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EExxeeccuuttiivvee  SSuummmmaarryy  
 

This research positions the natural resources which are to be managed within the 

physical and psychological context of a “place”, in this instance the Traprock 

properties of woolgrowers.  The guiding social science principle is that how people 

think and feel about something relates to how they behave in relation to it.  Photo-

voice is a qualitative participatory research method. It elicits and documents 

landowners’ thoughts and feelings about their paddocks, properties and sub-

catchment. Images show the natural characteristics and human dimensions 

representing symbolic and emotional meanings of place, as well as economic 

indicators. 

Participants were sent a disposable camera with instructions to take pictures on their 

properties which illustrated biodiversity, sustainable production, their life on the 

property and any favourite places on the property.  Each participant was then invited 

to meet on their property to view and talk about the resulting photos. During the 

conversation participants were asked to identify which photos best represented the 

different themes and why.  Participants were then invited to attend a focus group 

organised in their area and asked to share their photos with their neighbours. Each 

group produced a collage of photos representing their discussions and discussions 

were transcribed by a researcher.  The two data sources for analysis were individual 

and group conversation text and the photos chosen by individuals and the three focus 

groups. 

The unique features of ‘sense of place have been proposed as likely concepts to help 

understand facets of the community experience and thus illuminate solutions to 

ecological problems.  Three psychological aspects of place were identified.  

• Place Identity reflects a cognitive relationship to place – who I think I am is 

partly determined by where I am - I am partly defined by others (my socially 

constructed identity) in terms of where I live. 

• Place Attachment reflects an emotional relationship to place - environments 

can affect my emotions, and I can go to particular places to feel better or avoid 

other places because they dampen my mood. 

• Place Dependence reflects a functional relationship to place, particularly in 

economic terms, which is more familiar to social science research - for the 
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things I like to do, and work I need to do to survive financially, there’s no 

better place than here. 

The following were evident in the data: 

• Indicators of Place identity, Attachment and Dependence, the three elements 

of sense of place are not dependent on age. 

• Participants who describe Place Attachment are more likely to indicate 

concerns regarding diversity and ecological management practices compared 

to those who do not describe Place Attachment. 

• Participants who describe Place Dependence are more likely to indicate 

concerns regarding product quality, however they are also more likely to 

indicate ecological management practices than those who do not describe 

Place Dependence. 

• The Traprock environment is significant to these resident participants not only 

for their livelihood, but also for some, their psychological sense of identity and 

well-being, quality recreation and experiences of daily living. 

Other findings included: 

• Participants sub-categorise the elements of biodiversity according to 

usefulness and threat. 

• Images of biodiversity are generally landscapes 

• Two thirds of participants regard protecting ecology as part of sustainable 

production. 

• 80% of participants see sustainable production as involving balancing and 

managing combinations of trees and other resources.   

• The older the participant the more likely ecology is a focus point rather than 

economics or product quality. 

The function of this research evolved during the project.  The original conception was 

to test understanding of biodiversity at the early and end stages of the project.  It was 

then decided to expand the opportunities for participants to show and talk.  This 

resulted in a much deeper understanding of the landholders of the Traprock, but did 

not really fulfil the attitude change analysis.   
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CCoonncceeppttuuaall  GGrroouunnddiinngg    
The social science component of this project is theoretically driven by a perspective 

which considers the meaning of “place”, and proposes that understanding this 

meaning is essential if we are to then understand, and possibly change, the attitudes 

and behaviours of people in relation to that “place” (Canter, 1991). Hence the social 

science component positions the natural resources which are to be managed within 

the physical and psychological context of a “place”, in this instance the Traprock 

properties of woolgrowers.  

