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Abstract

Forces are at work in the Beef Cattle Industry to create an environmentally sustainable
industry that provides safe, quality-assured, and competitively priced, product for both the
domestic and export markets. Many view the forces as isomorphic in nature: taking a ‘one
size fits all’ approach to effecting change. Much of the impetus for change is driven by
forces outside the immediate day-to-day life of the grazier; from Extension, government
policy, environmental pressures as well as a new understanding of the consumer.
However, change is not taking place at the pace, or to the extent, that ‘change agents’
deem satisfactory or successful. The constant catch cry is “How can we get them
(graziers) to change?” The question that must be answered is whether the desired
outcomes are achievable through the processes currently in place. Possible outcomes of
the isomorphic process are the rationalisation and homogenisation of the Industry. This
thesis addresses this question and focuses in particular on the case of the North
Queensland Beef Cattle Industry. Using perspectives derived from Actor Network Theory
(ANT) and Post-productivism, this thesis uses qualitative research methods to develop a
new understanding of the complexity of change. A mixed group of seventy-two men and
women, representing the various groups participating in the North Queensland Beef
Cattle Industry were interviewed using semi-structured interviews.
Changes that have occurred in the Industry and the impetus for these changes are
identified, and attention focused on why the change process has at best been uneven and
in some instances has failed. Themes are developed at the individual level and the group
level, which give an explanation for the perceived variability in the adoption of change.
The findings are relevant to the North Queensland Beef Cattle Industry in particular, but
have significance for all primary industries. The findings inform the implications for
policy makers, lobbyists, extension purveyors, and all participants in the Beef Cattle
Industry as society moves forward in an increasingly post-productive era.
Data analysis concentrated on developing an understanding of: the change
context within which the North Queensland Beef Cattle Industry has been operating since
the 1970s; identifying how graziers measure their own success; what motivates a grazier
– or why they stay on their property; what lifestyle means to a grazier; differences
between graziers from different locales; and, differences between graziers and other
agricultural farmers. The results of the data analysis were used to develop a new model of
visualising the major players in the beef cattle industry through an actor-network analysis.
The grazier-network that evolved embodies a complex and dynamic set of relations
enacted in response to environmental, economic, socio-cultural, political and institutional
factors. A total of 13 actors are enrolled into the grazier’s network via 20 distinct
instruments. Each link between the grazier and an actor in their network is a multi-strand
conduit incorporating several enrolment instruments that are subject to significant

interference from other actors in the network. Of particular note to agencies of change are
both the preeminence of the two enrolment choices Self Image and Independence, and the
power of the actors Locale, Property, Family Tradition and Cattle within the graziernetwork. The relevance and interplay of these items will need to be understood to develop
extension programmes that are flexible enough that their isomorphic forces of change
align with the grazier-network of individual North Queensland Beef Cattle graziers.
The results of this study, including the grazier-networks and accompanying tables
mapped through it, will provide a tangible tool for planning, implementing and evaluating
change in the North Queensland Beef Cattle Industry.
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Section 1

What’s it all about?

This first section of the thesis, comprised of Chapter 1, introduces the thesis. The research
topic is explored and its importance as a significant and worthy area of study is
ascertained. The research questions are established. The researcher’s interest in, and
motivation to carry out the research, are also probed. The structure of the thesis is given
together with the subject matter for each section, and chapter within each section. Finally
the limitations of the study are acknowledged

1

1.1

Introduction

Background to the research

The North Queensland beef cattle industry has been under increasing pressure to change
as Australia moves towards a post-productive society (see for example Vanclay &
Lawrence, 1995a; Holmes, 2002; Furnas, 2003; Productivity Commission, 2003) where
the customer is dominant. There has been considerable pressure placed on all Australian
agricultural industries to adjust and restructure because of pervasive changes in the
global agro-food system including: globalisation of production; changes in consumption
patterns; replacement of labour with capital; declining contribution of agriculture to
national income; and, changes in the rural polices of federal and state governments (for
the Australian context see Lawrence, 1987; Lawrence, Vanclay & Furze, 1992; Burch,
Rickson & Lawrence, 1996; Burch, Rickson, Lawrence & Goss, 1998; Burch, Goss &
Lawrence, 1999, Higgins, 1999; Share et al., 2000, Higgins & Lockie, 2001, Higgins,
2001). This push to adjust and restructure is not peculiar to Australia or to the North
Queensland beef cattle industry1. It is a global phenomenon (for the International
context see Marsden, Lowe & Whatmore, 1990; Marsden, 1992; Le Heron, 1993;
Bonanno, Busch, Friedland, Gouveia & Mingione, 1994; McMichael 1994; Marsden &
Arce, 1995; Goodman & Watts, 1997; McMichael, 1997):
Rural areas, their residents and agencies, are now facing rapid social,
economic and political change. The balance between production,
amenity, mobility and development is readjusting as economic
activities and dependent relations become relocated. Similarly, the
values placed upon rural living and participation are subject to change.
Local, national and international political forces have direct influence
upon rural areas. (Marsden et al., 1990:viii)

