example, if a decision has already been made on a
particular matter, there is no point in government consulting widely with the community. This is
disingenuous. Use of the NRM citizen participation decision tree in Figure 3.2 can help to obviate this
problem.
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fair dinkum about this new group you are forming
and coordinate and integrate your NRM citizen
participation activities through it? How about we set
the ground rules up front? I think we need to. I’ll
point out the consequences if we don’t. If you don’t
take up our offer to work this out together, we will
withdraw our voluntary services from all of the
citizen participation processes you are running. We

Effective NRM
collaborations
and partnerships
are based, from
the outset, on
ground rules that
are agreed to by
all participants.
These ground
rules are not
subject to
arbitrary change.

will also urge others to boycott your meetings. As
you know, Lorraine and I are not alone. You will be
having meetings with yourselves. To put it bluntly,
we are sick of you wasting not only our time, but
your own! 55”
7.4.2.5 Understanding through dialogue

For the first time, Lorraine and Vince felt they got
down to ‘tin tacks’ with the government. They talked
and really listened to each other. People turned off
their mobiles and pagers. The dialogue continued for
the rest of the afternoon.56 They agreed to use the
catchment group that was to be formed as a vehicle
to integrate and coordinate the government-initiated
NRM citizen participation processes in the Armstrong
Narrows and Yarooba River catchments. One of the

Participants in
collaborations and
partnerships can
use dialogue in
order to
understand each
other’s meaning
systems.

first things they worked out they needed to do, was to
talk to and listen to Local Government about this. This
was a challenge. Vince agreed to talk to his friend,
Ron Smith, Mayor of Yarooba, about convening a
meeting between Yarooba Shire, Armstrong Narrows
Shire and the relevant NRM departments to discuss
the most appropriate way to form and support a
55

Lorraine and Vince are encouraging the regional directors to take the time to really understand the
meaning systems of the industry and community people they are seeking to work with by forming the
ICM Group. See Chapter 3.7 and Table 3.3. Evidence from the research supporting the importance of
this action may be found in Chapter 5.4.8.
56
See Chapter 6.3.2. Good communication will be important if the new ICM group is to be effective. Part
of Chapter 6.3.6, on the importance of dialogue, is also relevant.
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catchment management group spanning these two
adjoining catchment areas. As Lorraine and Vince
listened to Jeff, the regional director of BAM; Sue, the
regional director of DA (Department of Agriculture);
and

Nicole,

the

(Department

of

understand

that

regional

director

Sustainability)
the

NRM

of

they

citizen

DSUS

came

to

participation

problems they saw from their perspective were very
difficult to resolve for public servants. Many citizen
participation activities were mandated as part of
legislation and there was lots of legislation. It was

Participating in
dialogue does not
mean that you
have to agree
with the actions
or meaning
systems of other
participants.
However, it
should help you
to understand the
reasons why they
think and do
things the way
that they do.

hard to coordinate and integrate. The people
concerned worked in different programs or areas.
They had to answer to different managers.
Jeff, the BAM regional director, made a very telling point. “A good deal of the
problem is cultural, “ he explained candidly. “A lot of our staff members are not
used to dealing with the public apart from talking to them from behind a
counter.57 There is resistance. I hear more and more about government forming
partnerships with community and industry to solve NRM problems as if
partnerships were some sort of panacea. But no one seems to have worked out
when government should partner with others and when it should go it alone.
And we don’t want to be accused of trying to divest our responsibility for NRM
onto the community. We need ground rules, so that people can clearly see who
is responsible for what and what expectations people have of each other. I may
as well state the obvious and say that when you get to a certain level in our
government departments, it’s not so much a matter of actually improving things
on the ground but catering to the immediate requests of our political masters.
Sometimes the two things just do not gel together.”
It was the first of several productive meetings focused
on
57

building

a

dialogue

between

government,

Jeff is asking Lorraine and Vince to try to understand the meaning systems or culture of government
staff who may be associated with the process. See Chapter 2.10 for an introduction to the concept of
dialogue. Examples of dialogue from the research data are listed in Table 6.2. In the Table these
examples are linked to the work of Yankelovich (1999) and his strategies for effective dialogue. See
also Chapter 2.10.
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community and industry. People really started to
understand each other, what was important to them
and what they could reasonably expect of each other
in terms of the collaborative and partnership-based
work that was to be the focus of ANY Catchment
Management Group. It turned out that many of the
problems

that

Vince

and

Lorraine

had

with

government were very similar to the problems people
from government had in working with community and
industry. One problem related to expectations. They
realised that both community and industry members
and people from government, including politicians,
had problems with this. Expectations of what could be
achieved

through

working

collaboratively

or

Government
(politicians and
agency staff),
industry and
community may
have unrealistic
expectations of
what may be
achieved through
collaboration and
partnership with
others. Such
relationships
should be
contextappropriate and
should not be
used to allow
participants to
avoid their own
NRM
responsibilities.

in

partnership were not always realistic – and they both
could see occasions when it was definitely not
appropriate to work together.58
The second thing that they realised was no such thing really as ‘the community’
or ‘the government’. These two entities were composed of many different
groups and organisations and there really was a need to look very carefully at
the context in which people were coming together and for them to work to
understand each other and the things that were important to them.59
Jack worked out of the Catchment Centre. It was a good
place to work from. He saw the purposeful way in which
the regional directors worked together and with Local
Governments. This was reflected in the way that the
government

natural

resource

and

environmental

management extension staff worked. They still did things
separately, but when it made sense they worked closely
58

See Chapter 5.4.2. Collaborations and partnerships may not always be context-appropriate. From a
government perspective citizen participation processes should be context-appropriate. Use of Figure 3.1
and 3.2 may help in this regard. In Chapter 5.4.9, evidence is presented from the research that shows
that participants in effective NRM collaborations and partnerships have shared and realistic
expectations.
59
See Chapter 3.11. Theories put forward by Allison (1971) can help us to view government as a group of
smaller organisations that may have differing goals.
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on everything from sharing car transport, to sharing costs
for educational publications and field days. Local
Government staff also ‘chimed in’ when appropriate. Jack
joked with them that he was pleased to see they were
‘sharing the campfire,’ as there wasn’t much wood
around. What he meant was that they were now working
with the catchment group rather than always forming their
own little ‘campfires’ or groups every time they had a

Integrating and
coordinating
NRM citizen
participation
programs can
allow agencies
to achieve
better onground
outcomes as
well as saving
money.

need to consult or collaborate with community or industry
on land, water or biodiversity issues.60
Particularly on controversial issues, where
people had strongly-held views, all sides of the
debate were starting to see ANY Catchment
Management Group Inc as a place where they
could speak and be heard. People who
Lorraine and Vince and Glen had known for
years, who they thought would never come
along to a catchment group because it would
just be full of ‘greenies’, were now coming to
the Vegetation and Water Allocation Sub-

Having a diversity of
members (from
community, industry
and community) and
well-managed group
processes (e.g.
communication,
conflict resolution,
decision making) can
help an NRM group to
be perceived positively
by outsiders. This may
lead to an increase in
the influence of the
group.

Committee meetings of the Catchment Group
to

consult

vegetation

with

State

management

Government
and

water

on
flow

allocation plans. They saw that government
agencies were working together and using
ANY Catchment Management Group Inc as a
vehicle to help them do this. This wasn’t a
‘greenie group’. Everyone there was just as
concerned with what happens on your farm or
in your business, that you ‘turned a quid’, as
they were about what happened downstream.61
60

See Chapter 2.8. Organisations that do not mirror a partnership approach within their organisation will
have difficulty working in partnership with others.
61
See Chapter 5.4.11. Outsiders generally perceive effective NRM collaborations and partnerships in a
positive light.
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Vince and Lorraine and Glen noticed that the
government was now modelling the behaviour
it sought from others.
7.4.2.6 Realistic expectations and intent lead to achievement

Jack had worked with the Executive and other members, including Ivor, the
retired solicitor, to draft a very simple, focused Catchment Management
Strategy for Armstrong Narrows and Yarooba River Catchments. Government
staff had been very careful not to ‘talk up’ collaborative, partnership-based
processes such as ICM. The Executive and members had a very clear picture
of the role of the catchment management group. They saw it as a place where
people who could not solve an NRM problem relating to Armstrong Narrows and
the Yarooba River by themselves, came to meet other people who also wanted
to solve that problem. Thinking this way, they identified five projects that the
group could work on that responded to high priority NRM issues for their area.
They planned out exactly what they would do to address these problems,
putting their ideas as simple action plans, making certain that things were
achievable with the resources they had and were done in achievable ‘bites,’ as
Jack called them.62 Good publicity followed and things began to snowball. The
Cornucopian State Government had no problem providing speedy endorsement
of the ANY Catchment Management Strategy. They had played a valuable role
in working with community, industry and local government to write the
document. Within a month the document was back with a glowing endorsement
from the three relevant State ministers. Ron Smith and Nancy Sierakowski,
Mayor of Armstrong Narrows Shire Council, both presented the plan for
endorsement to their respective Councils. National Sustainability Funding
flowed.63 They soon had three project officers employed to look at ecosystem
monitoring, data management and riparian restoration on public and private
lands.

62

See Chapter 6.3.5. Effective NRM collaborations and partnerships need good organisational and
administrative systems if they are to be effective. People in the Case Study 16 ICM group joined to
learn about ways to respond to local NRM problems. (See Chapter 5.4.10 and the outcomes of the
review undertaken by the group (Appendix 20.1.2: Data Record 17; Case Records 1-15, p.21). An
excessive emphasis on planning or administration is not desirable.
63
See Chapter 5.4.11. This is another example that shows that outsiders generally perceive effective
NRM collaborations and partnerships in a positive light.
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They asked other levels and agencies of government as well as industry and
community groups in the area for their NRM plans and made certain that they
got everyone talking and listening to each other about NRM problems and
opportunities they had in common. Instead of their Catchment Management
Strategy being an NRM ‘wish-list’, it was very much a statement of what
participants living and working in a particular place thought could be achieved
working together. What was good about all this of course, was that people from
diverse backgrounds started to understand a lot more clearly what their roles
were in terms of NRM for their area, and who they could work with to achieve
things they were having problems doing by themselves.64 Expectations became
more realistic. People knew what was expected of them and what could be
expected of others. Industry and community people spent more time on their
farms and at home. Government agencies saved money by working together.
They still ran their own programs, but when appropriate, ‘place’ was used as an
integrating and coordinating concept to help them see how they could deliver
services better in a particular place ‘on the ground,’ which, after all, was what
they were there for.
7.4.2.7 Social learning, social capital and on-ground success

Lorraine, Vince and Glen observed that Jack was looking happy in his job. They
realised that over time, he was becoming an increasingly important asset to
their group. Lorraine knew that sometimes you could get a ‘dud’ coordinator –
one who wasn’t really suited to the job, but managed to be good at responding
to government job selection criteria and ‘conning’ selection panels.65 That was
one of the reasons that they had a yearly review process. Lorraine was involved
in that, as was Ron Smith. Part of the review was to provide feedback to Jack
as to how he was going and ways that the group felt that he could support them
more effectively. It was a bit of ‘institutionalised group reflection’.66 To date, they
had been very happy with Jack and he seemed very happy in the job.
64

The discussion in Chapter 2.3.3 and Chapter 3.10 are relevant here. NRM problems that you cannot
solve working by yourself, are amenable to cooperation, collaboration and partnership-based solutions.
65
See Chapter 6.3.4. NRM groups intent on developing collaborations and partnerships between
participants benefit from having the services of a skilled, enthusiastic coordinator with appropriate
tenure. Over time, Jack is starting to work more as a collaboration and partnership broker than as
simply as a coordinator. A discussion on the brokering of effective NRM collaborations and
partnerships is presented in Chapter 3.9.
66
See Chapter 2.9, Chapter 5.4.9 and Chapter 6.2.2. Personal reflection and NRM group deliberation can
inform any monitoring and evaluation requirements externally imposed by funding bodies. More
importantly, it can also assist the group in learning how it may do its job better!
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For Lorraine, one of the most curious things that happened as a result of
forming the ICM group, was the number of new relationships that had
developed between members. Some members who previously had not known
each other, or who only knew each other through a conflict over particular NRM
issues, had started to work on projects to address shared NRM problems and
opportunities. It seemed the group had become like an ‘introduction agency’ for
prospective NRM collaborators and partners. While there were still conflicts
within the group, the ground rules they had developed for dealing with conflict,
the ones that as Jack said, were in the ‘process pile’ of the group, had come in
handy. It seemed that spending time getting to know other members, what
motivated them and what was important to them in terms of Armstrong Narrows
and Yarooba River catchments, was having some unexpected benefits.67
Two members, Warwick, the land developer and Emma from the Turtle
Conservation Group, CTSCG, seemed to be getting on better. Jack realised
that it was nothing he had done. Jeff, another member of ANY Catchment
Group, and the regional director of the Cornucopian Department of
Sustainability (DSUS), seemed to have played a role in bringing them together.
Jack asked Jeff about what he did to achieve this.
“It was relatively easy,” explained Jeff, “although I didn’t know exactly what I
was doing at the time. I just knew that if both the Seabreeze developers and the
‘Turtle People’ didn’t get together to work out their differences that the likely
outcomes they would achieve by going to Court on the matter would certainly
make one of them the loser, and that it would be very hard to determine which
one of them it would be. They both also knew that going to Court was costly.68
In the end they have worked together to get a ‘win-win’ situation. The developer
isn’t going to get a whole swag of house blocks overlooking the beach. The
frontal dune and the swale will be protected in perpetuity as a critical habitat
67

See Chapter 5.4.5 and Chapter 6.4.2. Effective NRM collaborations and partnership are built on good
personal relationships.
68
See Chapter 5.4.5 and 6.4.2. Personal relationships provide a basis for effective NRM collaborations
and partnerships. These two participants already knew each other as parties in a conflict situation. ANY
Catchment Management Group allowed them to get to know each other as people. Jeff acted as a
catalyst when he introduced the notion of the BATPO to them. See Chapter 3.7. The BATPO (Best
Alternative To a Partnership Outcome) looked bad enough to both parties that they decided to work in
partnership to avoid it. Jeff gave them some common ground on which to build the partnership.
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reserve. Together they have contacted Harry Simpson, you know the world
famous nature conservation bloke with the big zoo and wildlife-park down the
road? The Seabreeze people have offered him an exclusive right to purchase
twelve hectares at the front of Stage III, so he can establish a turtle research
and education centre. Harry has agreed. Warwick is happy that the turtle people
have volunteered their services as consultants for the project. Seems everyone
is best of mates now and that Seabreeze Stage III will have a real
environmental theme from marketing through to design and implementation.
Looks like they’ve worked out they’re actually ‘selling the environment’ when
they sell these blocks.”
Jeff commented to Jack, that Warwick and
Emma did not seem initially to be very friendly
to each other, even when they recognised that
it was in their best interests to work together.
However, they were now good friends. He had
asked them about this. They both had replied
that even though they might disagree about the
value of turtles and whether or not the
development might affect them, they had
agreed to treat each other with courtesy and
respect and to try to understand each other. It
seemed these shared values and their dislike
of the BATPO had brought them together.69

Effective NRM
collaborations
and partnerships
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conflict
relationships.
Whether this
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participants and
the way the
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brokered.