From a psychological perspective, place can be understood as an “environmental 

experience”, where there is a convergence of thoughts, feelings and behaviours of 

the people who inhabit it (Canter, 1991; Fried, 2000; Gustafson, 2000). Place has 

many different dimensions such as its physical size and geological characteristics 

which are tangible, however it also has characteristics which are more symbolic than 

tangible, such as the notion of home or heritage. A place, then, will have meaning its 

occupants give to it through personal, social, and cultural processes (Altman and 

Low, 1992). Because place can have such diverse and multidimensional physical and 

psychological environmental attributes, when people talk about place, or any of its 

attributes, such as its natural resources, not everyone in the conversation will 

necessarily be oriented toward the physical location in the same way – in other 

words different people have different meanings to the place constructs they are using 

(Dixon & Durrheim, 2000). 

When we talk about natural resources, the places in which they are located can have 

very deep meaning for those who inhabit and manage those places. Furthermore 

these meanings encompass more than just economic factors. The psychological 

dimensions of how people relate to place have many different labels. For this project 

we focussed on dimensions of one’s sense of place, which include place identity, 

place attachment and place dependence, as these constructs are starting to appear 

within the NRM and ecology literature (Cantrill & Senecah, 2001; Davenport & 

Anderson, 2005; Jorgenson & Stedman, 2001; Paayton, Fulton & Anderson, 2005; 

Vaske & Korbin, 2001; Vugt, 2001; Williams, Patterson, Roggenbuck & Warson, 

1992 ).  
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Location itself does not create a sense of place. Rather it emerges from involvement 

between people, and between people and place. In this way NRM is a very plausible 

influence on the development and maintenance of sense of place. The unique 

features of sense of place dimensions in any environment have been proposed as 

likely concepts to help understand facets of the community experience and thus 

illuminate solutions to ecological problems.  

The social science aspect of the project is therefore founded on the premise that 

natural resource management is a social and psychological process; that is, the 

uptake by woolgrowers of current research findings and technological advances is 

dependent on their understanding and motivation to change attitudes and behaviour 

related to their natural environments and associated industries. Our methodology was 

chosen in recognition that all social processes, including NRM, involve discursive 

interactions that require people to have common understandings of meanings given 

to concepts we use to talk about the issues at hand. These common meanings are 

socially constructed, and as such may differ between those involved in different 

social processes, ie the scientist and the woolgrower. Hence it is essential to 

understand woolgrowers’ meanings for biodiversity and sustainability, and for the 

places, their properties, that some NRM practices may seek to change. In other 

words, it is not acceptable to assume common understandings between researchers 

and woolgrowers with regards to meanings of biodiversity, sustainability. Indeed 

research such as Kurz, Donaghue, Rapley and Walker (2005) has shown that ways 

people talk about natural resources have a significant impact on changing attitudes 

and behavioural practices. The premise in this project is that appreciating and 

negotiating such meanings might be an aspect of NRM that has been missing, such 

that the changes to land management may be asking woolgrowers to engage with 

more than their physical property – rather NRM may be touching on aspects of 

woolgrowers’ sense of place and identity. 

In order to appreciate the motivation, intentions and actual behaviour of the 

individual and community toward a property or region, it is necessary to comprehend 

the meaning or “sense” inhabitants have of it. Any land defined by geographical 

boundaries can be viewed also as a socially constructed system of meanings (Greider 

& Garkovich, 1994). To engage with the land is also to engage with these meanings. 

To manage the land is also to manage the meanings, however very little literature 
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actually addresses this aspect of NRM, except for references to Indigenous people’s 

identity and attachment. 

Psychological connection to place occurs when meanings generate or enhance an 

emotional bond with place (Cuba & Hummon, 1993; Twigger-Ross & Uzzell, 1996). 

This bond is associated with the thoughts about (attitude) and behaviour toward the 

place. Experiences in the place which involve time and commitment can result in 

significant psychological connection, especially when this has consequences for 

other aspects of a person’s psychological well-being or quality of life (Hummon, 

1992). These consequences are not just functional involving, for example, economic 

outcomes (Williams, Patterson, Roggenbuck & Watson, 1992). They can also 

involve deep psychological processes with outcomes associated with self identity, 

self concept (Sarbin, 1983), security and esteem, and group and community identity 

(Proshansky, Fabian & Kaminoff, 1983; Puddifoot, 1995). From this perspective, 

one could speculate that if there is evidence of such strong associations between 

people and property, (Mesch & Manor, 1998) then perhaps there is a connection 

between the meaning of behaviour and attitudes toward environmentally responsible 

manner ( Vaske & Korbin, 2001; Williams & Patterson, 1996). And perhaps there 

are implications for managed changes in “place” in these psychological processes. 