1

The term Beef Cattle Industry is used in this thesis to refer to the beef cattle grazing agricultural
industry. In this chapter reference is made to ‘cattle industry’ and also ‘beef industry.’ These are short
titles for the beef cattle grazing industry, and the red meat production industry respectively.

2
This identified readjustment, where rural landscapes are now required to meet a variety
of uses, promotes diversification of activities within a landscape, which in turn may
increase the complexity of a primary producer’s2 operation. Many landscapes are
capable of providing heterogeneity of usage: productive usage through cropping and
grazing; consumptive usage by providing clean air, fresh water and natural resources
for all; and an aesthetic usage through tourism by simply being available for future
generations to enjoy. In line with post-productivist thinking, Rural Extension3 services
encourage primary producers to diversify their business activities through: undertaking
additional agricultural activities if their land is suitable; agritourism4 or farm stays; offfarm investments; and, off-farm work. However, even as there is a push for a postproductivist regime with diversification of activities carried out, there are also pressures
towards isomorphism5 in the management and conduct of each type of activity. For
each primary industry homogeneity in the process of producing that particular product
is encouraged. A key and complicating factor for the North Queensland beef cattle
industry is that its landscape has limited potential for diversification and multiple uses.
As a consequence, though the graziers are subjected to isomorphic pressures to change,

2

A primary producer carries on a business of plant and animal cultivation, fishing and pearling, or tree
farming and felling (Australian Tax Office, 2009). In this thesis the term grazier will be used to
describe a primary producer who is in the business of cattle production. The term farmer will be used
to describe a primary producer who is in the business of plant cultivation. Wherever the term primary
producer is used it should be understood to include grazier and farmer.

3

Extension includes all of the activities from the discovery of new knowledge through to the
dissemination of that new knowledge to those presumed to benefit from that new knowledge (Fulton
et al, 2003). Extension is the process whereby new technologies and procedures are taken from
researchers and transferred to practitioners. It is often referred to as ‘technology transfer.’ Example of
Extension organisations are (Queensland) Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries –
previously DPI (DPI&F) and (Australian) Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research
Organisation (CSIRO). Latterly private consulting organisations, banks, and rural agents have also
provided extension services to primary producers. Extension is defined and discussed in detail in
Chapter 2 Section 3.

4

Agritourism is where a farmer opens their farm for part or all of each year. They might offer
accommodation, tours or produce. Agritourism helps the farmer diversify their economic base, allows
visitors to experience what it is like to be part of the land, and, gives visitors an opportunity to see
how the farmer produces their particular food.

5

Isomorphism is defined according to Hawley's (1968) definition as:
A constraining process that forces one unit in a population to resemble other units
that face the same set of environmental conditions. At the population level ...
organizational characteristics are modified in the direction of increasing compatibility
with environmental characteristics. (quoted in DiMaggio & Powell, 1983:149)