It looked as if not everyone needed Jack, or
the Executive of the group for that matter, to
help them work together on NRM matters of
mutual concern. Ferdinand and Rex, two
university researchers who had been coming
along to meetings, had identified that by
working with their post-graduate students they
could fulfil some of the NRM research needs of
69

See Chapter 5.4.1, Chapter 5.4.8 and Chapter 6.4.1. It is important that potential collaborators or
partners at least share some common values on how they will treat each other, even though they may
disagree about the NRM problem that has brought them together.
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several industry groups. If the social climate
was ‘right’, people felt at ease, and the right
mix of people from various networks and
backgrounds was present, then people would
‘self-organise’ and work together when they
recognised problems of mutual concern and
saw that they had some common ground on
which they could build. Within eighteen months

Effective NRM
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product of good
social learning and
social capital
building processes.

Rex and Ferd had post-graduate students
working

on

research

projects

with

land

development, forestry, commercial fishing and
horticultural

industry

groups.70

It

was

a

productive time.
7.4.2.8 Harnessing diverse interests and motivations

Another thing they had done was to contact people who might be interested in
helping the group even though they were not passionately interested in NRM.
As a result the group had acquired the services of Rod, a retired bank manager,
as well as Ivor, a retired solicitor. Rod was a great help to Glen the Treasurer.
They would get together once a week to sort out the books. Rod and Ivor
enjoyed keeping their hand in. You would often see them working at the
Catchment Centre, along with Derek, a retired university lecturer in computing,
who helped with catchment group databases, GIS and the web site. The Local
and State Government database and GIS staff often ‘borrowed’ Derek when
they saw him in the Catchment Centre. He was, as they said, good value!
Combined with Dot from the retirement village who helped with typing, the
workplace trainee, funded under a Federal Government Jobstart scheme, and
the public relations and communication students from the TAFE college and the
local university campus who often did work experience on newsletters and
displays, the Catchment Centre really was humming.71 There was barely space
for the three NSF-funded project officers who also worked there.
70

See Chapter 5.4.5 and Chapter 6.4.2. Good personal relationships provide a basis for effective NRM
collaborations and partnerships. Rex and Ferd have used the group to develop these relationships, build
social capital and then used this as a basis to undertake their work in collaboration with industry.
71
See Chapter 6.2.6. Jack and the group are skilled at working in the ‘grey’ areas, between organisations.
See also Chapter 6.3.1 and Chapter 6.4.1. Jack and the Executive have been able to understand and
harness the motivations of people from diverse backgrounds to further the goals of the NRM group.
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Jack continued to get out and about. He wanted to get a real ‘eye’ for this land
and its waterways and a ‘feel’ for the people who lived and worked here.72
The Yarooba River kept on flowing towards the sea.

7.5

Three years later

7.5.1

As it was
7.5.1.1 Lure of better conditions

Jack left the coordinator’s job three months before the end of his temporary, two-year
term. He had found a permanent policy job in BAM head office in downtown Sunrise. It
was a bit of a ‘commute’ from Yarooba, but the pay was better and it was, after all, a
permanent job.73 Coordinators from the other catchment groups in the north west of
Cornucopia held a farewell afternoon tea for Jack. They wished him well. Very few of
them coveted his new policy job. Policy jobs, even if they were more highly paid, were
generally not well regarded by coordinators. They liked the ‘people-contact’ side of
their work. However, they were jealous about permanent nature of Jack’s new job.
Becky, a coordinator for another major Sunrise catchment, made the farewell toast to
Jack. “Well Jack,” she said, “At least now you’ll be able to go to the bank manager and
get that house loan.” Jack knew Becky was right and that his wife, Miranda, was very
pleased that he was leaving. Miranda was sick of renting and wanted a house they could
call their own. Vince, Lorraine and Glen were worried about ANY Catchment
Management Group Inc. It was starting to seem like a ‘one man band’ with Jack making
most of the music. It would be bad when he left, but, in some respects, it would also be
good. Jobs needed to be shared around more – as long as there were volunteers to do
them. It had been hard to tell Jack this.74

72

See Chapter 6.2.3. Jack realises he has to continually update his knowledge of the biophysical, social
and economic context in which he is working.
73
See Chapter 6.3.4. NRM groups looking to encourage effective collaborations and partnerships
between participants benefit from the assistance of a skilled, enthusiastic coordinator. Such people need
adequate tenure, if they are to be retained.
74
See Chapter 6.2.2. A reflective practitioner would welcome feedback from others on how she or he
could improve their work. This comment indicates that Jack has some difficulty accepting feedback
from group members or that they did not feel empowered to offer feedback.
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ANY Catchment Management Group Inc was lucky to secure the services of Jacinta as
coordinator for three months. She was a young graduate who had worked as a volunteer
for a local Landcare Group in inland Cornucopia. She was from a farming family and
very friendly and outgoing. Before he left, Jack had worked on an NSF grant to get
more funding for a coordinator for the group. As it turned out the Federal Government
was looking at reviewing its NSF operations and decided it would only provide an
additional twelve months funding until it had finalised its review. Jacinta was hopeful of
keeping the job, should the twelve months of NSF funding come through. After that, as
she had said in her interview, she was looking to travel and, if possible, to work
overseas.
Lorraine, Vince, and Glen all tried to spend time with Jacinta to get her familiar and ‘up
to speed’ with what was happening with the group. It was a formidable task. As
Treasurer, Glen had several audited statements that he had to prepare for NSF grant
reports. Jack had tried to help him, but he had run out of time, and there was still a fair
bit to do. The mullet were ‘running’ and as a commercial fisher, this was the time when
Glen made most of his income. He had to be on the beach. Jacinta got an extension of
time for submission of the NSF reports. One week before her funding ran out the
Executive received word from NSF that funding had been approved for Jacinta to
remain employed for another twelve months. By that time the Federal Government,
through the NSF, would have provided three years funding to BAM to provide wages
for a coordinator for the group. Jacinta used to joke that her position had about the same
use-by date as a BAM office computer. It suited her to go at the end of the twelve
months. Jacinta calculated that, if she was careful, the fifteen months of wages should
give her enough savings to travel overseas. The Executive of ANY group knew that she
wanted to leave at that time. While it was not clear at the start how long the NSF
funding would be maintained to allow BAM to employ the coordinator, it had now been
made clear to the group that NSF would provide no further funding for the position.
Unless they could come up with some money, they would have a lease on a Catchment
Centre for a few months and have no paid staff to run it.75 The Executive felt the group
really needed a coordinator if it was to function.

75

See Chapter 5.4.4. Given the level and the continuity of resources available to ANY Catchment
Management Group, the expectations that they and others, including government had of the group were
not realistic. The Strategy endorsement process is also problematic in that it was not properly
resourced.
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Disjointed, incremental government NRM funding programs have an adverse
affect on the performance NRM groups.

7.5.1.2 Administrative logjams

That was not the only thing going wrong. Finally, the central
BAM office had provided feedback on ANY Catchment
Management Strategy. It took fifteen months. Apparently
part of the delay had been caused by the fact that BAM used
a stakeholder committee to assess the Strategy. Many of
these people had been volunteers, giving their own time to
review strategies, so timelines had had to be adjusted till they
were available. There was a second problem. Twenty-one
catchments throughout the State of Cornucopia had also

Government-initiated
NRM groups,
collaborations and
partnerships need to
be supported by
efficient
administrative
systems.

submitted Catchment Management Strategies at that time.
The review committee had been overwhelmed. On its advice
BAM gave the Strategy interim endorsement saying that
there were several points that really needed to be corrected
before the Strategy could receive full State Government
endorsement.76
7.5.1.3 Confusion of ambitions and capabilities

Jacinta saw that there were other problems with the Strategy. As she put it to Lorraine
and Vince, she felt the document showed ‘confusion between ambitions and
capabilities’. There were actions listed in the strategy that were unachievable, given the
levels of available resources. Also, some of the actions listed were not the responsibility
of ANY Group. From where Jacinta sat, as an outsider, the Strategy document looked
more a statement of overly ambitious aspirations than achievable intent.77
Vince and Lorraine also informed Jacinta about
falling attendances at monthly ANY Catchment
Group meetings. Of course Vince, as a horticultural
76

See Chapter 6.3.5. Government-initiated NRM groups need to be externally supported by appropriate
administrative systems. There is also a second issue here. The volunteers on the stakeholder committee
reviewing the Strategies were providing ‘advice’ to BAM. BAM really held the power. However, it had
made the volunteers responsible for the exercise of that power. This point is discussed in Chapter 5.4.1.
The exercise of power and responsibility for its use should remain linked.

77

See Chapter 5.4.9. Participants should have realistic intentions of what the group, collaboration or
partnership can achieve. The overly ambitious nature of the Strategy indicates that this is not the case in
this instance.
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industry

representative

on

the

Management

Committee and as Secretary on the Executive, was
still active on the group. The downstream
representatives, such as the commercial fishers and
the tourism representatives, still turned up to
meetings. However, those further upstream, apart
from Vince, seemed to be finding more and more
reasons not to be involved. Land development
industry representatives always seemed to be busy

Potential
participants are
unlikely to
become
involved in an
NRM group,
collaboration or
partnership if
the NRM
problems to be
addressed are
of limited
relevance to
them.

and unable to attend. The extractive industry
representatives had argued with the environmental
groups represented in the group in relation to
proposed extractive industry sites and, when they
did attend, they were particularly defensive about
their role in the group. This conflict was never
sorted out.78
The representatives of government departments mainly travelled from Sunrise to attend
meetings. Initially they had seemed very keen about the group, seeing it as an
opportunity to integrate and coordinate government NRM activity. However, in the
three years since government initiated the group, there had been a major departmental
re-organisation in BAM, DA and DSUS. It was now much harder to see where ‘placebased’ NRM processes such as catchment management really fitted. It seemed as if,
more than ever, the various public servants who had previously gone to the meetings
and been active in the group were now sitting in land, water, biodiversity management
and sustainable food production programs, forced by their organisational structures to
confine their energy to their particular program. They still wanted to interact with
community and industry, but more about their ‘program core business’, not always
relating to what was happening where people lived, worked and farmed.79

78

See Chapter 6.3.2. If an NRM group is to nurture effective collaborations and partnership between its
members, it must have appropriate group processes. These include conflict resolution processes.
79
See Chapter 3.7 and Table 3.3. It appears that those making decisions about changes in government
NRM programs may not have understood, or have chosen not to understand, the meaning systems of
the community and industry groups that the programs were meant to serve. See also Chapter 5.4.6,
Chapter 5.4.8 and Chapter 6.4.1, especially where these sections discuss dialogue and effective
communication processes.
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The NSF projects were coming to a close – as was the lease on the Catchment Centre.
The NSF-funded project officers were finalising their reports. It was becoming very
apparent to Lorraine and Vince that they had some staffing problems. There were
particular problems with the end of funding for the data management project. People
from both Councils and from State Government agencies, NGOs and industries had
worked very closely with the data management project officer. Hilary, the project
officer, had developed a database that was very useful to them for a whole range of
natural resource planning and management activities.80 However, ANY Catchment
Management Group Inc had no funding to keep Hilary employed. They had not had the
time to develop relationships with the people using Hilary’s services to work out ways
to keep her position funded. The NSF was also a problem in this regard. It was
relatively easy to get money from the NSF to fund ‘things’, but not to fund people to do
‘things’.81 Glen, the Treasurer, reckoned there were assumptions made in NSF policy
and by Cornucopian State Government that volunteers would pick up the slack when
project officers left, or that industry or Local Government would automatically step in
and fund aspects of the work, including project officer positions that they saw as useful.
NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships, particularly larger multilateral
organisations, usually need the services of skilled and enthusiastic
coordinators and project officers if they are to operate effectively.

However, this was often not the case. Ron Smith, Mayor of Yarooba was visiting the
Catchment Centre one day on another matter. Vince thought he might broach the
subject of what happened in terms of continuing the employment of the data
management project officer. Vince thought he knew Ron well and could ask such
questions ‘without notice’. Ron’s demeanour had changed instantly.
7.5.1.4 Accusations of abrogation of responsibility

“Strikes me Vince,” Ron explained coolly, “that the data sets that
Hilary has been collating on GIS and turning into useful
information for all of us, mostly relate to solving NRM problems
caused by natural resource planning and management decisions
that the Cornucopian State Government has made over the last
80

See Chapter 5.4.7 and Chapter 6.4.2. Personal relationships are important. Hilary was not only
providing a useful service to the members of the group, she also got on well with them.
81
There are remarkable similarities here with the focus on ‘things’ over ‘people’ and the comments of
Robert Chambers (1997, p.15) on that exact same focus predominating in ineffective community
development programs. This is discussed in Chapter 2.6.
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thirty years - assuming that we had an inexhaustible supply of land,
water and vegetation in this part of the State. They then turn
around and expect volunteers, business and Local Governments to
step in when the wheels begin to fall off our environment. You see
wheels starting to wobble at the local level first. State Government
is only just now starting to feel the ‘wobble in the environmental
wheel’. Now they’re looking for Local Government, community
volunteers and industry to help them clean up what could be a hell

Those initiating
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understood early in
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of a traffic accident!”
“So you won’t recommend to your Council or to Nancy Sierkowski, at Armstrong
Narrows Shire Council, that you both chip in to help us keep Hilary on so she can do the
data management work?” Vince was sounding disappointed already.
“No, I’m not saying that Vince. I’m saying though that I want to see the colour of the
Cornucopian State Government money, before I agree to recommending anything to
anybody – and I want to see what their long-term plans are for this sort of NRM work in
our two Shires. They’ve got to pull their weight. From where I sit, I can see you
volunteers looking very tired and ratepayers wondering if this sort of thing really is the
core business of Local Government. It’s not exactly water supply, sewerage, roads, and
rubbish – is it? I don’t want you or Lorraine or anyone else for that matter having a
heart attack because of this stuff. And I want the Federal and State Governments to be
aware that Local Government isn’t the place where the buck stops without the buck!”82
7.5.1.5 Crisis of citizen participation

Things were now stretched to breaking point with the number of government-initiated
consultation meetings that members of the group were being asked to attend.83 Vince