In short the guiding behavioural science principle of the project was that how people 

think and feel about place relates to how they behave in relation to it, and that the 

social construction of place implies different meanings for each landholder which 

need to be understood by the researcher. 
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RReesseeaarrcchh  QQuueessttiioonnss  
We were interested in how the woolgrowers of Traprock represented the spectrum of 

meanings and emotions to places that were of NRM concern? This we defined in 

terms of sense of place, including place identity, place attachment and place 

dependence. We were also interested in whether there might be implications for 

attitudes and behaviour associated with NRM and the sense of place. 

 

MMeetthhoodd  
Rationale  

As discussed above, no assumptions can be made about the meanings woolgrowers 

have for the concepts of “biodiversity”, “sustainability”, or the natural resources on 

their properties and its management. More importantly we cannot assume that these 

meanings are in common with those of the project researchers. Hence the social 

science methodology sought to give woolgrowers the opportunity to talk about 

aspects of work and everyday life on their properties, so we could appreciate the 

meanings and emotions associated with it, that may be associated with their 

meanings of biodiversity and sustainable land management practices. To do this we 

used a place-based approach where participants are asked about themselves in 

relation to specific places. This contrasts with the more commonly used person-

based approaches where participants are asked only about themselves and no 

reference is made to place. However, as questions related to “who we are” may be 

contingent upon “where we are” at the time, viewing participants’ constructions of 

their identity in reference to the context of their property was considered to be 

essential to the purposes of this project. 

The place-based approached used here is Photovoice where participants are invited 

to tell researchers about an issue by taking photographs of images that capture 

participants thoughts and feelings associated with the issue. This method is growing 

in popularity with many different areas of inquiry with social sciences for several 

reasons (McIntyre, 2003; Smith & Woodward, 1999; Wang, 2001;Wang, Tao & 

Carovano, 1998). It is preferred over the use of surveys and interviews alone because 

participants get to set the agenda of what they choose to talk about and to determine 
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the relative importance of issues, rather than respond to the questions and issues as 

determined by the researcher. Participants get to determine what they think is 

important for the researcher to know about their properties, rather than just 

responding to the researchers’ priorities. While the same can be said for semi or 

unstructured interviewing, Photovoice is a method of choice also when there may be 

reluctance of some participants to talk about the issue, but where researchers expect 

they have a lot to say, or a lot to show you. In the Traprock, most woolgrowers had 

already been approached with surveys and interviews inquiring about individual 

factors related to land management and the wool industry in general. Because the 

discussion of the photos allows the researcher to “witness” the social construction of 

the meanings given to themes of the photos, in this case to biodiversity and 

sustainability, and the land natural resource itself. This is especially illuminating 

when such construction involves the group or community with which the 

woolgrower identifies. Such group discourse regarding photos can identify the 

degree of consensus shared by regional community members. Furthermore the 

processes of Photovoice have been shown to initiate change in attitude and behaviour 

toward the subject under discussion, in that it is experienced as an empowering tool 

that promotes community collective thinking (Foster-Fishman, et al., 2005).  

Photovoice is a qualitative participatory research method. It elicits and documents 

landowners’ thoughts and feelings about their paddocks, properties and sub-

catchment. Images show the natural characteristics and human dimensions 

representing symbolic and emotional meanings of place, as well as economic 

indicators. 

Procedure 

42 participants were invited to participate through a letter sent to all woolgrowers in 

the Traprock region. This letter identified the purpose of the Traprock project and 

described the nature of the social science components. In addition discussion of the 

project was held in local meetings occurring at the time of the project initiation. Of 

the 42 households approached, only 8 declined. Another 2 had to withdraw from the 

study due to unforseen personal circumstances.   