3
they may not have the variety of options that many of their national and global
counterparts have.
Congruent with the post-productivist drive for multifunctional, multi-user
landscapes, is the, at times, conflicting roles for rural landscapes as a consumable for
productive uses, and as something that must be preserved ‘as they were’ for
consumptive and aesthetic uses. Where landscapes are not being preserved ‘as they
were,’ primary producers see themselves as being increasingly blamed for the changes.
At times, primary producers feel they are presented as the sole contributors to
environmental meltdown:
The litany of social and environmental sins associated with meat
production could almost make one feel that meat alone is responsible
for bringing the world to a state of ecological crisis. (Fiddes, 1991:210)
Primary producers are subjected to pressure to change for an increasing array of
reasons. The call for primary producers to change is not new. Almost three hundred
years ago Japanese farmers were similarly being advised to innovate and to note the
effects of their changes so that others could learn from them (Hefford, 1985:xvii).
Traditionally, the reason for promoting innovation, or change, was to improve
productivity. The cost was borne by the primary producer and the benefactor was the
primary producer. Now the reason for promoting change may have little to do with
productivity. In many cases it will be to do with improving or recovering consumptive
capacity of the landscape. Change now encompasses both commercial and also
environmental innovations. According to Röling (1990, 1991) and Kaimowitz (1990,
1991), the focus should be on enhancing the livelihood of all rural people, both landed
and non-landed. The costs are still borne by the landed primary producer, but the
benefactor is all rural people, and at times may extend to society at large. This emerging
incongruence between costs and benefits results in potential alienation of primary
producers.
It is equally important to acknowledge that not all change is good: “Over the
past forty years, there have been numerous Australian farm policies deserving of
criticism.” Hefford (1985:xvii). This may be a significant factor in explaining why
adoption of change is not rapid or even. Phillips (1996) draws attention to the primary
producer’s independent thinking when confronted with the isomorphic forces of

4
change, highlighting some of the factors that might explain why adoption of change is
patchy:
The response of any farmer to global forces can be seen as the result of
the complex interplay and mediation of forces at many levels within
the local and wider systems. While increasingly globalized agriculture
is to some extent influencing the scientific and economic construction
of 'good' farming practice at the local level, the influence of this
paradigm is not as completely homogenizing as its proponents would
have us believe. Farmers can be seen to mediate the forces of global
agriculture in their attempts to maintain and preserve - to differing
degrees - a valued way of life and to ensure the continuation of family
farming and community values. The extent to which farmers resist or
embrace the wider discourses of farming can be seen as the result of a
complex interaction of local and global forces, which are played out at
levels of the individual, community and wider networks. The
construction of farming in terms of practices is contested both locally
and within wider contexts, but more importantly, 'good farming' at the
local level cannot be separated from the wider context of farming as a
way of life and the global forces that seek to shape it. (Phillips,
1996:280)
This thesis seeks to identify and describe some of the factors that influence whether
primary producers, specifically graziers, are likely to take up change. The North
Queensland beef cattle industry reaction to the isomorphic forces for change applied at
a global, national and local level, provides the focus for this thesis.

1.2

Isomorphism - in brief

Isomorphism is a recurring, and central, theme throughout this thesis. A concise
definitional discussion of isomorphism is included at this point to position the reader to
understand its relevance to the thesis.
Isomorphism is a concept that surfaced in the Sociology of Organisations in the
1980s, acknowledging the ability of outside influences to significantly impact upon the
decision-making processes of an organisation, often resulting in rationalisation and
homogenisation of organisations. When organisations in the same line of business are
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structured into an organisational field6, “powerful forces emerge that lead them to
become more similar to one another” (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983:148). Isomorphism is
a consequence, rather than an objective, of these forces. Recognising the North
Queensland beef cattle industry as an organizational field allows us to begin to
understand the emergence of constraining processes across a wide range of beef cattle
grazing entities that force one entity within the organizational field to resemble other
entities that face the same environmental conditions (Ransom, 2007). The concept of
isomorphism is suggested to best describe this process of homogenization.
Building on Hawley’s (1968) definition of isomorphism as a constraining
process that forces one unit in a population, or organizational field, to resemble other
units that face the same set of environmental conditions, DiMaggio and Powell (1983)
posit that two forms of isomorphism - competitive isomorphism and institutional
isomorphism - are instrumental in the rationalisation and homogenisation of
organisations. Competitive isomorphism, as defined by Hannan and Freeman (1977),
arises out of economic competition among organisations for resources and customers,
resulting in survival of the “economically fit”:
This principle asserts that there is a one-to-one correspondence
between structural elements of social organization and those units that
mediate flows of essential resources into the system.... But any
observed isomorphism can arise from purposeful adaptation of
organizations to the common constraints they face or because
nonisomorphic organizations are selected against. (Hannan & Freeman,
1977:957)
This is a population ecology perspective that draws on the Darwinian theory of natural
selection, whereby the environment imposes a process of natural selection on
organisations such that those with favourable traits are more likely to survive (Hannan