82

See Chapter 5.4.1 and Chapter 5.4.9. In this instance, it appears that Local and State Government have
not sat down and taken the time to share their intent and expectations of each other. This has lead to
Ron Smith, as a Local Government Mayor, perceiving that Federal and State Governments wants Local
Government and community, through ICM groups to assume financial responsibility for things that are
within the domain and responsibility of State Government. The use of power, and responsibility for that
use, should always remain linked. The actions of the State Government may be construed as it trying to
extend their own power and influence at the time and expense of others.
83
See Chapter 3.5 for a discussion on selection context-appropriate citizen participation processes.
Figures 3.1 and Figure 3.2 provide tools that may aid in this process. See also Chapter 5.4.4.
Government departments need to have realistic expectations of community and industry and how they
might participate in citizen participation activities. As Vera, a Local Government Councillor from the
Case Study 16 ICM group commented, “Government departments play the major role and if they are
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and Lorraine were still going to all the meetings they attended eighteen months ago and,
since ANY Catchment Management Group had formed, many different Local, State and
Federal Government departments and agencies had put catchment groups on their list of
‘stakeholders’ that must be ‘informed’, ‘consulted,’ ‘collaborated with’ or made a
‘partner’ in relation to the ‘core business’ for that group within government. Vince now
had a standard ‘stakeholder joke’. To his mind being a community or industry
stakeholder was a new form of psychological torture. The victims were subjected to
sleep deprivation (many late nights at meetings and workshops); bad food (foul coffee
in styrofoam cups and biscuits that bent before they broke); and economic hardship that
played havoc with their family welfare (when they were at the meetings and workshops
they were not on their farms or running their businesses, earning a living).
They were then made to sit in groups with people they had usually
known for years and forced to write things on butchers’ paper that
were typed up in a consultation report, given back to them to
approve and then put in a cupboard in the archives of a government
office and soundly ignored while the government went off and did
what it was going to do anyway. He reckoned that once they would
have simply tied you to the stake, piled the wood around you and set
fire to you. Now rather than being tied to the stake, you were told
that you had a stake in a particular NRM problem and that because
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that
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of this you should be forced to suffer in these more modern and
sophisticated ways. Most people in ANY Group were simply glad
that Vince and Lorraine were there, and had come to regard these
meetings and workshops as something that these two attended as part
of their volunteer duties with the group.
ANY Group was now being asked to provide written feedback on several government
reports a month. They could not do this. It was too much. For a while they had given the
job to Jack. This was funny really, a government employee commenting on a
government report on behalf of a non-government group.84 They trusted Jack and hoped
that he would capture their point of view in what he wrote. But it was all too much for
not working together then how can all the community and industry work together?” (Data Record 60;
Case Records 16 and 17; p.2)
84
This has happened to me innumerable times while working a coordinator supporting catchment
management and landcare groups.
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Jacinta. They felt that they probably could trust her to do this, but Jacinta told them that
she did not see it as part of her job. The reports sat in a pile in the Catchment Centre.
Sometimes high school and university students would come in and use them for
assignments.
Before Jack left it had reached the point that he was
hardly out of the Catchment Centre at all, except to go
to

government-initiated

community

consultation

meetings. Through a contact with one of the Yarooba
Shire Councillors, he had managed to find Dot. She was
a good stick, Dot. She lived at the retirement village,
and had done office and reception work most of her
life. She enjoyed coming into the Catchment Centre and
taking the pressure off Jack. She also liked Jacinta and
had continued to help staff the Centre. Jack had known
that there was a whole ‘other job’ that he felt he should
have been doing, getting out and working with industry
people, helping to develop projects that responded to
their NRM needs on the ground. This had frustrated
him. When Jacinta came all she saw of the job was the
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environments that
characterise NRM
settings.

‘office’ and ‘going to government meetings’ sides of
things. Although she was a country girl, this suited her.
Going to the government-initiated meetings gave her
more chance of getting known by potential employers
and getting a job when she came back from overseas. It
certainly would improve her profile more than working
out in the field identifying and trying to respond to
stakeholder needs, especially since she was only here
for a short while. Then, when she returned from
overseas, she might even get a permanent policy job,
just like Jack.
7.5.1.6 Unresolved conflict

After a while Dot got to know how to handle many of the requests for information that
came into the Catchment Centre. However, when people rang up angry or upset about a
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particular issue, she quickly referred the matter to Jacinta or Vince or Lorraine, if they
were there. Sometimes the NSF-funded project officers would field these calls, but
often the question asked was something that was outside their project or area of
knowledge. People calling who were angry had often been given what Lorraine called
the ‘run around’ by various government departments.85 They were trying to get answers
to questions or action taken about a problem in a particular place that was important to
them. They seemed to get passed around from one government phone extension to the
next. It was difficult to know what to do about this. In many instances they had been
referred to the catchment group by a government department. For public servants on the
end of a phone it seemed that ANY Catchment Group had become a place of last resort.
7.5.1.7 Constitutional crisis

The constitution of the group was one of the biggest
problems in terms of getting new members and keeping them
active in roles that were both useful to the objectives of the
group and interesting for the prospective member. To join
ANY Group, you had to be representing a sector. They were
organised according a ‘sector model’. Jack had told Vince
they had to be organized in this way in order to get
endorsement from BAM for their group. It was simple – no
sector model meant no State Government support. Yet Vince
knew the sector model did not work the way it was supposed
to

work!

Some

industry

and

community

sector

representatives were simply not motivated to attend.86 They
could not see anything useful in it for them. Many of the
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government representatives, while keen, were quite junior
within their departments. He didn’t think anyone in their
departments really listened to them when they reported back
from meetings. He began to wonder whether they reported
85

See Chapter 6.3.2. NRM groups need good group processes to handle issues such as conflict resolution.
This conflict appears to be arising, at least in part, because of lack of integration and coordination on
the part of government agencies in terms of NRM. Vera, a Local Government Councillor, in the Case
Study 16 ICM group, made a pointed remark in her interview about state government agencies “not
working together’ (Appendix 17.3: Data Record 60; Case Records 16 and 17; p.2). The discussion
presented in Chapter 3.11, including the information presented in Table 3.9, Table 3.10 and Figure 3.6,
give some idea of how NRM legislation and accompanying citizen participation processes have grown
in a disjointed and incremental way over time in Australia.
86
See Chapter 3.10 and Chapter 6.3.5. Organising NRM groups exclusively along sector representational
lines can be problematic.
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back at all.87 And their departments had developed so many
citizen participation ‘campfires,’ as Vince called them, that
they were flat out having a public servant sit at each one to
chat with the locals.88 Having the resources to do anything
about what was important to the people that shared the
campfire with them was an even bigger problem. It had also
became obvious to Vince that sector representatives usually
did not report back to their sectors or ask their sectors for
advice on what they should say or do in terms of ANY
Catchment Management Group activities. They were either
too busy, not motivated enough or, as he felt in most cases,
not resourced or skilled enough to be able to do the
‘representing’ that the model demanded of them. It was a
conundrum – while the representational model was what the
government demanded of their organisational structure and
was needed if a group was not to be seen as being ‘captured’,
by one particular ‘side’, it was one of the things that was
slowly killing the group. The representatives needed support.
The most likely place for this to come was from government.
7.5.1.8 Government support waivers

Yet Vince and Lorraine saw that this government support
was unlikely to eventuate. They were getting the uneasy
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feeling that catchment management groups, groups that the
Cornucopian State Government had initiated, were seen not
to be working, and that State and Federal Government
support for their activities was being withdrawn. They were
nearly at the end of their time with Federal NSF funding for
87

See Chapter 5.4.4 and Chapter 6.3.5. Walter, a former president of an ICM group felt that government
people involved with ICM were often too junior to have any real influence in their departments. He said
in his interview, “The people around the (ICM) table (from government) need to either have some real
influence in their departments, or at least get a really good hearing when they come back to their
departments” (Appendix 16.3: Data Record 61; Case Record 16; p.2).
88
See Chapter 6.3.5. Walter, interviewed in Phase 2 of the research for case study 16 commented in
frustration on the number of consultative, collaborative and partnership-based NRM bodies and
processes that government was setting up in his area, “Here we go, another group and we have to go
and find new volunteers. It is not necessary and they don’t seem to realise some of these groups are
already functioning in the community in a big way” (Appendix 16.3: Data Record 61; Case Record 16;
p.7). Walter felt that, wherever possible, government should use existing citizen participation processes
and groups, rather than setting up new ones.
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their coordinator. No funding looked like it would be
forthcoming from the Cornucopian State Government. The
rent for the Catchment Centre was due soon. Yarooban
Mayor, Ron Smith, was suspicious about State Government
and their lack of support and acceptance of responsibility
for NRM problems he felt they had helped to cause by the
policies and programs they had put in place over many
years.89 There was still a need to do so much - still a need
to get people who lived and worked in similar areas and relied on and valued the land,
water and biodiversity of their area to work together on NRM problems and opportunities
they had in common.
Jack did not get down to see how the Yarooba River looked before he left. Jacinta only
ever got to the river twice while she worked there. On the rare occasions Vince and
Lorraine did get to the Yarooba River, it was nothing like the river Vince had played
along and swam in as a child. Where it flowed through town, it was green and, for the
most part, over-grown with weeds. For them it stood as a sad, mute testimony to
environmental decline in the place where they had lived all their lives, in spite of all
their efforts.
The Yarooba River said nothing. It just kept flowing towards the sea.

7.5.2

As it could have been
7.5.2.1 Jack makes a career choice

Jack was pretty happy with his lot. He had a job in which
he felt useful and supported and where the task set out
before him was achievable given the resources at hand.
He found that being on permanent staff meant that he
could devote his energy to the job, rather than looking to
secure other permanent work or more funds to ensure that
89

See Chapter 6.3.5. People involved need to perceive that the government is serious about NRM citizen
participation processes. For example, Vera, a Local Government Councillor, said when there were
several changes of coordinator in her ICM group, “If you constantly keep changing coordinators it
looks as if the partnership is not being supported by government. It looks like a token gesture and it
may not last another year” (Appendix 16.3; Data Record 60; Case Studies 16; p.7).
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his own position was continued. As far as Vince, Glen and
Lorraine were concerned, knowing up-front that they had
the services of a State Government-employed coordinator
for ten years, with a major review period at five years,
suited them.90 As Glen the commercial fisher said, “It’s
taken us over a hundred years to get our catchments and
waterways in this state. The view from my boat tells me
that we won’t make much impact on our NRM problems
putting public servants on short term contracts to ‘engage

Poorly
integrated,
uncoordinated,
short-term
government
NRM initiatives
and funding
programs are
largely a waste
of taxpayers’
money.

the community’. May as well feed the pelicans with fiftydollar notes as do that sort of thing. NRM problems that
took a hundred and fifty years to make won’t be solved
using short term, band aid solutions.”
They were involved in Jack’s yearly review process. They
had developed a good rapport with Jack. He felt
comfortable giving them his views on how ANY Group was
going and they felt comfortable giving him feedback on
how they valued his support and ways they thought he
might be able to further improve his efforts.

Coordinators
need formal
evaluation and
mentoring
programs if
they are to be
effective in their
work.

7.5.2.2 Birth of a festival

There were also yearly reviews of the activities of
ANY Group. They tied this in with budget and review
cycles in Local and State Government departments
and involved key participants such as the Local
Government Mayors and the State Government
regional directors and community and industry
representatives from inside the group. During this
review period (which took place from March to May
every year), members of the different catchments

NRM groups would
benefit from the
use of formal
evaluation and
mentoring
processes. These
processes could
link in with
celebrations of
group
achievements.

groups in the north west corner visited each other’s
groups. Originally, the concept was that a member
90

See Chapter 6.3.4. Having continuity of service of a skilled, enthusiastic coordinator is a significant
factor contributing to NRM group effectiveness in nurturing collaboration and partnerships amongst
participants.
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of one group would become the ‘official visitor’ for
another group, letting them know what was
happening in their own group and acting as a
sounding board to enhance group reflection on their
activities. Within three years, this had evolved
significantly. It became the time when catchment
management and landcare groups had celebrations

NRM groups,
collaborations and
partnerships are
effective when they
meet the needs of
participants.
Participants must
also have fun and
enjoy themselves if
they are to remain
involved.

and festivals focusing on their successes of the past
year and charting a way forward for the future.
On the King’s Birthday long weekend, members of various NRM groups around
the north west boarded a fleet of buses and visited each other, checking out the
various projects that groups had been involved in, learning from each other
about how they plan and manage them, and generally having a pretty good
time! It had been fairly formal the first year they did it, but by year three it was
pretty much a party with groups holding celebrations and festivals as the fleet of
buses moved from place to place around the north west corner of Cornucopia. It
had evolved into a ‘Festival of the Rivers’.91 A television and a radio station had
now joined forces with the catchment and landcare groups throughout the
region. The review period was now rapidly becoming a river festival time – not
just for NRM group members – but for the broader community. BAM senior
management were very pleased with the groundswell of general community
support that catchment management and landcare groups were generating
through their Festival of the Rivers and other activities.
7.5.2.3 Brokers help one and one to make three

It had also become apparent to them that it was
coordinators, like Jack, who were critical in this
process of building community support. Jeff, Sue
and Nicole, the regional directors from BAM, DA and
DSUS joked that it was wrong to call these people
‘coordinators’. They did much more than that. When
91

See Chapter 2.9, Chapter 5.4.5, Chapter 5.4.7, Chapter 6.3.2 and Chapter 6.3.6. These celebrations and
review periods are more than just fun, although fun is a very important part of why they are important.
They allow time for personal reflection, group deliberation and social learning. The celebrations allow
for the building of social capital in relationships internal and external to the group.
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these people were working effectively, they were
more like collaboration and partnership ‘brokers’.92
They worked with government, community and
industry to identify important, shared NRM problems
that parties could not solve working individually.
They brought these people together. When the
resultant collaborations and partnerships worked, it
was like one and one make three, as Jeff and Nicole

Effective
coordinators of
NRM groups do
more than just
coordinate. For
example, they
may also
broker, animate,
pioneer,
innovate,
facilitate and
support the
work of NRM
groups.

used to say.
BAM senior management realised that one of the
most cost-effective things they could do was to
look after these on-ground staff – to provide
training and mentoring for them, job security and a
career path that allowed them to use and to
improve their knowledge and skills. This was hard.
Budgets were finite. Within eighteen months of
BAM

initiating

their

catchment

Employing NRM
group
coordinators on
short-term
contracts, is not
cost-effective.

management

programs, they had invited some of the more
experienced coordinators and executive members
of NRM groups together to look at ways that they
could attract and retain high quality staff and
further

develop

their

capabilities.

Jack

was

pleased to have been invited along to these
working

party

meetings.