Participants were sent a disposable camera with instructions to take pictures on their 

properties which illustrated biodiversity, sustainable production, their life on the 
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property and any favourite places on the property. When husbands, wives and 

partners both indicated interest in the project, both were encouraged to take photos 

representing their individual perspectives. Cameras were then returned to the 

researcher and film was developed. Each participant was then invited to meet on 

their property to view and talk about the photos. During the conversation participants 

were asked to identify which photos best represented the different themes and why. 

This conversation took an hour on average. It was taped and later transcribed 

verbatim. 

To get a sense of the community construction of these concepts, participants were 

invited to attend a focus group organised in their area. Three groups were held to 

accommodate all interested participants at convenient times. Participants were asked 

to share their photos with their neighbours. The group was given the task of 

determining the photos which best represented the group’s perspective of each 

theme. Each group produced a collage of photos representing their discussion. The 

focus group discussions were transcribed verbatim. 

Data sources and analyses 

Two data sources were therefore available for analysis; about 40 hours of individual 

and group conversation text, and 250 photos chosen by individuals and the three 

focus groups indicated how woolgrowers thought and felt about their Traprock 

property, and their choices in managing it. Analyses involved much iteration of 

reading the data and identifying themes and sub-themes. Photos were analysed 

separately from associated text and categorised in terms of the related framework for 

the research question being addressed, such as life on the property, characteristics of 

special places, etc. Unfortunately at the time of writing this report, the second reader 

of the data had not completed their analyses to determine the reliability of the 

findings presented in this report. 
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RReessuullttss  
Participant characteristics.  

23 men and 9 women participated. 28% were younger than 40 yrs, 40% were 

between 40 and 50 yrs, 32% were older than 50yrs. 65% had other family living in 

the area. 35% spent some time in paid employment off the property. 56% had no 

children still living at home. Few participants had children who they thought would 

take over property. 56% definitely had no one to do that, while 35% were uncertain 

as to their children’s long term plans. Only 9% indicated they would definitely pass 

on management to the next generation. 

Participants’ talk about Biodiversity 

After 3 iterations of thematic analysis of the data, content could be identified in 

terms of a definition of biodiversity which identifies all species of plants, animals 

and micro-organisms existing and interacting within an ecosystem. Percentage of 

woolgrowers including each category in their constructions of biodiversity were as 

follows: 

Vegetation  only, 13.3% 

Vegetation and animals, 33.3% 

Vegetation, animals and insects, 26.7% 

Vegetation, animals, insects and micro-organisms, 26.7% 

The most frequently occurring references here were to remnant and regrowth trees, 

and grasslands. Animals referenced most were kangaroos and rabbits 

When woolgrowers were invited to talk about biodiversity on their properties, 

biodiversity was constructed discursively within the following categories (Alteri, 

1999). The percentage of participants including that category is noted. (See 

Appendix for examples of text from transcripts) 

Productive biota – trees, plants, animals chosen specifically to play a 

determining role in the diversity and complexity of the system by 30.6% 

Resource biota – organisms that contribute to production through pollination, 

biological control, decomposition, etc by 38.6% 

Destructive biota – weeds, insects, microbial pathogens which farmers aim at 

reducing through management by 34.6% 
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When woolgrowers took photos of biodiversity on their properties the following 

components were included. The percentage of participants including that component 

is also noted. (See Appendix for examples of these photos) 

90% landscapes of paddocks and trees 

9% just trees 

9% included dry creek beds 

18% included water 

5% included domestic animals 

.5% included humans 

Participants’ talk about Sustainable Production 

After 4 iterations of thematic analysis of the data, content of woolgrowers 

conversations around sustainable production included reference to the following 

matters, with percentage of respondents indicated. (See Appendix for examples of 

text from transcripts) 