6

DiMaggio and Powell (1983) define an organizational field as:
organizations that, in aggregate, constitute a recognized area of institutional life: key
suppliers, resource agencies, and other organizations that produce similar services or
products. (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983:148)
An organisational field exists only if it is "institutionally defined" or "structurated," meaning that
there is an increased level of interaction among organizations in the field; sharply defined interorganizational patterns of domination and coalition; increased information load for the organizations
within the field; and an awareness among organisational participants that they are involved in a
common enterprise (DiMaggio, 1982).
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and Freeman, 1977; Hannan and Carroll, 1992). Population ecology is a perspective
that seeks to explain the factors that affect the life cycles of organizations and suggests
that organisations adapt to the elements of the environment where they interact in order
to survive, which naturally leads to isomorphism.
However, Hannan and Freeman’s (1977) definition of competitive isomorphism
does not completely account for the political struggle for inter-organisational power and
survival. Institutional isomorphism does help to explain this struggle. Institutional
isomorphism arises because organisations are influenced by other organisations. This
gives rise to competition for political power and legitimacy, in addition to a push
towards rationalisation. DiMaggio and Powell (1983) claim
[A] theory of institutional isomorphism may explain the observations
that organizations are becoming more homogeneous, and that elites
often get their way, while at the same time enabling us to understand
the irrationality, the frustration of power, and the lack of innovation
that are so commonplace in organizational life. (DiMaggio & Powell,
1983:157)
Three types of institutional isomorphism were identified by DiMaggio and Powell
(1983): coercive isomorphism; mimetic isomorphism; and normative isomorphism.
Coercive isomorphism stems from political influence and the desire for
legitimacy and manifests when one organisation exerts pressure to conform on another
organisation (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). This type of isomorphic mechanism results
not only from both formal and informal pressures exerted on an organisation by other
organisations upon which they are dependent, but also by cultural expectations in the
society within which the organisation function (Ransom,2007). These pressures may be
by direct imposition of standard operating procedures and legitimated rules and
structures by large organisations, including government, or by persuasion. Additionally,
although coercive pressure can be exercised by both local actors7 and external actors8,
Carruthers, Babb and Halliday (2001) assert that the pressure exercised by external
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In the case of the North Queensland Beef Cattle Industry organisational field, local actors would
include but not be limited to: graziers in the region, extension officers in the region, and local
government.
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In the case of the North Queensland Beef Cattle Industry organisational field, external actors would
include but not be limited to: Federal government; international markets; and international
governments.

7
actors is always mediated and processed by local actors. In Australia, State and Federal
governments can be seen as exerting coercive isomorphic pressure on primary
producers in many ways: animal welfare legislation; environmental legislation (e.g.
Queensland

Vegetation

Management

Act

1999

and

Queensland

Vegetation

Management Regulation 2000); workplace health and safety legislation; and through
the terms of leasehold land tenure contracts.
Mimetic isomorphism occurs when organisations model themselves after
similar organisations that they perceive to be more legitimate or successful (see
Kimberly, 1980). This type of isomorphism arises when there is uncertainty about
available technologies: the technology is poorly understood; its goals seem ambiguous
or overly ambitious; or there is uncertainty as to whether the technology will actually
improve their outcomes. Mimetic isomorphism is the mechanism via which much of the
early productivity-based technological innovation was adopted by graziers in the North
Queensland beef cattle industry. Two technologies, now widely practiced, that were
extended to graziers through what might be described as mimetic isomorphism are early
weaning, and supplementary feeding9 regimes. For both technologies, the Queensland
Department of Primary Industries (QDPI) and Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial
Research Organisation (CSIRO) worked with key graziers to successfully implement
the technology on their property, and then used these graziers to showcase the
successful uptake of the technologies and further extend it to other graziers.
The practices of sustainable grazing management remain a contested terrain,
with the rangeland profession mired in confusion, misinterpretation, and uncertainty
with respect to the evaluation of grazing systems and the development of grazing
recommendations and policy decisions (Briske et al., 2008). A debate about whether
rotational (cell) grazing is superior to continuous grazing as a grazing strategy on
rangelands has continued for six decades. Richards and Lawrence (2009) argue that cell
grazing, a strategy requiring an ideological and cultural shift, as well as an investment