The

Union

that

represented these public servants had also been
invited to attend. It seemed all involved realised
that sustainable NRM was as much about people
as it was about ‘things’.93 To work out how to keep
good people involved in the process you had to
involve them in planning and implementing the
process. Jack saw this. He made what for him was
92

Chapter 3.9 provides an insight into the literature regarding NRM collaboration and partnership
brokers. Chapter 6.2 provides evidence from research undertaken for this thesis into factors that
influence the effectiveness of NRM collaboration and partnership brokers.
93
See the work of Robert Chambers (1997), explained in Chapter 2.6, in relation to the importance of
‘people’ over ‘things’.
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an important career decision. He decided to stay
in the job. After all, as he told members of ANY
Catchment

Management

Group,

it

was

a

permanent job doing something that was useful
and interesting and BAM, his employer, had
shown that it valued his efforts and wanted to
retain his services.94 Miranda, his wife, also
appreciated this. Jack had a permanent job with
prospects for training and advancement – a career
path. They went to their bank manager. There
were no problems getting a loan for a house of
their own. This had been something that had
worried Miranda when Jack had initially applied for
the job. She had thought that it would only be
temporary. She knew it was hard to get a house
loan on a temporary income.
7.5.2.4 Reviewing plans - being realistic

Within a month of submitting the document, ANY Catchment Management
Group had its strategy endorsed by the State Government.95 The three project
officers working on ecosystem monitoring, data management and riparian
restoration projects arising out of the Catchment Management Strategy had
worked with implementation teams of ANY Group members to complete their
projects. It was now time for the group to review its Catchment Management
Strategy – to look at what they had learnt undertaking these projects and which
NRM issues and problems the group might wish to address next.96 This was an
exciting time for group members. When it came time for their annual review and
Festival of the Rivers, they really did have something to celebrate and to be
proud of – on-ground achievements and NRM tools to show and share with
other groups.

94

See Chapter 6.3.4. While it is important for NRM groups that they retain continuity of assistance of
skilled, motivated coordinators, it is also important to the coordinators themselves in both a
professional and a personal sense.
95
See Chapter 6.3.5. NRM groups need to be supported externally by appropriate organisational and
administration systems if they are to work effectively.
96
See Chapter 5.4.7. Good social learning that involves personal reflection and group deliberation
processes is integral to any review process an NRM group may undertake.
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These on-ground achievements and development of useful NRM tools,
combined with the ‘mixed membership model’ that the group had adopted,
meant that they were able to attract and keep a diverse range of interested and
members involved in a variety of projects that met their needs and interests.
People were keen to be involved with what was seen to be a successful
organisation.97 The yearly review period cum Festival of the Rivers and the
subsequent TV and radio publicity had further magnified this image. Attendance
at monthly ANY Catchment Management Group meetings was rising, as was
attendance at monthly Catchment Management Strategy project implementation
group meetings. People had seen that if the plans laid out in the strategy were
focused and realistic, much could be achieved.98 Members and people outside
the group readily agreed to be part of the Catchment Management Strategy
review party. They could see that government, community and industry were
taking this process seriously.
7.5.2.5 Need for good group processes - conflict resolution

This was not to say that all things in the life of ANY Catchment Management
Group were easy. The resolution of conflict between members presented a
challenge. The extractive industry representatives and environmental groups
represented in ANY Catchment Management Group had many heated
arguments in relation to a proposed extractive industry site within the Yarooba
River catchment. Many members felt uneasy about this matter. It was an
important issue and members felt inclined to take sides. Jack had worked with
the Executive early in the piece on resolution of conflict and other group
process issues. He said that these were things that fell in the ‘process pile’. The
Executive could see that the argument that was under way about the merits or
otherwise of the proposed extractive industry site was not going to be resolved
by the cooperative, collaborative partnership-based approaches to NRM used
by ANY Catchment Management Group.99 The case was already in Court and
was unlikely to be withdrawn.
97

Outsiders perceive effective NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships positively. See Chapter
5.4.11.
98
See Chapter 5.4.4 and Chapter 5.4.9. Participants have shared and realistic expectations in effective
NRM collaborations and partnerships.
99
See Chapter 6.3.2 for examples and discussion on the need for good conflict resolution processes in
NRM groups. Chapter 3.10 contains of lists of criteria that may be used to assess the suitability of
NRM problems to collaborative solutions (Dukes and Firehock and Leahy, 2000, p.15). Not all NRM
problems are amenable to collaborative or partnership-based solutions!
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Early on in the piece all members of the group had
agreed on a simple set of principles and
processes that would be used to help to resolve
conflicts that arose within the group.100 This
conflict was becoming so serious that it was
creating very bad feeling at meetings. Several
members of the group talked to Vince, Lorraine
and Glen about not going to meetings, because
they wished to avoid the conflict that was

NRM group members
and coordinators
need to embrace the
fact that conflict is a
normal part of NRM.
They may need to
enhance their
conflict resolution
skills to address this
issue.

occurring. The Executive spoke with both parties
separately about the issue. They sought their
agreement to use the conflict resolution principles
and processes that had been jointly developed by
members.
conflict

For

serious

resolution

conflicts

negotiators

professional
from

the

Cornucopian Department of Justice were asked to
intervene. Both parties agreed to this. In the end
the matter was resolved in Court. Both parties
expressed a desire to continue working within
ANY Catchment Management Group. Working
with the Department of Justice people, they
developed a set of guidelines about how they
would work in with the catchment group. Jack was
pleased at the quick action of the Executive and
the work of the Department of Justice negotiators.
7.5.2.6 Importance of clear understanding of expectations

As time went on Vince and Lorraine were
increasingly pleased about the stand they had taken
with the various government agencies regarding the
high number of NRM citizen participation meetings
100

See Chapter 6.3.2. Effective NRM groups have collaboratively developed or agreed upon conflict
resolution processes. See Table 3.4. These conflict resolution processes should be developed in
reactive-dependence stage or realisation-independence stage of the development of the group (Pretty
and Ward, 2001, p.218). An effective coordinator will ensure that these processes are developed as
soon as practicable.
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and workshops they were being asked to attend.101
They often reflected on how ‘cheeky’ they had been
with the initial meeting they had with the State
Government regional directors asking them to
integrate

and

coordinate

their

NRM

citizen

participation activities.102 It seemed the regional
directors had taken their warning to heart. The
number

of

meetings

and

workshops

where

Effective NRM
collaborations
and
partnerships
generally have
‘partnership
champions’ people who are
committed and
passionate
about making
the relationship
effective.

government was seeking citizen participation had
decreased markedly. When these activities did
occur, Vince and Lorraine and other community and
industry people who attended could see real
evidence that government had tried very hard to
inform, consult and cooperate and collaborate within
its own ranks before it went out to interact with
community and industry.103 They observed that as
much as possible government departments now
tried to use existing networks and processes when
they did this, rather than continually setting up new

Government
agencies save time
and money when
they integrate and
coordinate their
NRM citizen
participation
programs. Not
doing so is also a
waste of time and
money for citizens
and is very
disrespectful to
them.

committees or organisations.
ANY Catchment Management Group had become a well-established and
respected means by which government could engage with community and
industry on NRM matters. This meant that there were savings in terms of both
time and money for both the community and for government. When government
staff felt that they needed to engage with people who were outside the social
circle of the ANY Catchment Management Group they worked with the group
and its Executive on ways to do this. Jeff from BAM, Sue for DA and Nicole
form DSUS felt that they had learned a great deal in the process. They realised
also that they were not alone in their learning. They talked with Vince and
Lorraine and others in the group about this. They found that people now had a
101

See Chapter 5.4.9. Participants in effective NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships share their
intent and expectations.
102
Lorraine and Vince are risk-takers. See Chapter 5.4.10.
103
See the discussion in Chapter 2.6. An organisation can find it hard to be a good partner with other
organisations if does not mirror a partnership philosophy in the way it treats people within its own
organisation.
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more realistic set of expectations of both themselves and government, about
where and when collaborative and partnership-based approaches to NRM were
likely to be effective, when they were not, and when they may be best used in
conjunction with other NRM tools.104
7.5.2.7 Benefits of context-appropriate collaborations and partnerships

Both sides of the partnership also benefited from the arrangement in other
ways. ANY Catchment Management Group became almost like a ‘NRM citizen
participation consultancy’ for the area. While it did not charge a ‘fee for service’
like a consultant, it did benefit from the government money and resources that
were used within the group to undertake these activities. It also helped to
expand the group network, identifying when and where there were sections of
community and industry that were not interested and involved in Catchment
Management and why this was so. The Executive could then look at ways to
encourage the involvement of sections of the community and industry as they
saw appropriate. In essence, it allowed them to identify prospective new
members.
For government, having access to the ever-increasing breadth and depth of this
social network was like having access to a ready-made set of focus groups or
critical friends with whom they could learn and test new ideas. It also gave
government access to a ready-made bank of social capital or good will.105 ANY
Catchment Management Group was starting to get a very good reputation
within the broader community. If the group was seen to be supporting a
government-initiated citizen participation activity, they felt that it was more likely
to be supported by the broader community than if government were to propose
this in isolation. The days when Lorraine used to complain about government
setting up lots of NRM citizen participation processes that were a waste of time
and money now seemed a distant memory.
Effective NRM groups build social capital in relationships external to their
group. This can help them to build collaborations and partnerships with
others.

104

See Chapter 3.7 and Figures 3.1 and 3.2, also Chapter 5.4.2. Citizen participation processes, including
collaboration and partnership work most effectively when they are context-appropriate.
105
See Chapter 2.8, Chapter 6.2.5, Chapter 6.3.6 and Chapter 6.4.2 on the importance of social capital and
good personal relationships in partnerships.
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New friendships formed between government staff
and ANY Catchment Management Group members.
People began to trust each other more. Government
staff began to realise that this put them in a special
situation, one that they must not abuse. They now
thought very carefully before involving community or
industry in NRM matters. Did they really need to
involve citizens in the resolution of a particular NRM
problem, or were they really just wasting people’s
time? Would it make a difference to the outcome?
They even developed a ‘decision tree,’ a set of
standard questions that they applied to any situation

NRM
collaborations
and
partnerships
between
organisations
may be
recognised by
formal
agreements.
However, they
are most
effective when
they are based
on good
personal
relationships
between
members within
those
organisations.

to help them determine context-appropriate citizen
participation processes.106
One thing became very apparent. Being involved with ANY Catchment
Management Group was fun!
7.5.2.8 Beer and chips at the end of the day

Late one afternoon, on a day very close to ANY Catchment Management
Group’s third birthday, Vince, Lorraine, Glen and Jack met in the Catchment
Centre with Mayor Ron Smith and Mayor Nancy Sierakowski. They were
looking at preparations for the review period of the group and celebrations in the
upcoming Festival of the Rivers. Over a beer the conversation became
reflective. They began to talk about NRM in the Armstrong Narrows and
Yarooba River catchments and how things were before the advent of the
catchment group.
“Things were different then,” ventured Vince.

Effective NRM
collaborations
and
partnerships
take time.

“They certainly were,” replied Ron. “It seems like an
age, but it was really only three years ago. Still in the
106

See the citizen participation decision tree in Figure 3.2
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term of this current Council, wasn’t it Nancy?” Nancy
nodded. Ron continued, “You know I’m glad the way
it’s worked out. I know all this community consultation,
collaboration and partnership building hasn’t solved
all our problems. We still need planning and
legislation … .”
“And a healthy economy, if we’re going to pay for the things that need to be
done, to manage our natural resources better,” chimed in Nancy.
“Yes,” responded Ron, “Though it does seem to me that things are a lot more
sorted now. The different levels of government seem to have come to some
agreement as to who is responsible for what. No more of this ‘well Local
Government, you are now responsible for vegetation management or weeds or
whatever the current fad is, and this is what we, the Federal or State
Government, demand that you do!’107 Things seem a bit more respectful now.
Around here, people are now more likely to share power, resources, information
and responsibility and to work in partnership to try to solve NRM problems that
they cannot solve working individually. It’s given us some new tools to add to
the kit.”
Effective NRM partnerships are based on mutual respect. Participants
recognise that they need each other if they are to be effective. They have
negotiated how they will share power, resources, information and
responsibility.

“Yes, Ron,” continued Nancy, “Through this catchment management group, I
think you and I, our Councillors and many of our staff now seem to be working
more closely together. People know each other better. Frankly Ron, I used to
worry about you. I thought you were a bit of a grump when I used to see you at
those Regional Council get-togethers. Now I know you definitely are a grumpy
old thing, but your heart is in the right place. You definitely want the best for our
areas. It’s been really good working with you getting some of this happening.”

107

In effective NRM collaborations and partnerships power and responsibility for its use are shared
between participants, but kept linked. No one is made responsible for the decisions or actions of others.
See Chapter 5.4.1.
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“Enough of that, Nancy,” Ron joked, “You’ll have these four thinking we’ve got
something going on between us! Other things are better too - the relationship
we have forged with our mates in State and even Federal Government and,
most importantly, the way we get on now with our community and industry
people in the catchment group. These are a good foundation from which to
work.108 I’ve learnt that if we temper our expectations, be open and try to get on
together and learn from what we’re doing, we achieve much more than standing
back and blaming it on some other level of government or industry, the apathy
of the community or how slack our coordinator is.109 We need to work together
to do some things. We won’t solve all our problems this way, but I think we’re
learning together as we go along.110”
“Sounds a bit like working at a marriage – only getting out of the relationship
what you put into it,” commented Lorraine.
“Cut it out, Lorraine,” countered Nancy, “You’ll have Ron talking raunchy again,
if you start bringing up what it takes to make a marriage a good partnership.”
They laughed and paused to drink more beer. Vince smiled and passed the
chips around.
Although they were only beginning to see the results of their work on the ground
and in the waterways, they felt that the Yarooba River was a ‘little happier’ as it
flowed towards the sea.

7.6

In closing

This series of vignettes of the hypothetical ANY Catchment Management Group Inc has
been based on the literature review presented in Chapters 2 and 3 and the analysis of the
nineteen case studies presented in Chapters 5 and 6. The critical intent of the
ethnography is emphasised by the ‘as it was’ and ‘as it could have been’ nature of the
108

See Chapter 5.4.7, Chapter 6.2.5 and Chapter 6.4.2. Effective NRM collaborations and partnerships are
based on good personal relationships.
109
See Chapter 5.4.4. Effective NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships are based on realistic
expectations of what may be achieved by working together.
110
Effective NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships have good social learning processes. As Ron
says, “We’re learning together as we go along.” See Chapter 5.4.7.