Economic outcome – 6.7% 

Better Product – 26.7% 

Protecting Ecology – 66.7% 

Further analysis of conversation regarding best practice for sustainable production 

included reference to the following foci for management, with percentage of 

respondents indicated:  

Weed management – 53.3% 

Manipulation at the landscape level – 46.7% 

Soil fertility and plant health – 53.3% 

Enhance microbial antagonists – 53.3% 

Woolgrowers constructed their talk about actual practices demonstrating 

management for sustainable production in terms of the following, with percentage of 

respondents indicated: 

 Increasing productivity and also conserving and regenerating the resource 

base  - 66.6% 

Exploiting the complementarities and synergisms that result from various 

combinations of trees, etc in spacial and temporal arrangements – 80% 

Addressing concerns above and below ground - 66.6% 
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Using mosaic structures in landscapes involving multiple habitats, such as 

paddocks bordered by wild vegetation & system of corridors - 26.7% 

Rotating crop and grazing paddocks - 53.3% 

Woolgrowers “saw” evidence of sustainable production on their properties, and took 

photos of such sites which included the following, with percentage of respondents 

indicated 

            Landscape - 66% 

Stock - 17% 

Planted vegetation - 12% 

Water - 9% 

Human effort - 17% 

Participants’ relationship to their properties – sense of place 

Sense of place is an abstract concept which considers how people relate to particular 

places and how these places in turn are represented in how people see themselves. In 

this project the place of reference was the woolgrowers’ own property. Three 

psychological aspects of place were identified.  

 Place Identity reflects a cognitive relationship to place – who I think I 

am is partly determined by where I am - I am partly defined by others 

(my socially constructed identity) in terms of where I live 

 Place Attachment reflects an emotional relationship to place - 

environments can affect my emotions, and I can go to particular 

places to feel better or avoid other places because they dampen my 

mood 

 Place Dependence reflects a functional relationship to place, 

particularly in economic terms, which is more familiar to social 

science research - for the things I like to do, and work I need to do to 

survive financially, there’s no better place than here 

Constructions of each component of sense of place were sought from conversations 

and photos related to the theme of life on the property and identifying special places 

on the property. (See Appendix for examples of text from transcripts) 

6 Iterations of the data resulted in identification of woolgrowers’ talk reflecting:  

Place Identity by 53%  
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Place Attachment by 73% 

Place Dependence by 64.3% 

When talking about life on the property further theme analysis gives more evidence 

of the meaning ascribed to the property in the lives of woolgrowers in the Traprock, 

93% referred to the importance of the land for its health and lifestyle benefits,  

…if you’re not there as a lifestyle side of things as well as the money side of 

things you shouldn’t be here.   

86.7% talked about the benefits of their property in terms of emotional well-being 

and how the land provides such a resource irrespective of the economic concerns.  

If you’re working the sheep, then you’ll sit there and you’ll look out across the 

valley and …it just feels okay, this job’s done and you’ve a good feeling and 

you look out and you’ve got an appreciation of the countryside. 

60% talked about different properties of the land as interwoven with special events 

and everyday interactions amongst family and close relationships.  64.3% 

constructed issues related to the land as central to the sense of community in the 

region, – that positive and negative aspects brought people together. However the 

land itself was also implicated in construction of some distressing aspects of life. 

Financial concerns were identified by 66.7%. 

it has consumed our life a fair bit in the last five years. 

The freedom from limitations of urban living were counterbalanced by 40% who 

mentioned education limitations available to people living on properties. Finally 

safety issues were raised by 13.1% of participants 

Further meaning of their properties was constructed through stories and photos about 

life on the property. 93% of woolgrowers talked about the work aspect of every day 

life, while 60 % included reference to their property as a source of recreation, and 

60% talked about everyday living chores. Domestic animals were mentioned as an 

important feature of their everyday interaction with the land in that 40% included 

references to dogs and/or horses. 