9

Supplementary feeding (supplementation) is a process whereby cattle are fed a supplement to their
diet to ensure that the bugs resident in their stomachs keep active breaking down grass and extracting
protein to keep the animal growing and in good condition. This is particularly important as grass dries
off and the amount of protein in the grass drops. As this occurs, the animal needs to consume a larger
volume of grass to get the required protein to continue growing, or even maintain condition.
Supplementation ensures that protein breakdown continues, making the animal hungry enough to
consume enough grass to maintain condition, and even continue to grow.
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in new infrastructure, may demonstrate that beef grazing has the potential to be both
economically and environmentally sustainable. Richards (2007:177) describes cell
grazing as “an arguably more holistic form of practice (that) departs from conventional
practices in a number of ways; in the management of cattle, its business philosophy, and
in its aims toward ecological outcomes alongside those of beef production.” The
strategy that Richards (2007) refers to is a ‘whole of business’ strategy taught at the
RCS P/L GrazingforProfit™ School and which incorporates cell grazing as its grazing
management strategy. Terry McCosker is a founding director of RCS P/L and
responsible for the introduction of the GrazingforProfit™ School into Australia. Whilst
Terry McCosker has often been linked with cell grazing, GrazingforProfit™ provides
holistic integrated management training for agricultural enterprises so that producers
consider environmental, land management, production and economic factors. Although
some producers who participate in the GrazingforProfit™ School do choose to use cell
grazing as their grazing management strategy, not all do, opting instead to implement
only some of the principles - more strategically placed waters, more fencing, and
seasonal rotational grazing – to more fully utilise pasture and regenerate native
pastures. Thus results attributed to either cell grazing or rotational grazing may really be
the effect of a change of attitude, intensity of management, and better overall
management of the whole enterprise (McIvor, 2004). A poorly managed cell grazing
strategy may provide no better results than any other similarly poorly managed grazing
strategy. Briske et al.’s (2008) review of grazing systems research spanning the last 50
years of the rangeland profession confirm how contested the debate remains. They
conclude that:
[C]ontinued advocacy for rotational grazing as a superior system of
grazing is founded on perception and anecdotal interpretations, rather
than on the preponderance of experimental evidence. Rotational
grazing as a means to increase vegetation and animal production has
been subjected to as rigorous a testing regime as any hypothesis in the
rangeland profession, and it has been found to convey few, if any,
consistent benefits over continuous grazing. (Briske et al., 2008:11)
The science underpinning choice of grazing system remains inadequate resulting in an
uncertainty for graziers and giving rise to what could be considered mimetic
isomorphism as graziers model their grazing system on that used by similar graziers
that they perceive to be more legitimate or successful. A debate about whether cell
(intensive rotational) grazing is superior to continuous grazing is not central to this
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thesis though it serves as an exemplar of the uncertainties that graziers face in their
organisational field.
The third category of institutional isomorphism, normative isomorphism, stems
from the influence of professionals, or the collective action of members of an
occupation to define the conditions and methods of their work (Larson, 1977). A
profession is “an occupational group with some special skill” (Abbott, 1988:7) and it
controls “the acquisition and application of various kinds of knowledge” (Abbott,
1988:1). The tasks of professions are to provide expert service to amend human
problems (Abbott 1988: 33) that can be objective, in that they originate naturally or
through technological imperatives, or that can be subjective, whereby they are imposed
by society or a culture either from the present or past. According to Babb (2001:15):
What makes professions special is that they make rules about which
ideas are to be considered knowledge and who is allowed to call
themselves an expert. The power of professions is derived from their
legitimacy, “founded on the socially recognized expertise” (Larson
1977: xvii).
Further, Babb (2001) claims that “professions fundamentally require legitimation from
organizations or actors with resources” (p16) because professionals are “experts who
get paid to exercise their expertise” (p16). Based on this understanding of professionals,
Babb (2001) introduced an alternative label for this type of professional influence expert isomorphism. Grabel (2000) argues that expert isomorphism appears a more
legitimate influence than coercive isomorphism because professionals, when compared
to governments, claim independence of political motivation and to have scientific
validity of their theories. Governments tend to rely on the knowledge of experts and
professionals, which is perceived as ‘non-political’ to serve as a source of legitimization
for their coercive pressures (Keren 1995). Thus processes of both coercive and expert
isomorphism can operate and interact with each other, to produce synergetic effects. In
the case of the North Queensland beef cattle industry organisational field, expert
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isomorphism can be seen as stemming from researchers and extension10 officers, who
are perceived to be professional-neutral players who hold objective knowledge
compared to other players who may have more sectarian interests.
It is noteworthy that coercive and expert/normative isomorphism can operate
simultaneously, but also that they can interact with each other in a way that reinforces
the dynamics leading to grazier change. The actors carrying out the process of coercive
isomorphism are able to mobilise the expert power (through research grants and
government funded programs) to promote their agenda of change. Conversely, actors
carrying out the process of expert isomorphism are able to influence the political and
legislative pressure exercised by governments. Three important questions, related to
expert isomorphism, arise in this study: To whom must professionals legitimate their
claims?;