327

narrative. It described not only the culture of the group, but described what it could be.
Thus, it is a response to the three questions posed at the beginning of this chapter –
What will happen if we keep on trying to develop NRM partnerships as we are at
present? Is this desirable? What should be done (Flyvberg, 2000, pp.63-65)?
In writing this narrative, I have not sought resolution of the story line, providing a set of
‘one-size-fits-all’ answers on the development of effective NRM collaborations and
partnerships for the Cornucopian Government, a government faced with NRM problems
typical of those found throughout coastal Australia and elsewhere. Such answers do not
exist. Any ‘answers’ will be context-dependent and therefore different in each instance.
However, I have sought to exemplify principles, characteristics and factors on which we
may base processes and organizations undertaking and supporting such work. These
principles, characteristics and factors have been derived from the literature review and
the research undertaken for this thesis.
Chapters 5 and 6 presented an analysis based on evidence, derived both from the case
studies and relevant literature. As Michael Woolcock mentions, to bring about change
in social settings such evidence needs to be augmented by a simple yet interesting story
that makes intuitive sense to those who may be affected by these changes (Woolcock,
2002). The story presented in this chapter has given life and form to the responses and
observations of participants, groups and practitioners upon which the analysis in
Chapter 5 and 6 relied.
In the final chapter the principles that both underpin and emerge from this narrative are
presented as answers to the research questions that were outlined in Chapter 1. These
responses are based upon the analysis of the case studies and the synthesis presented
here. They are also informed by relevant theories and concepts from the literature
presented in Chapters 2 and 3. Implications for NRM citizen participation policy and
directions for further research are also outlined.
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8.0 Summary, conclusions and recommendations
8.1

Overview

This study had two purposes. The first was to complete a piece of scholarly work that
made a significant contribution to knowledge on a topic of personal, professional, and
public interest and importance, namely the development of effective natural resource
management (NRM) partnerships. The second was to develop practical tools and
guidance to assist in the development of effective NRM partnerships. As outlined in
Chapter 1.2, and Table 1.1, this was phronetic research that sought “a prudent
understanding of what should be done in practical situations,” as a way of facilitating
praxis or “practical thoughtful doing” (Carr and Kemmis, 1986, p.132). Thus, where the
first purpose related to phronesis, the second related to praxis.
This research has had a strong critical intent (Carr and Kemmis, 1986; Fay, 1987), in
that it sought to advocate for, and give voice to, those seeking to develop more effective
partnerships. As such, the research has been guided by the three strategic questions
outlined in Chapter 1.1 – “What is happening? Is it desirable? What should be done?”
(Flyvberg, 2000, pp.53-65) As also discussed in Chapter 1.1, the research has been
informed by the ideas of Michael Woolcock (personal communication, 2002), who
recommends that four tasks must be completed if one is to achieve change in social
settings. These are: (i) the development of a story about the desired changes, a story that
is intuitively sensible to the listener; (ii) the presentation of theory that explains the
story; (iii) the provision of evidence that supports the story; and (iv) the articulation of
plausible policy recommendations that allow the changes to be implemented. Table 1.1
linked these two purposes, four tasks and three strategic questions as well as the four
research questions that were the focus of this investigation. These four questions were:
1. What are the characteristics of effective NRM group participant
partnerships?
2. From coordinator, NRM group, and participant viewpoints what factors
positively influence the development of effective NRM group participant
partnerships?
3. What are appropriate methods and techniques for evaluating the
effectiveness of NRM group participant partnerships?
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4. In terms of citizen participation in NRM, when is the brokering of
partnerships the most appropriate citizen participation process?
This concluding chapter summarises how these four tasks were undertaken in this study
in order to address these questions. It also provides summary answers to these questions
as well as several unexpected research findings. The chapter concludes by proposing
recommendations that may assist those interested in the development of effective NRM
partnerships and identifying further research needs in this area.

8.2

A summary of the four tasks undertaken for this thesis

The research conducted for this study was based on four tasks recommended by
Woolcock (2002) for achieving change in social settings. This section summarises the
activities that were undertaken as part of these tasks
8.2.1

Story

Chapter 7 presented a story about ANY Catchment Management Group, a hypothetical
NRM group. It was based upon the nineteen case studies that contributed to the critical
collective case study.
The story of ANY Catchment Management Group spanned three years in the life of the
group. It was told in three vignettes, with each vignette in two parts. The first part of
each vignette described the group operating in a relatively ineffective way in terms of
the development of collaborations and partnerships amongst its members. The second
provided examples of more effective practice. Even though I sought examples of
effective collaboration and partnership building in choosing case studies,1 only one of
the nineteen case studies chosen contained all twelve characteristics revealed in the
critical collective case study as typical of effective NRM partnerships.2 The analysis of
results presented in Chapters 5 and 6 therefore provided many examples of both
effective and ineffective collaboration and partnership practices on which to base this
story. The narrative presented in Chapter 7 synthesised and breathed life into the
analysis of results given in Chapters 5 and 6 and provided practical examples of the
theories and concepts presented in Chapters 2 and 3. The tensions between the ‘As it
was’ and ‘As it could be’ that were highlighted in the statements in the callouts
1
2

See Chapter 4.3.1 for details on selection of case studies.
See Table 4.5.
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throughout the narrative have contributed to the recommendations outlined later in this
chapter.
8.2.2

Theory

The story presented in Chapter 7 was the product of complementary, critical
ethnographic and case study research.. As discussed in Chapters 1.2 and Chapter 4.1.3,
this ‘product’ and the processes that gave rise to it were firmly situated within the
critical paradigm of social science. With this critical intent in mind, this thesis reviewed
relevant literature on partnerships in NRM and citizen participation contexts, especially
in relation to NRM group settings. The concept of partnerships was shown to be
influential at all levels of NRM, from the global to the local. In Chapter 2.3.3
‘partnership’ and other related terms were defined.3 In Chapter 2.6 these definitions
were supported by discussion of relevant theory, particularly the work of Sherry
Arnstein (1969) and Riane Eisler (1987 and 2002). A range of social science theories
was shown to be helpful in understanding the work of these two authors in an NRM
context. These included theories on cultural transformation, power, social capital, social
learning, communication and dialogue. These were reviewed in Chapters 2.6, 2.7, 2.8.
2.9 and 2.10.
The importance of social relationships was a recurrent theme in these five sections. The
cultural transformation theory of Eisler (2002) explained how individual social
relationships and those found in organisations and societies could be viewed as being
situated on a continuum from domination to partnership. Her cultural transformation
theory explained, in simple terms, how people might journey along this continuum
towards more partnership-based relationships. The renegotiation and sharing of power
between participants in a relationship were fundamental to the definition of a
partnership used in this thesis. The citizen participation work of Arnstein (1969) and
that of Eisler (2002) reflected two different views of power. Arnstein saw power as a
commodity that originated with a person or group in authority, and, depending on
circumstances, could be used either positively or negatively. Eisler viewed power as a
positive attribute, residing in social relationships. Arnstein’s view of power, probably
more typical of current thinking in NRM, was shown to constrain rather than enable

3

In Chapter 2.3.3.4 collaborations are defined as being similar to partnerships in all respects, save a
sharing and renegotiation of power amongst participants. The two terms are often therefore used
together throughout this thesis. See Chapter 8.4.1 for further discussion on this point.
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development of effective partnerships, as it cultivated a view that only those in authority
had something to lose (i.e. power) when they entered in to a partnership.
Social capital was discussed as something that people built through their relationships
with others (Portes, 1998). Trust and goodwill were shown to be important attributes of
social capital, with Gabbay and Leenders (1999) recognising a related concept, social
liability, based on the antitheses of these attributes. The development of effective NRM
partnerships was shown to be closely related to the levels of social capital and social
liability evident in the relationship between the prospective partners.
People in NRM partnerships make decisions together and take joint action to address
NRM problems that are a common concern to them. Social learning is the process by
which they gain information and learn values to guide these decisions and actions
(Milbrath 1989). Social learning can help people to understand how their own values,
and the values of other participants cause them to view the NRM problems that have
brought them together. People in partnerships may do this through dialogue, a form of
communication that enables participants to gain a clear understanding of the values of
other of other partners and how these values guide their thoughts and actions on shared
NRM problems (Yankelovich, 1999).
Chapter 3 focused on theories and concepts relating to collaborations and partnerships
as types of relationships that may occur among participants in NRM groups. Literature
on NRM group and partnership life cycles and the nature of NRM problems and
attributes of participants and coordinators that may contribute to partnership
effectiveness was discussed. The work of Chamala (1995) and Leach and Pelkey
(2001), on factors affecting NRM group and partnership effectiveness, was presented.
The term ‘effective’ was discussed using the literature on relationships and social
groups as a basis for developing a definition of NRM partnership effectiveness
(Chamala, 1995; Fisher and Ury, 1983; Long and Arnold, 1995; Tennyson and Wilde,
2000; and Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000). An NRM partnership was defined as being
effective when it accomplished its stated purpose; achieved indirect benefits; was well
managed in terms of social process and achieved an outcome that was better than the
BATPO (Best Alternative To a Partnership Outcome) (Fisher and Ury, 1983; Long and
Arnold, 1995). A partnership was more likely to be effective when the NRM problem
that was the focus of the relationship had high core relevance for the participants and
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was unlikely to resolved through other means (Long and Arnold, 1995). From a
government perspective, in terms of NRM citizen participation, it was shown to be
important to use context-appropriate citizen participation processes to choose the “right
tool to the job”. Partnerships were not always appropriate an appropriate citizen
participation tool (Dukes, Firehock and Leahy, 2001; Lawrence and Deagen, 2001).
Difficulties in evaluating partnerships were also discussed; especially issues of
mismatch between the spatial and temporal scales of participants involved in the
partnership, and people external to the relationship.
Importantly, Chapter 3 used this literature to develop three tools for analysing NRM
partnerships: a pendulum of citizen participation (Figure 3.1), an NRM citizen
participation decision tree (Figure 3.2) and an NRM collaboration and partnership
typology (Chapter 3.5.2). In closing, Chapter 3 provided an overview of the legislative,
regulatory and political milieu within which NRM groups in Australia, including the
ones that were the case studies for this thesis, were operating at the time the research
was undertaken.

8.2.3

Evidence

Table 5.1 summarised the nature and number of data records gathered and analysed
using the methods and techniques explained in Chapter 4.2 and 4.3. The data records
were coded and analysed, as explained in Chapter 4.4, using methods and techniques
described by Miles and Huberman (1994) and Huberman and Miles (1998) to reveal the
characteristics of effective partnerships. A similar process was used in Chapter 6 to
reveal factors that influenced these characteristics. These factors were gained through
analysis from the viewpoints of the coordinator, the NRM group, and the participant.
The data records were then collated into case records (Stenhouse, 1978), with each case
record assessed using the collaboration and partnership diagnostic checklist shown in
Figure 4.5. This checklist contained a summary of the concepts and theories from
relevant literature reviewed in Chapters 2 and 3, and a ‘collective list’ of the
characteristics of effective NRM collaborations and partnerships, as revealed by the
coding and analysis of the data records. Table 5.4 matched these characteristics to the
individual cases in which they were found.
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Table 5.3 showed, when viewed collectively, that the cases that made up the critical
collective case study met the criteria for effectiveness used in this thesis, as outlined
above. Figures 5.1 summarised the characteristics of effective NRM partnerships as
revealed by analysis of the evidence collected in this study. Figure 6.1 summarised
coordinator, NRM group and participant factors positively affecting these
characteristics, also as revealed by this evidence. These characteristics and factors are
related in complex ways. Figures 5.1 and 6.1 showed a simplified conceptualisation of
the way these characteristics and factors influence each other. Four categories of
characteristics were derived. These related to the definition of an NRM partnership, the
nature of participants, the nature of the relationships between participants and the
perceptions that outsiders had of the effectiveness of the partnership.
The literature review supported the analysis of evidence presented in Chapters 5 and 6.
This analysis revealed several new aspects relating to the development of effective
NRM partnerships. These included:
•

The importance of recognising when contexts were appropriate for the
development of NRM partnerships;

•

The significance of the role that good personal relationships between
participants played in the development of effective partnerships;

•

The need to share suitable partnership values, intentions and risk taking as well
as sharing power and responsibility;

•

The benefit that having a skilled, knowledgeable and enthusiastic coordinator
could bring to an NRM group intent on developing collaborations and
partnerships among its members; and

•

The fact that perceptions of those outside the partnership (e.g. members of
funding panels, politicians, agency bureaucrats) could strongly influence
partnership effectiveness by affecting levels of funding and resources made
available to NRM partnerships.

As shown in Chapters 5 and 6, the evidence on which this study has been based is rich
in detail. As outlined in Chapter 4, it has been collected from several viewpoints, using
diverse techniques and analysed using a rigorous qualitative process. This evidence has
provided a credible and trustworthy basis from which to answer the research questions,
and to offer the policy recommendations that follow.

334

8.2.4

Policy recommendations

Policy implications and recommendations arising from this research for coordinators,
NRM groups, participants and all levels of government are presented in Chapters 8.6. It
will be up to people in these four groups (NRM groups, participants, coordinators and
government) to decide on the plausibility of these recommendations. The statements
offered later (in Chapter 8.4) provide some insight into changes that others involved in
NRM have already made to their practice as a result of being either directly involved in
this research, or through becoming aware of the research findings outlined in this thesis.

8.3

Answering the research questions

Chapter 7 presented a story of three years in the life of ANY Catchment Management
Group. The 110 footnotes to the story showed that it was based on the analysis of results
presented in Chapters 5 and 6, and the literature review in Chapters 2 and 3. It provided
answers to the research questions synthesised as a story. The following sections answer
the research questions individually.

8.3.1

What are the characteristics of effective NRM group participant

partnerships?

Chapter 5 presented a detailed analysis and discussion of the twelve characteristics of
effective NRM collaborations and partnerships, as revealed by this research. As can be
seen in Figure 5.1, these characteristics were placed in four categories according to
whether they focused on the definition of a partnership, the context in which a
partnership occurs; the attributes of partners; the nature of the relationship itself; or the
perceptions of people outside the partnership. They are summarised, by category,
below.
Definitional characteristics
The two characteristics outlined below help to define a relationship as an effective
partnership.
1. Effective partnerships actually are effective! As outlined in Chapter 3.6,
“effective” means “serving to effect the purpose; producing the intended result”
(Anon, 1991, p.558). Collectively speaking, the cases studied showed that
effective NRM partnerships were able to achieve their stated goal(s). They were
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also able to achieve indirect benefits for partners. The partnership ‘process’ was
well managed and the outcomes achieved were better than the BATPO.4
2. Effective partnerships share power and responsibility among participants. The
study showed that participants in effective NRM partnerships shared power and
responsibility. Power to make decisions and take action and the responsibilities
for doing so remained linked, with no partner having the power to enforce others
to be responsible for their decisions or actions.5
Context characteristic
Partnerships may be viewed as a type of citizen participation process.6 From a citizen
participation perspective, the importance of using context-appropriate citizen
participation processes was discussed in Chapters 3.2 and 3.3. This context
characteristic is stated below.
3. Effective partnerships are context-appropriate. The study showed that effective
NRM partnerships were initiated when they were appropriate to the nature of the
NRM problem, the potential partners and the existing relationship between
them.
Participant characteristics
In Chapter 3.10, partnerships were shown to be more effective if participants shared
several characteristics including expertise, credibility, learning and listening ability,
commitment, a willingness to move towards unconventional solutions and if the NRM
problem at hand was of core relevance to the participants (Long and Arnold, 1995, p.9
and p.61).7 While all these attributes were significant, both to the participants and the
relationship they shared, core relevance of the NRM problem was of over-riding
importance. Core relevance leads to high levels of motivation. Analysis of evidence
gathered in this study revealed that this and one other characteristic presented below
were of over-riding importance.