To explore possible deeper meaning of the land to woolgrowers, participants were 

asked to identify special places on their properties. In their stories and photos it was 

apparent than natural environments such as paddocks played a more significant role 
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than built environments, such as the family home or workshed. Interestingly special 

places denoting particular emotional attachment and bonding were constructed in 

relation to work experiences by 40 % of participants.  

It makes you feel good when you can see what you’ve actually finished.  

This tended to be specific routes for mustering stock or planted areas for alternative 

crops and grazing.  

… when she’s [the Traprock region] green you look down the creek and you 

see the different aspects of the green and it makes you feel you know why 

you are here…” 

The synergies between work experiences and positive emotive experiences related to 

the land appeared throughout the conversation, suggesting that sustaining this way of 

life was directly related to sustaining aspects of one’s psychological well-being:  

there’s a lot of satisfaction out of growing good wool  

Similarly for 53.3% of participants, their special place on the property was the main 

site of their rest and recreation, often involving water clean enough to sustain fish 

and permit swimming. Even people who indicated their special place was a site 

related to an activity of daily living, such as tending the veggie patch, implicated the 

importance of a healthy natural environment to sustain such a special place: 

it’s just a joy to wake up to a sunrise like that…that’s why it [Traprock] 

makes me feel so good. 

In addition to these discursive constructions of place and the central importance of 

the natural environment, woolgrowers also showed images of special places that 

were undistinguishable in content from those depicting biodiversity and 

sustainability. It was evident that any conceptual separation of care of the land from 

care of the self was a research artefact, possibly reflecting a need to simplify analysis 

by separating human factors from natural resource factors. 

Focus Group Talk 
Generally the content of discussion in the three groups reflects the same meanings 

found in the conversations with individual woolgrowers. However, the more active 

and collective social construction of these concepts tended to focus on arriving at 

consensus over the balance of cleared open grassland, regrowth and remnant 
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vegetation. This talk led to further consideration of economic sustainability and the 

need for more diversity in planting other vegetation:  

what my photos were trying to say, yes you need some timber but no you 

need to control it or else we are landholders will be unsustainable..  

The predominant discourse related to vegetation, with little reference to soil, animals 

or insects. Much of the group talk included taking exception to perceptions of how 

they misunderstand biodiversity and sustainability. For example, the construction of 

sustainable as “...not being urban ideals”, and the construction of their trees “...not 

as New South Wales trees” in that their trees “naturally seed themselves” was 

evident in all groups, as was the observation that their grasses were perennial, not 

like the grass “down south”. This talk could be interpreted as defensive talk, or 

difference talk, attempting to make explicit the fact that they gave different meaning 

to biodiversity and sustainability compared to “the pollies in Canberra”, the 

“southerners” or the “tree huggers”.  

Participants also used historical reference to imbue legitimacy to this difference-

making talk, such as:  

this landscape’s been managed in a fairly similar way for about 150 years 

with sheep on it, and its probably not too dissimilar to when it was first 

settled in a lot of respects...if we’ve still got a sward of grass like this after 

all this time we can’t be knocking it about too much, in fact Id say we’ve got 

a lot more grass now.   

In other words the identity and attachment talk evident in the focus groups was as 

much about what “Traprockers” were not, as about what they were, and that they 

defined their differences with references to the differences in characteristics of their 

natural resources compared to their peers in other states and parts of Queensland. 

Again this suggests a lack of conceptual separation between meanings people 

constructed for themselves and for their properties.  

Observations across participant groups 

Occurrences of particular themes were compared across several groupings of 

participants to inquire whether there were relationships between, for example age 

and length of time a resident of Traprock, and between sense of place dimensions 
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and land management attitudes and practices. The following were evident in the 

data: 

• The older the participant the more likely ecology is a focus point rather than 

economics or product quality 

• Indicators of Place identity, Attachment and Dependence are not dependent 

on age 

• Participants who describe Place Attachment are more likely to indicate 

concerns regarding diversity and ecological management practices compared 

to those who do not describe Place Attachment 

• Participants who describe Place Dependence are more likely to indicate 

concerns regarding product quality, however they are also more likely to 

indicate ecological management practices than those who do not describe 

Place Dependence. 