Who

socially

recognises

this

expertise?;

and

Is

this

expertise

inviolate/uncontestable? The question of to whom professional must legitimate their
claims surfaces in subsections of Section 2.2 - Rethinking Rural Development. The
question of who socially recognises this professional expertise also surfaces in
subsections of Section 2.2 - Rethinking Rural Development, and in Section 4.4.5 –
Grazier’s discerning attitude to change. The remaining question of whether the
professional expertise is inviolate similarly surfaces in subsections of Section 2.2 Rethinking Rural Development, and in Section 4.4.5 – Grazier’s discerning attitude to
change.
Competitive isomorphism and institutional isomorphism, as explained above,
are described by Zucker (1987) as complementary. If evident, they can play an
important role in the evolution of an ‘organisation’ as it strives for efficiency and to
maintain a stake in the competitive market place, and, competes for power and
legitimacy. In particular, Zucker (1987:443) argues institutional isomorphism has a
positive influence on the prospect of an organisation surviving.

10

Extension includes all of the activities from the discovery of new knowledge through to the
dissemination of that new knowledge to those presumed to benefit from that new knowledge (Fulton
et al, 2003). Extension is the process whereby new technologies and procedures are taken from
researchers and transferred to practitioners. It is often referred to as ‘technology transfer.’ Example of
Extension organisations are (Queensland) Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries –
previously DPI (DPI&F) and (Australian) Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research
Organisation (CSIRO). Extension is defined and discussed in detail in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.
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Technology has long been linked to rationalisation and homogenisation, most
notably by classical sociologists Marx and Weber. Seeking to revise Marx's theory of
historical materialism, Habermas (1971) claimed that society was proceeding in two
dimensions: the development of the forces of production and the development of
normative

orders.

Habermas

(1971:81,101)

linked

the

rationalisation

and

homogenisation of society to the institutionalisation of science and technology,
whereby technology and science take on the function of legitimising political power,
permeating social institutions and thus transforming them. Technology has growing
power “over the external conditions of existence” (Habermas, 1971:115) and the
“adaption of the institutional framework” (Habermas, 1971:115). For Habermas,
technology is a major actor in the push for isomorphism and rationalisation, such that
he believed the increased use of technology did not “furnish members of society with
the opportunity for further emancipation and progressive individuation” (Habermas,
1971:119).
Gouldner (1982a:250) similarly sees an intense link between technology and
science, and institutionalisation and routinisation. Like Habermas, Gouldner (1982b:25)
describes technology and science as a legitimising ideology, supporting the goals and
“morality” of bureaucratic officials (Gouldner, 1982a:270). Tushman and Anderson
(1986:439) similarly theorise that technology is a central player in this push towards
isomorphism, claiming that technology is a “critical factor” in shaping organisational
form: “at the organizational level, technological action, ... may be a powerful level in
directly shaping environmental conditions and, in turn, organizational adaption”
(Tushman & Anderson, 1986:463). Technological innovations, in both product and
process, affect not only the organisations producing that product, but also all other
technologically interdependent communities of organisations. Technological innovation
leads to an increase in homogeneity within the organisational population as those who
“take on” the new technology survive, while those who do not, gradually exit the
market.
It is important to note that isomorphism need not be viewed as a negative force
(Zucker, 1987). Gouldner (1959 cited in Blau, 1965:118) posited that organisations
subject to “isomorphising” pressures still retained some autonomy. In this study of the
North Queensland beef cattle industry institutional isomorphisms are evident and the

12
impact of their resulting pressures on North Queensland graziers in particular, are
discussed at length in the following chapters.