4

BATPO = Best Alternative To a Partnership Outcome. See Chapter 3.6 for a discussion on
‘effectiveness’.
5
As outlined in Chapter 2.3.3.3 and Chapter 2.3.3.4 as well as Figure 3.1, the Pendulum of Citizen
Participation, ‘partnership’ may be differentiated from ‘collaboration’ and ‘cooperation’ on the basis of
power sharing between participants. The other ten characteristics listed in the summary above are
characteristic of an effective NRM collaboration. If power and responsibility for its use are renegotiated
and shared within a relationship, it moves from collaboration to partnership.
6
Chapter 2.3.2.
7
See Figure 3.3.
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4. Effective partnerships are developed by participants who are highly motivated
to achieve a mutually derived goal. The study revealed that effective NRM
partnerships were initiated when participants had positive perceptions of
themselves and each other. They perceived mutual benefit in working together.
Participants perceived the NRM problem(s) on which they were working as
having high core relevance and seriously affecting their business and/or values.
They realised that they could not resolve the problem(s) by working
individually. Partners had high levels of motivation to solve the problem(s),
although they may have had different motivations for wishing to do so.
5. Effective partnerships are comprised of participants who have realistic
expectations of themselves, each other and what the partnership may achieve.
Effective NRM partnerships showed a congruence of ambitions and capabilities
of partners. Partners had realistic expectations of what may be achieved given
their legal authority, resources, time and skills. In some circumstances the
capabilities of the partners enriched over time, allowing them to achieve more
challenging goals. The level of time and resources that partners committed was a
good indication of their commitment to the partnership. Partners saw an
effective partnership as an asset, not as a cost.
Relationship characteristics
In Chapters 2.6, 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 3.7 and 3.8 the levels of social capital and the quality
of the social learning processes within relationships were shown to be intimately
related the effectiveness of NRM groups, and the collaborations and partnerships
within them. This study provided empirical evidence to show how social capital and
social learning impacted on partnership effectiveness. Coding and analysis of data
records revealed the five characteristics of relationships, stated below, as typical of
effective partnerships.
6. Effective partnerships have good social capital building processes. The study
showed that effective NRM partnerships were based on good personal
relationships, existing within a supportive social climate. They had wellestablished conflict resolution processes, and inbuilt mechanisms to build social
capital both within and outside the partnership. Effective NRM partnerships
exhibited high levels of trust and had clear, well-accepted expectations of
partner behaviour. They were enmeshed in social networks and had access to the
‘right’ people to help them to be effective.
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7. Effective partnerships are based on good communication. Effective NRM
partnerships were based on good communication, both internal and external to
the partnership. Communication was timely, informed and audience-appropriate.
8. Effective partnerships rely on good social learning processes. Participants in
effective NRM partnerships looked for opportunities to acquire knowledge
together about their common NRM problem(s) and were willing to change their
actions as a result of this learning. They had access to information and were able
to store, retrieve, share and interpret this information. The partners engaged in
personal reflection and shared this learning. Effective, inclusive multilateral
partnerships, such as ICM groups were seen as ‘broad think-tanks’ by the
partners and, often, by those outside the partnership.
9. Effective partnerships are based on the shared values of the participants. While
participants in effective NRM partnerships may hold different values in relation
to the NRM problem that brought them together, they valued their relationship
similarly and shared values of mutual respect, transparency and honesty.
10. Effective partnerships focus on the shared intent of the participants. All partners
in effective partnerships were clear on their own intentions and had shared them
with each other. They also shared their expectations of themselves and of each
other and what the partnership may achieve. Partners shared a vision of how the
NRM problem(s) that were important to them might be resolved and what role
the partnership would play in achieving that vision. They agreed on achievable,
shared goals, objectives, priorities and common tasks.
11. Effective partnerships rely on participants sharing risks and benefits.
Participants in an effective NRM partnership had an action orientation. They had
a willingness to make the partnership effective and were prepared to take risks
and show through action that they were committed to early partnership
achievement, leading to further commitment and action. They achieved
measurable, positive, on-ground results.
‘Outsider’ perception characteristic
While this was a qualitative study, largely relying on the ‘emic’, or the insider’s
point of view, participants in this study showed that they also valued the ‘etic’, or
outsider’s point of view. This final characteristic is stated as follows.
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12. Effective partnerships are positively perceived by outsiders. People outside the
relationship perceived effective NRM partnerships positively. The partnership
had a reputation as being credible, effective and successful.
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8.3.2

From coordinator, NRM group, and participant viewpoints, what factors

positively influence the development of effective NRM group participant
partnerships?

Whereas the answers to Research Question 1 indicate what an effective NRM
partnership ‘looked like’, the responses to Research Question 2 explain what made them
‘look like that’. Explanations were sought from the viewpoints of coordinators, NRM
groups, and NRM group participants. Table 8.1 summarises these viewpoints.
Table 8.1: Factors positively influencing the development of effective NRM group
participant partnerships
Coordinator viewpoint
•

•
•

•
•

•

•

Being a good
communicator – a
listener to, and observer
of, people
Being a reflective
practitioner
Having appropriate
context, technical and
group process
knowledge and skills
Having appropriate
time, tenure and
enthusiasm
Having ability to
develop and sustain
personal relationships
with participants
Recognising contextappropriateness of
partnerships as a citizen
participation process
Enjoying and being
skilled at work in ‘grey
areas,’ changing
environments

NRM group viewpoint
•

•

•
•
•

•

•

Having a range and
diversity of
backgrounds of
participants
Using appropriate and
effective group
processes (eg
leadership,
communication, conflict
resolution, social capital
building internal to the
group, decision-making
and risk assessment)
Agreeing on a common
achievable purpose
Maintaining continuity
of adequate funding and
resources
Maintaining continuity
of assistance of a
skilled, motivated group
coordinator
Using appropriate
administration and
information
management systems
Building social capital
external to the group
(i.e. ways that the group
builds social capital in
relationships that it
enjoys within industry,
community and
government networks)

Participant viewpoint
•
•

•

Recognising an overlap
in values with other
participants or partners
Having appropriate
motivation – realising
that this problem or
opportunity is critical to
their business or values
system and that it is
otherwise unlikely to be
satisfactorily resolved
Nurturing positive
personal relationships

Perusal of the characteristics of effective NRM partnerships outlined in the previous
section and the factors presented in Table 8.1 shows that a factor may be a process that
leads to a characteristic of an effective NRM partnership (e.g. Agreeing on a common,
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achievable purpose may lead an NRM partnership to focus on the shared intent of the
participants). In such instances the factor may be viewed as a process that leads to a
product. However, it may also be useful to view such a factor and characteristic as
dialectically related in that at some point in the relationship, the process becomes the
product.8
The various factors in Table 8.1 can be combined, compared and contrasted to highlight
four points that are critical to the development of effective partnerships among NRM
group participants.
Firstly, from coordinator and participant viewpoints, the quality of personal
relationships is a critical factor in influencing the development of effective partnerships
among NRM group participants. It is therefore important that the NRM groups have
good group processes in place and that coordinators have the skills and abilities to
facilitate these processes so that they can nurture these relationships and help to build
social capital both within and outside to the group.
Secondly, from a participant viewpoint, motivation is key. If an NRM problem is
sufficiently important to participants, they will overcome otherwise seemingly
insurmountable obstacles to solve the problem. From a participant viewpoint, low core
relevance leads to lack of involvement. NRM groups and coordinators must understand
the needs and meaning systems of potential participants and how a particular NRM
problem relates to people and their culture, if they are to achieve their active
involvement.
Thirdly, it is important that all people involved reflect on, deliberate and learn from
what they are doing. The analysis in Chapter 6 showed this to be particularly important
for coordinators and the NRM groups they served.9 Systems that allow information
gained from this learning to be evaluated and to become knowledge that can be shared
to solve shared problems, are very useful. This is particularly important from an NRM
group viewpoint.

8
9

See Chapter 4.1.2.2 for a discussion on causality and dialectical relationships.
See Chapter 6.3.3.6 on this point.
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Fourthly, from NRM group and coordinator viewpoints, there needs to be a continuity
of resources to support collaboration and partnership efforts. Governments (elected
representatives and the agencies that serve them) become part of the problem rather than
the solution when they promote ambitious, yet under-funded grants programs,
administered by overly complex systems to provide short-term, ad hoc funding and
coordinator employment to assist NRM groups.10
Context is an important consideration. While loath to imply that the suite of factors
presented in Chapter 6 and listed in Table 8.1 can be coalesced into four simple
statements to guide to development of effective partnerships among members of NRM
groups in all circumstances, it may be useful to describe the relationship between these
“statements” and partnership effectiveness as a functional relationship, as shown in
Figure 8.1.

NRM
partnership
effectiveness

=f{

Quality
of
personal
relationships

Levels of
participant
motivation

Quality
of social
learning
processes

Continuity of
adequate
funding and
skilled
coordinator
support

}

Figure 8.1: NRM partnership effectiveness as a function of four factors
This functional relationship summarises the critical factors that this study has shown to
positively influence NRM partnerships. However, it lacks the richness of information
that the story of ANY Catchment Management Group Inc provides. The actions and
words of Jack, Vince, Lorraine, Jacinta and the other characters provide insight into
how these factors interact with each other, other perhaps less significant factors
presented in Table 8.1, and the context within which the NRM group is operating. All of
the factors listed in Table 8.1 are social in nature. Coordinators, NRM groups,
participants and government agencies wishing to positively influence the development
of NRM partnerships need to recognise the social nature of this task and, where
necessary to develop, their social skills and knowledge, if they are to undertake their
work effectively.

10

The tale of ANY Catchment Management Group Inc in the ‘As it was’ sections of Chapter 7 illustrates
this problem.
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8.3.3

What are appropriate methods and techniques for evaluating the

effectiveness of NRM group participant partnerships?

The evaluation of NRM groups, collaborations and partnerships is a rather contested
and sometimes confused field. Indeed, Chapter 3.6 emphasised that the terms ‘effective’
and ‘successful’, while sometimes used synonymously in the NRM literature, had two
distinct meanings (Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000; Tennyson and Wilde, 2000; Anon,
1991). The work of Chamala (1995) showed that those external to NRM groups,
collaborations and partnerships, such as government agencies, might view these groups
and relationships poorly because they had selected evaluation indicators that were
relevant to their own organisational goals rather than those of the group, collaboration
or partnership under consideration. In light of these two statements it is apparent that
any response to the question above should focus on the term ‘effective’, as defined in
this thesis, and the appropriateness of the evaluation method or technique, recognising
from whose point of view the method or technique may actually be considered
appropriate.
By way of example, this study has focused on the development of effective partnerships
from the point of view of coordinators, NRM groups, and participants. This was done
for two reasons. Firstly, as a researcher and government employee, I considered it
appropriate to view NRM partnerships as a type of citizen participation process and was
therefore keen to understand, improve and evaluate their development from the
viewpoint of citizens and those who work with them (i.e. coordinators, NRM groups
and participants). Secondly, as a critical researcher seeking to empower and give voice
to those actually involved, I also considered it appropriate to focus predominantly on
the viewpoints of coordinators, NRM groups and participants. While positivist,
interpretive and other social scientists may take issue with my acceptance of partiality
of the viewpoints of participants, this critical perspective has allowed me to give voice
to their views and concerns.11
As mentioned in Chapter 4.2, the combination of an ethnographic study as a case within
the critical collective case study has allowed me to overcome one of the weaknesses of
ethnography, the inability to generalise about the appropriateness of findings from one
specific, long-term study. The use of workshop, interview and document analysis
techniques has ensured that data has been gathered by different means, thereby further
11

See Chapter 4.1.5 for discussion on this point.
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ensuring its credibility and trustworthiness. Four conceptual tools were developed in
this thesis: an NRM partnership typology; an NRM citizen participation decision tree; a
pendulum of citizen participation and a diagnostic checklist for NRM collaborations and
partnerships.12 The NRM partnership typology helps in the description and
understanding of NRM partnerships, and was used to describe cases in this study, as
shown in Table 5.2. The NRM citizen participation decision tree may be used as a
preparatory tool by government agencies to ensure selection of context-appropriate
citizen participation processes. It may also be used, both by government and citizens, to
evaluate whether a citizen participation process was appropriate for the context in which
it was used. In this study the decision tree was used to check the contextappropriateness of processes used in all cases.13 In all instances the decision tree showed
that the collaboration or partnership process chosen was appropriate for the context in
which it was used. The pendulum of citizen participation highlights the way that power
to make and implement decisions and responsibility for these decisions and actions is
distributed among participants in a citizen participation process. While the decision tree
showed that the collaborations and partnerships of all case studies were appropriate for
the contexts in which they occurred, the pendulum showed that, in four cases, power
and responsibility for its use were not kept linked within the relationship, meaning that
one party in a relationship was endeavouring to make another responsible for a decision
or its implementation.14 The diagnostic checklist in Figure 4.5 was used in the analysis
of case records and for the construction of Tables 5.1, 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4. The checklist
was informed by both theory and analysis of empirical evidence from data records.
For all these strengths, this research design had two weaknesses. Firstly, as a critical
investigation, it would have been desirable to seek the views of NRM groups and
participants involved in the fifteen cases that made up Phase 1, rather than just
coordinators. However, given time and resource constraints, it was not possible to do
this. Secondly, the views of government (i.e. politicians and agency bureaucrats) have
not been sought in relation to the nineteen cases that made up the critical collective case
study. While this is true, the outputs themselves of this study render the research design,

12

See Chapter 3.5.2, Figure 3.1, Figure 3.2 and Figure 4.5 respectively.
See Appendices 1 to 19.
14
See Column 5 in Table 5.4. In Cases 5, 6, 8 and 17 power aspects of relationships were never explicitly
stated or confused, so that one participant might actually have been made responsible for the decision
or action of another. Government staff members were involved in all four of these cases. As outlined in
Chapters 2.5 and 2.6, the intentions and culture of government may be detrimental to the development
of NRM partnerships. This may be an important area for future research. See Chapter 8.10.
13
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methods and techniques appropriate because they give government at all levels the
means to understand the views and meaning systems of those with whom they may wish
to encourage such relationships.
Given the above discussion and the arguments developed throughout this thesis, there
are six principles that should be used to assess the appropriateness of methods and
techniques for evaluation of partnerships among NRM group participants.15 They are:
1. An NRM partnership should be evaluated against its ability to achieve its stated
purpose, to achieve indirect benefits, in terms of the management of all
associated social processes and whether the outcomes achieved are better than
the BATPO.
2. Methods and techniques used for the evaluation of NRM partnerships should be
considered appropriate by participants themselves and not just the individual,
group or government agency making the evaluation.
3. Methods and techniques for the evaluation of NRM partnerships should focus
on social as well as biophysical changes over realistic time scales.16
4. Methods and techniques for the evaluation of NRM partnerships should have a
critical, phronetic intent and should inform praxis.17
5. Methods and techniques for the evaluation of NRM partnerships should seek a
broad, yet rich understanding of such relationships.18
6. Methods and techniques for the evaluation of NRM partnerships should use a
variety of techniques and seek evidence from several viewpoints.19
15

In particular, see Chapter 3.6 for a discussion on evaluation of NRM partnerships.
Although the biophysical outcomes of cases in this study were not evaluated in any detail, all cases
investigated had biophysical goals or objectives and the need to evaluate them against their ability to
fulfil their stated purpose was highlighted in Chapter 3.6 and the diagnostic checklist, shown as Figure
4.5.
17
As outlined in Chapter 2.2 and Chapter 2.5, in general terms, current NRM practices have not reversed
the general decline in condition of land, water or biodiversity at global or national levels. NRM
partnerships are a more recent response to this problem. The evaluation of NRM partnerships should
have a critical intent. It should involve, inform and improve the abilities of participants to work in
partnership toward this end.
18
Chapters 4.2 and 4.3 explain how the research design used in this study addresses this principle. The
following two examples from this study illustrate this point. e.g. (i) In this research a critical collective
case study and a critical ethnography were undertaken. The complementary nature of these two
methods allowed for both a broad, yet in-depth understanding of the nature of effective NRM
partnerships. (ii) The coding and analysis of data records at a collective case study level revealed a set
of characteristics and factors typical of effective NRM partnerships. The development of the nineteen
individual case records, each containing the relevant data records, also allowed for analysis of
individual case studies using the diagnostic checklist. Thus, analysis was undertaken at both a broad
collective case study and a more detailed individual case study level in this investigation, yielding a
broad, yet rich understanding of the NRM partnerships studied.
16
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Adhering to these principles will ensure that NRM group participant partnerships are
evaluated using appropriate methods and techniques. Outputs from such evaluations
will be useful for those directly involved and for those from government and elsewhere
who seek to support them in their work.