• The Traprock environment is significant to these resident participants not 

only for their livelihood, but also for some, their psychological sense of 

identity and well-being, quality recreation and experiences of daily living. 
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IImmpplliiccaattiioonnss  ffoorr  NNRRMM  pprraaccttiiccee    
The meanings a woolgrower has for the property are likely to go beyond the 

economic, hence they need to be considered in natural resource management and 

planning, or else opportunities to increase motivation and commitment for 

engagement may be missed.  In particular, changes to landscapes aimed at achieving 

public environmental goals may not just involve changes economic opportunity cost 

to the landholder but changes to identity and feelings of attachment.   At least some 

of these may be unwelcome, unless care is taken to ensure that the ‘new’ landscape 

arrangements also provide the psychological ‘goods’ discussed here.     

This research also provides another perspective on economic sustainability.   Primary 

producers tend to accept relatively low rates of return on capital and sometimes low 

real incomes.  This has often been considered in economic terms, where producers 

stay because of a low opportunity cost of their labour (no skills for other work) or 

hope for capital gain (Kingma & Samuel 1977).  The notion of a ‘psychic’ wage has 

also been considered, whereby landholders accept a low return or income because of 

the psychological benefits from farming.  It has also been suggested that cultural and 

political reinforcement of a special role for agriculture has, at least in the past, 

encouraged producers to persevere (Aitkin, 1988: Cockfield 1996).  With the decline 

of the notion of a ‘special role’, however, the reluctance to leave the land, or change 

enterprises remains and the concepts within sense of place potentially provide 

another way of viewing the holding forces in agriculture.   

In other findings: 

• Woolgrowers construct biodiversity to include humans (themselves), and 

they construct sustainability to include their quality of everyday life as a 

factor. 

• Sustainable land management is an aspect of sustaining the quality of 

woolgrowers’ everyday lives as well as the biodiversity underpinning their 

economic future. 

• What happens to sense of place when the landscape changes may be an issue 

if landscape change threatens place identity, attachment and dependence. 

• If the place meaning changes perhaps the positive attitude and NRM 

behaviour will change also. 
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IImmpplliiccaattiioonnss  ffoorr  ffuuttuurree  rreesseeaarrcchh    
 

This is a method that engages landholders, used to thinking spatially and observing 

landscape change.  It also makes a change from conventional surveys which have 

reached saturation point for groups such as Traprock Wool who participate in a lot of 

engagement processes.   

The research implications are” 

• Sense of place should and can be monitored as a determinant and outcome 

factor of NRM as well as biodiversity and woolgrower behaviour. 

• This approach could be used to monitor changes in the understanding of 

biodiversity.   

• Careful consideration needs to be given to the availability of skills and time.  

The processing of data took considerable time and the ability to analyse  this 

type of qualitative data is not common.   

o Computerisation, involving the loading of photographs and related 

text could cut some of the time. 

o Reducing the number of themes, for example to biodiversity would 

streamline the process. 

On the hand, the experience here was that broadening the focus did reveal some 

important information and ideas.   
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Methodological considerations for future NRM work 

 Use digital cameras as many participants commented on the limitation of 

photographing some images with disposable cameras. This would also save 

considerable time in digitizing images for analysis. 

 While encouraging participants to take a wide range of photos to capture 

images of the issue under investigation, in large samples this can result in 

more data than is practical to manage and analyse. Asking participants to 

choose a limited number of photos from their collection would help limit the 

data for analysis, but not impose too much restriction on the participant’s 

choice of images to represent the research question. 

 Careful annotation of photos chosen for analysis is essential to ensure 

accuracy of text related to the particular photos 

 Focus groups are very rich contexts within which to observe how 

communities of people construct a collective identity. This then illuminates 

the social norms underpinning NRM attitudes and behaviour that is and is not 

“done in our region”. 
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