8.3.4

In terms of citizen participation in NRM, when is the brokering of

partnerships the most appropriate citizen participation process?

In this study a decision tree, developed from earlier work of Lawrence and Deagen
(2001, pp.857-872), was found to be very useful in determining the appropriateness of
collaborations and partnerships found in the case studies.20 It was written from a
government perspective.21 All cases within the critical collective case study were found
to be either collaborations or partnerships and to be context-appropriate. However, as
may be seen in Table 5.4, only one case study, Case Study 19, exhibited all the
characteristics of an effective NRM partnership.22 Five of the case studies (3, 7, 10, 11
and 18) were assessed as context-appropriate collaborations using the decision tree. The
difficulty participants had was not so much selecting the ‘right tool for the job’ but in
‘using the tool’ effectively. For example, difficulties with sharing of power and
responsibility were observed in five of the fourteen partnership case studies (Cases 1, 5,
6, 8 and 17). Other case studies exhibited difficulties including: unrealistic expectations
of participants given the authority, skill, resources and time available; problems with
knowledge acquisition, exchange and social learning; the lack of a shared intent among
participants; communication or perception problems on the part of participants and/or
outsiders; and problems with personal relationships among participants.
As a participant-researcher, at the outset of this study I had felt intuitively that from a
government perspective the choice of context-inappropriate citizen participation
processes was an important factor contributing to ineffective citizen participation in
19

This principle relates to the discussion on validity and reliability in Chapter 4.6.2.
See Figure 3.2, Citizen participation in NRM: government decision tree and options for participation.
The pendulum of citizen participation shown as Figure 3.1, illustrates the relationship between each of
the citizen participation processes listed in the Table in Figure 3.2 and distribution of power and
responsibility for decision-making and implementation of decisions arrived at as a result of these
processes.
21
Only three of the case studies (Case Studies 9, 18 and 19) were not government initiated. In these
instances, I placed the ‘larger’ of the participants in the role of the government for the purposes of the
decision tree, answering the questions in the decision tree from that perspective.
22
Case Study 18 presented all the characteristics of an effective collaboration.
20
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NRM. In the cases studied, it appeared that poor choice of process was not an issue for
government-employed coordinators as much as ineffective use of the process. This may
be due to several factors including: inadequate levels of citizen participation skills and
knowledge among coordinators; inadequate resourcing on the part of government and
participants; and lack of political will in terms of government being prepared to take the
necessary risks or to allow adequate time for these processes to run their course. This
may be a useful area for future research.
The eight questions presented in the decision tree in Figure 3.2 provided a very useful
framework from which to determine when partnership was the most context-appropriate
citizen participation process.

8.4

Credibility and trustworthiness of research findings

This section discusses the trustworthiness and credibility of these research findings. An
ethnographic account, such as the one presented in this study, may be seen as being
valid if it represents accurately the phenomena that it purports “to describe, explain or
theorise” (Hammersley, 1992, p.68). Hammersley (1992, p.69) also says that we must
judge the validity of any claims made in such research on the basis of evidentiary
support for the claim. I have endeavoured to offer adequate evidence to support any
claim made. Thus, the three results and interpretation chapters (Chapters 5, 6, and 7)
contained over 500 footnotes which link the analysis, argument and narrative presented
back to evidence revealed by systematic coding of data records and the concepts and
theories presented in the literature review.
Kinchloe and McLaren (1994, p.151) argue that critical research needs to be also
validated in terms of its credibility and reliability. One way of seeing this is the extent to
which others involved in the research and in NRM more generally, consider the research
findings to be credible or trustworthy. Evidence of this includes:
•

In 2001 - positive feedback from research participants in Phase 1 workshop.
The coordinators who attended the Phase 1 workshop rated the workshop at 5.5
(with a range of 4 – 6) in terms of meeting its objectives (using a scale of 1
(Very Poor) to 7 (Excellent)). Two workshop participants followed up the
workshop with emails further sharing some of their work in this area. In terms of
catalytic validity (Lather, 1986), one participant used the workshop and the
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extended abstract technique used in the workshop, as a basis for the South East
Asian component of an International Landcare in Horticulture project.23
•

In 2002 - feedback from a South East Queensland Landcare and Catchment
Management Regional Meeting. In February 2002 I presented my emerging
findings to a South East Queensland Landcare and Catchment Management
Meeting. Seven of the ten attendees said that the most beneficial aspect of the
seminar were the insights gained from my presentation.24

•

In 2003 – Feedback from presentation to Annual General Meeting of the
catchment management group that was the focus of the long-term participant
observation (Case Study 16). I gave a presentation to the Annual General
Meeting of the catchment management group from Case Study 16. Two
members who had been participants actively involved in the research contacted
me after the presentation to confirm that my findings were very relevant to their
situation. One participant, who was also actively involved in Case Study 19,
asked me to provide her with a copy of my presentation and any other papers on
this research, as she wished to use this information in a presentation that she was
to give on the Case Study 19 partnership.25 This is another example of catalytic
validity (Lather, 1986).

•

Throughout 2002 and 2003 – feedback from various conference and seminar
presentations. Over 2002 and 2003, as well as the examples listed above, I gave
presentations on my research to varied audiences including two international
conferences, two national conferences and a seminar series that occurred in four
locations throughout Australia. The seminar series was on the human
dimensions of NRM and was attended by 142 participants. I have received
around twenty email requests for copies of papers as a result of these
presentations.26 Several requests also involved referrals where people who
attended the presentations contacted other practitioners who asked me to provide
them with papers relating to my research findings, or to discuss with them how
my findings might relate to, and inform, their situation.27

•

In 2003 - pendulum of citizen participation and citizen participation decision
tree (Figures 3.1 and 3.2) used to evaluate NRM citizen participation by

23

See Appendix 20.1.3.
See Appendix 20.3.1
25
See Appendix 20.3.2
26
These are listed in Appendix 20.3.2.
27
These are listed in Appendix 20.3.2.
24
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QDNR&M. A principal consultant with QDNR&M, after examining these two
conceptual tools, found them sufficiently credible and trustworthy that he used
them when working with General Managers in Central Office to review citizen
participation processes across all areas of the departmental activity (Mcdonald,
2003, personal communication).
These examples show that other people, including those who have been directly
involved as research participants and those who are involved in similar NRM work, find
the research findings useful, credible and trustworthy.

8.5

Limitations to results

This study has revealed the research characteristics of, and factors positively
influencing, the development of effective NRM partnerships. It has also has indicated
appropriate ways to evaluate the effectiveness and context-appropriateness of NRM
partnerships. However, these results have two limitations. Firstly, the study has largely
been undertaken in South East Queensland, with all but two of the cases being
government initiated. It may be unwise to generalise from these findings to other
situations without determining similarities and differences between settings.28 Secondly,
the hypothetical, composite nature of the ANY Catchment Management Group Inc
narrative in Chapter 7 may frustrate the reader seeking a ‘real’ story of an ‘actual’
group. While this is understandable, the reasons for this approach have already been
made clear.29 Two complementary research methods, critical collective case study and
critical ethnography, have been used to gain a broad, yet rich understanding of the
development of effective partnerships among members of NRM groups as synthesised
in the story of ANY Group. The hypothetical, composite nature of the story also
protects the anonymity of research participants.30 As a researcher, this has been one of
my primary concerns.
These limitations aside, this study has provided valuable insights and tools for use in the
development of effective partnerships among NRM group participants. While the
functional relationship described in Figure 8.1 coalesced and grouped factors from
28

This first limitation provides indicates an area for further research and is discussed later in Chapter
8.10.
29
See Chapter 4.2 on methods and Chapter 7.1 for an introduction to the story of ANY Group.
30
See Chapter 4.6.1 for a discussion on ethics and processes used to protect participants in this study.
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various viewpoints to provide an overall view of factors critical to the development of
effective NRM partnerships, the next four sections go into detail and provide
implications and recommendations for coordinators, NRM groups, participants and
governments.

8.6

Implications and recommendations

Whereas the previous sections of this chapter have focused largely on answering
Flyvberg’s first question “What is happening?” in terms of the development of effective
partnerships among NRM group members, this section focuses on Flyvberg’s second
and third questions “Is this desirable?” and “What should be done?” (Flyvberg, 2000,
pp.53-65). This section presents summary answers to these two questions as
implications and recommendations for coordinators, NRM groups and participants.

8.6.1

Implications for coordinators

Phase 1 of the study concentrated on discovering factors that were significant to the
development of effective NRM partnerships from a coordinator viewpoint. The story of
Jack and his replacement, Jacinta, brought these factors to life. In terms of Flyvberg’s
three questions, the story of ANY Catchment Management Group highlighted what was
happening in terms of the way coordinators were working with NRM groups and
whether this was desirable. The story also highlighted what should be done - how
coordinators can work more effectively as NRM collaboration and partnership brokers
(Flyvberg, 2000, pp.53-65).31 Coordinators may have little control over their tenure.
However within their own locus of control, the factors listed in Chapter 6.2, and the
analysis supporting their significance, may serve as useful starting points for NRM
group coordinators wishing to develop effective collaborations and partnerships
amongst participants in NRM groups. The overview of characteristics of effective NRM
partnerships in Chapter 5.4 and the concepts, theories and tools presented in Chapters 2
and 3 may also prove useful in this regard. In summary, the following dot points outline
what this research indicated should be done, from a coordinator viewpoint.

31

See, for example, Chapter 7.4.2.3
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8.6.2

Recommendations for coordinators

Study findings indicated that NRM group coordinators seeking to broker effective
collaborations and partnerships between NRM group participants should:
•

Be interested in, and suited to, NRM collaboration and partnership brokerage
work;

•

Be realistic about what NRM collaborations and partnerships may achieve;

•

Have a good knowledge of the political, social, economic, environmental and
cultural contexts within which they are working;

•

Only use NRM collaborations and partnerships when they are contextappropriate (i.e. ‘the right tool for the job’);

•

Continuously improve their knowledge and skills in NRM;

•

Continuously improve their knowledge and skills in group processes;

•

Model the behaviour of an effective NRM collaborator and partner;

•

Encourage these behaviours in others;

•

Be reflective practitioners and social learners;

•

Encourage reflective practice and social learning in others;

•

Monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of NRM collaborations and partnerships;
and

•

Clearly relate the importance, place and practice of effective collaboration and
partnership brokerage to others not directly involved in this work.

8.6.3

Implications for NRM groups

Phase 2 of the research focused on factors that were significant to the development of
effective partnerships from an NRM group viewpoint. These were presented in Chapter
6.3. Chapter 7 synthesised this work, presenting a story that emphasised how ANY
Catchment Management Group improved its ability to help members to develop more
effective partnerships. It exemplified what was happening, whether it was desirable and
what should be done (Flyvberg, 2000, pp.53-65).
From an NRM group viewpoint, having adequate resources and the support of a skilled,
motivated coordinator were critical to group effectiveness. Chapter 6.3.2 outlined that
having consistent and adequate funding and resources was a significant factor. In
Chapter 6.3.5, the continuity and assistance of a skilled and motivated group
coordinator was shown to be an important factor. Those interviewed in the Phases 2 and
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3 of this research felt that having a coordinator was important to their effectiveness and
that they could not fund a coordinator by themselves. Research participants felt that
government had a continuing role to play in this regard, particularly when it was
government that had initiated their group. They feared the consequences of staff,
funding and resources being withdrawn.32 As discussed in Chapter 3.7, as NRM groups
develop and mature, government agencies may wish to withdraw from their support
role, leaving NRM groups to their own devices. “This is a mistaken idea based only on
the notion of groups moving from dependence to independence. … Mature groups may
never want external agencies to leave. … However, (external agencies) may need to
exit for financial or administrative reasons” (Pretty and Ward, 2001,p.223).33 Chapter
7.4.2 emphasised how a change in approach on the part of the government of
Cornucopia in terms of funding NRM groups influenced the functioning of the group
and development of effective collaborations and partnerships among members. This
issue aside, there were other actions directly within control of NRM groups that this
research revealed groups can take to enhance collaborations and partnerships among
their members. These are outlined in the following section.

8.6.4

Recommendations for NRM groups

NRM groups seeking to develop effective partnerships between its members should
ensure that:
•

The group has a common, achievable purpose;

•

The range and diversity of members are appropriate to this purpose;

•

The group has well developed processes in terms of leadership, communication,
conflict resolution, social capital building internal to the group, decisionmaking, risk assessment and risk taking;

•

The group has appropriate administration and information management systems
to support members in their work;

•

Social capital building processes in relationships external to the group are well
developed; and

32
33

See discussion in Chapter 6.3.2 and Chapter 6.3.5.
My addition in italics. This point is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 8.10.
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•

If the group is government-initiated, that expectations of all parties (government
and non-government) in terms of funding, resourcing and staff support are
negotiated up-front and not easily subject to arbitrary change over time.34

8.6.5

Implications for participants

Phase 3 of the research focused on factors that were significant in the development of
effective NRM collaborations and partnerships from the viewpoint of participants.
Chapter 6.4 presented these factors, providing evidence from the data and case records
to validate their significance. Chapter 7 presented several instances where participants
entered into relationships with each other to solve NRM problems, demonstrating
factors that were significant in the development of effective partnerships.35 As
summarised in Chapter 8.3.1, effective NRM partnerships were context-appropriate.
Figure 8.1 showed that from a participant viewpoint the quality of personal relationships
and the levels of participant motivation were significant factors in the development of
effective NRM partnerships. In some instances participants may have good personal
relationships with other potential participants and may have high levels of motivation
for wanting to form a partnership with them. However, other participants may not be so
highly motivated. The recommendations presented below provide a checklist that may
help participants determine whether or not they may be able to develop an effective
NRM partnership with others.

8.6.6

Recommendations for participants

This study indicates that participants in NRM groups seeking to develop effective NRM
collaborations and partnerships with other members, should ensure that all potential
participants:
•

Actually see the NRM issue in question as a problem or an opportunity;

•

Are highly motivated to resolve the NRM problem or opportunity;

•

Cannot resolve the problem or opportunity working separately;

•

Have, or can develop, positive personal relationships with each other; and

34

As outlined in Chapter 2.2.3, the ecoplexes (managed ecosystems) on which Australians rely for
survival are subject to climatic extremes. Our culture is mal-adapted to these ecoplexes. We are “still
trying working out our relationship with Australia and each other” (Dovers, 2000, p.2). Ecological time
scales should be used for evaluating any improvements due to adaptive management of these
ecosystems, not political ones. (See Lee, 1993, p.8 in Chapter 2.9.)
35
See Chapter 7.4.2.4, Chapter 7.4.2.7 and Chapter 7.5.2.8.
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•

Have similar ‘relationship values’, that is, are prepared to treat each other
honestly, openly and respectfully in terms of the way they will work together.

8.6.7

Implications for governments

If the discourse emanating from governments at all levels is accepted, then there is a
significant need to develop effective NRM partnerships among governments, industry
and citizens to address the very serious NRM problems that face us both globally and
nationally.36 There are enough examples from the research findings presented in
Chapters 5 and 6 to indicate that governments may improve their performance in this
area.37 As a participant-researcher working within a critical social science paradigm, it
is important that I offer recommendations which, if adopted, may move those involved
in the development of NRM collaborations and partnerships from phronesis to praxis
(Carr and Kemmis, 1986, p.132).
In this study I have not focused on gathering data from a government viewpoint,
seeking rather to gather data from the viewpoints of people involved in activities that
have been supported or initiated by government that were designed to foster
collaborations and partnerships among participants. The literature review revealed that
governments face a challenge in undertaking this work in that concepts of collaboration
and partnership do not rest comfortably within government culture. For example,
Chapter 3.11 presented an overview of the administrative, political and legislative
milieu within which the case studies for this research existed. The daunting number of
pieces of legislation and the surprising complexity of NRM administrative arrangements
indicated that governments were mostly functioning as dominator rather than
partnership organisations. Table 2.1 compared and contrasted the dominator and
partnership models articulated by Eisler (1987, 2002) in her cultural transformation
theory. As outlined in Chapter 2.6, any organisation will find it hard to act as a good
partner with others if it does not mirror partnership thinking and practice within its own
organisation (Eisler and Montuori, 2001, pp.11-17). The work of Chambers (1997), on
36

See Chapter 1.3, Chapter 2.2, Chapter 2.5 and Chapter 3.11 for discussion on the severity of NRM
problems from a global to a national scale and the sorts of policies and programs that governments are
putting into place to encourage NRM collaborations and partnerships among stakeholders.
37
See for example, Chapters 5.4.1 through to 5.4.10. See also Chapters 6.2, 6.3 and 6.4. The nineteen
cases in the critical collective case study were impacted on by decisions, actions and policies of
government at all levels. The discussion and recommendations in this section therefore apply to
‘government’ at all levels, and in the broadest possible sense – from elected representatives through to
staff working in government bureaucracies.
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community development bureaucracies, and Saul (1992), critiquing instrumental reason,
is also of relevance here.38 Elected government representatives and government
departments and agencies will find it difficult, if not impossible, to partner effectively
with other levels of government, industry and citizens if the solutions they seek are
increasingly reductionist and lie primarily within the dominator mode, for example, in
passing yet more legislation or in forming yet another advisory committee to address
increasingly specialised problems. The poor condition of many Australian ecoplexes
(managed ecosystems) may simply be the result of uncritically repeating such activities,
providing examples of what Saul calls a “more determined application of rationally
organised expertise” (Saul, 1992, p.8), rather than embracing a more partnershiporiented, holistic approach to the problem39 While there is obviously still a place for
reductionist science and legislation and regulation, there is also a place for collaboration
and partnership in the resolution of NRM problems. Governments at all levels may need
to move along the continuum from dominator to more partnership-oriented
organisations, if this path is to be taken.
Taking up this challenge will require politicians and public servants to reflect critically
on their own “concepts, behaviours, values and methods”, and being prepared to discard
thinking and behaviour that does not help in the development of a more partnershiporiented organisational culture (Chambers, 1997, p.108 and p.216). They must be
prepared to take greater risks when working with others than they have been used to in
the past and to consciously reflect on and learn from their actions (Milbrath, 1989,
pp.94-113; Schön, 1991, pp.276-279).40
Chapter 7 provided examples of how improvements may be made in this area. Mayor
Ron Smith from Yarooba Shire Council and Jeff, Sue and Nicole, the regional directors
from the Cornucopian State Government agencies, realised that they had to take real
risks if they were to work with others to address the NRM problems that faced them.
They could not simply try to minimise risk by implementing yet another three-year, ad
hoc program. To minimise risks brought about by poor NRM, these ‘government
people’ actually had to take risks, share power and responsibility with others outside
government and start to think and to evaluate their actions using more appropriate value
38

See Chapter 2.6 for discussion of the work of these authors.
See Chapter 2.2.3 and Chapter 2.2.4.
40
See Chapter 5.6 for discussion on the importance of an action, risk-taking orientation. See Chapter
2.10; Chapter 5.4.9; Chapter 6.2.7; Chapter 7.4.2 and Chapter 7.5.2 for discussion and examples of
reflective practice and social learning.
39
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systems and time frames.41 This cultural change is needed at all levels of government. It
underpins the recommendations that follow. There must be congruency of government
actions, words and philosophy in terms of government participating in, or helping to
broker NRM collaborations and partnerships, if these relationships are to be effective.
The recommendations that follow reflect the characteristics of effective NRM
collaborations and partnerships listed in Chapter 5 and the factors discussed in Chapter
6 that from coordinator, NRM group and participant viewpoints were shown to
positively influence these characteristics.

8.6.8

Recommendations for governments

Governments42 seeking to develop collaborative or partnership-based relationships with
others, or helping to broker effective collaborations and partnerships between
participants in NRM groups should:
•

Ensure that government organizational cultures reflect that of a partnership
organization.43

•

Make certain that the citizen participation processes they use are contextappropriate.44

•

Use citizen participation terms such as consultation, cooperation, collaboration
and partnership accurately and appropriately.45

•

Have realistic expectations of NRM collaborations and partnerships, recognising
that such tools may need to be used in concert with other NRM tools.46

•

Realise that effective NRM collaborations and partnerships are based on
personal relationships. Government staff members are the ‘face’ of government
in these relationships. Governments must be prepared to invest in these personal
relationships. Any existing efforts to hire high quality staff and provide
appropriate training, support, tenure and career paths should be further

41

See Chapters 7.3.2.1, Chapter 7.4.2.4 and Chapter 7.4.2.5 for examples of appropriate risk taking and
cultural change.
42
The term ‘government’ is used here in the broadest sense. It refers to elected representatives at all
levels and the government departments and agencies that support them in their work.
43
See Chapter 2.6.
44
See Figures 3.1 and 3.2 and the accompanying discussion in Chapters 3.3 and 3.4.
45
See Chapter 2.3.3.
46
See Chapter 5.4.10; Chapter 6.3.3; Chapter 7.3.2.1 and Chapter 7.5.2.6.
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reinforced. Governments must recognise the positive links between growth in
social capital and enhanced on-ground NRM outcomes and invest accordingly.47
•

Integrate and coordinate NRM collaboration and partnership activities by using
a ‘place over program’ focus, ensuring that, where possible and appropriate,
existing participant networks and government citizen participation processes are
used in preference to creating new ones and that the spatial scale and focus of
activity they propose matches the interests of non-government participants.48
Any government-supported collaborative and partnership-based activity should
be viewed in concert with other government actions (eg legislative, regulatory,
educational, economic, research) and implemented and evaluated from a ‘place’
focus, not in isolation from other actions.

•

Ensure, when forming partnerships, or helping to broker partnerships between
others, that the intent and expectations of all parties are clear and understood
early in the relationship, particularly in terms of sharing of power between
parties. People exercising power as a result of working in partnership with others
should accept responsibility for the consequences of use of that power. Partners,
both government and non-government, should not be made responsible for the
decisions and actions of other partners if they are taken outside the partnership
relationship.49

•

When initiating new NRM groups, exercise caution in terms of use of
stakeholder representative models of group structure. While such structures may
help to ensure diversity of representation, they may stifle levels of interest and
participation in the broader community.50

•

Ensure that NRM collaborations and partnerships are evaluated according to the
achievement of their stated purpose and goals; their indirect benefits; the
management of the collaboration or partnership process and the BATPO and that
evaluation methods and techniques fulfil the criteria outlined in Chapter 8.3.3.51
NRM groups and collaborative and partnership-based approaches to NRM are
relatively recent phenomena.52 Too much may be expected of them, given their
recency. There is evidence to suggest that other approaches (eg legislative,

47

See Chapter 5.4.7; Chapter 6.2.3; Chapter 6.3.5. and Chapter 6.3.6.
See Chapter 5.2, Chapter 6.3.6 and Chapter 7.4.2.4.
49
See Chapter 5.4.4 and Chapter 5.4.5.
50
See discussion on this point in Chapter 3.10, Chapter 6.3.4 and Chapter 6.3.6.
51
See Chapter 3.6. The BATPO is the Best Alternative To a Partnership Outcome. All participants
involved in the partnership should agree on evaluation methods and techniques to be used.
52
See Chapter 1.3; Chapter 2.5 and Chapter 3.11.
48
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regulatory, economic, research and extension, education and awareness
programs) in use prior to the advent of these more recent approaches have not
reversed the decline in condition of Australia’s natural resources.53 Governments
should evaluate all NRM tools (NRM group, collaborative and partnershipbased approaches as well as the more traditional legislative, regulatory,
economic and educational approaches) in similar ways.
•

Develop and encourage processes of personal and institutional reflection and
deliberation on the role of government in development of NRM collaborations
and partnerships.54 The characteristics of effective partnerships, as outlined in
Chapter 5.4, may serve as useful descriptors for government agencies reflecting
on progress at working in collaboration or partnership with others.

The key message for governments is contained in Question 1 in Figure 3.2. “Does
government have all that is needed to solve the NRM problem working alone?” If
the answer is ‘no’ and the problem is sufficiently important to government, then it
will have to work out how it will relate to those that may help it to solve the
problem. As an organisation, this may involve government having to ‘think’, ‘act’
and ‘speak’ in new and different ways – ways that are more consistent with Eisler’s
partnership model (Eisler, 1987, 2002). In formulating these recommendations it is
realised that government is not a homogeneous entity or rational actor (Allison,
1971). These recommendations may also serve as a basis for collaboration and
partnership building between different levels and departments of government.
Depending on the circumstances, ‘letting go’ of power may be critical, as may
giving due recognition to the power held by others outside government. The
recommendations given above, based upon the research undertaken for this thesis,
are designed to help to focus this change process.

8.7

Directions for further research

The following actions and explanations provide directions for future research into the
development of effective NRM collaborations and partnerships.
•

Undertake comparative research in other geographic areas. Findings from
comparative research taken in other geographic areas (eg predominantly rural,

53
54

See Chapter 2.2.3.
See Chapter 5.4.9.
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inland or remote and isolated areas) may help to improve the ability to
generalise on the findings from this study.
•

Undertake comparative research on NRM collaborations and partnerships that
have not been government-initiated. Findings from such research may also help
to improve on the ability to generalise on the research findings from this thesis.

•

Undertake

research

to

encourage

continuous

improvement

of

NRM

collaboration and partnership practice under the new regional arrangements for
NHTII and NAPSWQ.55 The new regional arrangements currently being
implemented throughout Australia may impact on the development of NRM
collaborations and partnerships in a variety of ways. Ongoing critically-oriented
research on this impact may help to improve understanding and practice in this
area.
•

Investigate institutional and cultural barriers and bridges concerning the role of
government in the development of effective NRM collaborations and
partnerships. In Australia, all levels of government have played a significant
role in NRM. Given the levels of funding allocated to this area under NHTII and
NAPSWQ, government interest in collaborative and partnership-based
approaches to NRM will remain high in the immediate future. Research into
institutional and, importantly, cultural barriers and bridges that may affect the
role of government in the development of effective NRM collaborations and
partnerships should specifically be encouraged.

•

Establish an NRM collaboration and partnership broker network. It may be
worthwhile establishing a network for practitioners and researchers specifically
interested in improving practice in this area. Alternatively, an existing network
may be approached to develop an interest network within its own organisation.

8.9

Conclusion

This chapter has provided an overview of the results of this thesis research. The
research questions have been answered and limitations to the results indicated.
Implications and recommendations arising from the results have been provided for
coordinators, NRM groups, participants and government agencies involved in the NRM
collaborations and partnerships. Directions for further research have been proposed. In
doing this research I have been guided by the three strategic questions of Flyvberg
55

See Chapter 1.3 and Chapter 3.11.
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(2000, pp.53-65). As a researcher working within a critical social science paradigm, I
have found it useful to structure my research efforts around four tasks that Woolcock
(2000, personal communication) noted helped to promote positive change.56
At the outset of this thesis and this chapter I commented that I had two purposes in
undertaking this research: to complete a piece of scholarly work that made a significant
contribution to knowledge on the development of effective NRM partnerships; and, to
use, and to make available to others, the outputs of this research to encourage positive
change in the development of effective NRM partnerships. I would submit that the
research undertaken and the findings described in this thesis show that I have completed
the first purpose adequately. However, from my perspective, the second task, though
adequately addressed for the purposes of awarding a PhD, is not yet completed. For this
task relates to my life’s work. This thesis research has been but part of the journey. I
intend to continue to work with others in this area, both as a practitioner and a
researcher, to gain a more generalised understanding of the place and practice of
collaborations and partnerships in NRM, and to learn from, and share this understanding
with others. Given the unsustainable way in which we interact with each other and our
surroundings at present, I see work that focuses on improving these interactions as a
useful, ethical and interesting way to spend a life.

56

See Table 1.1.
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