1.3

Aims and Objectives

The aim of this thesis is:
to understand the effects of isomorphism on the North Queensland beef
cattle industry from the cattle producers’ perspective.
There will be a particular focus on understanding why graziers behave the way they do
when subjected to the isomorphising pressures to change. The objectives in achieving
this aim are to:
identify who, or what, influences a grazier’s decision to change; and, how
those influences are enacted.
Theories of isomorphism acknowledge the ability of outside influences to significantly
impact upon the decision-making processes of a decision maker, and focus attention on
the competition for political power and legitimacy in this process. Isomorphic
mechanisms results from both formal and informal pressures exerted on a decision
maker by other actors, and also by cultural expectations in the society within which the
decision maker functions. Additionally, theories of isomorphism acknowledge that
whilst both local actors and external actors pressure graziers to change, local actors
mediate and process the pressure exercised by external actors.

Theories of

isomorphism provide a new approach to understanding how and why graziers take up
change, that recognises the complex interplay of actors global, national and local level.
Using an actor-network theory (ANT) approach the various actors (who/what)
in the grazier-network will be will be revealed, and the enrolment instruments (how)
that ‘connect’ each actor to the grazier will be identified. Another important motive for
using ANT is that it recognises the existence of non-human actors. ANT, and how it
will be used in this thesis, is discussed in detail in Chapter 3 – Research Methodology.
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1.4

Research Questions

Studies of isomorphism are undertaken at the level of organisational fields. Cattle
graziers and beef producers, as key suppliers, constitute a legitimate field in which to
study isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). Many studies (including Sedlak, 1981;
Torrens, 1988) have been conducted to study isomorphism of business. To date, there
has not been a sociologically based study of organisations or individuals involved in
primary production to determine whether isomorphism is evident in these particular
“organisational fields” and how the actors react to isomorphic pressures. The study of
systems has been central to my working life11 for close to thirty years and strongly
influenced my decision to consider isomorphism in a holistic, whole of system, way.
Grazier reaction to change in general is of particular interest, rather than grazier
reaction to a particular change. Central to the study is the need to identify and describe
all of the actors and relationships encountered by a grazier confronted with a decision as
to whether to change their behaviour or attitude, yet also acknowledge that not every
actor or interaction will be pertinent to each particular decision. Whilst the economics
of beef and cattle production cannot be ignored, this research will primarily focus on
social, non-monetary factors. Thus, this study will investigate the North Queensland
beef cattle industry and address the following research questions:
1. Who/what are the actors influencing a grazier’s decision to change?
2. How is an actor able to enact influence on a grazier’s decision to change : what
enrolment instruments include an actor in a grazier’s decision to change?
It is not the intention of this study to focus on any particular type of change, rather to
look at change in general. There have already been studies of attempts to influence
North Queensland graziers to take up specific types of desired change (see for example
Herr, Stoeckl, & Greiner, 2003; Herr, Greiner & Stoeckl, 2004; Greiner, Lankester &
Patterson, 2007; Nelson & Robinson, 2009) and generally the approaches recommended
to effect different types of change are equally different. As stated in the beginning

11

My tertiary qualifications are in Science (Mathematics and Physics), Commerce, and Sociology. My
professional memberships are to the Australian Computer Society and CPA Australia. I have worked
as an Information Systems Programmer and Systems Analyst, and as a lecturer in Information
Systems and Research Methods. My training and work have focused on systems and logic,
emphasising that you must never lose sight of the larger system within which you operate.
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paragraph of this section, this study hopes to develop a holistic view containing all of
the actors and relationships that influence a grazier confronted by a decision relating to
any type of change in their attitudes and behaviours associated with their beef grazing
practices.

1.5

Motivation for the Research

My interest in this topic was roused in my first year of married life on a cattle property
in North Queensland. My husband, a fourth generation grazier, and his parents, had
three years previously reduced their land holdings from three properties to two
properties.
I had recently completed my M.A. where I had studied sociology and had
written several papers discussing institutional isomorphism, competitive isomorphism,
and the role of technology. I watched, with interest, several developments in the
environment within which my husband was operating his business. There appeared to
be interesting similarities between the pressures faced by my husband and his fellow
graziers and my study of institutional isomorphism including mimetic, coercive and
normative isomorphism, and competitive isomorphism.
Up until that time, Allingham bullocks were sought after: the beef graded well
with primal cuts (fillet steak, rump steak, etc) going to the export market; there was
little bruising; and record weights and prices12. Their bullocks were classed as premium
bullocks and consistently graded suitable for Sweden - a premium grading for North
Queensland beef in the late 1980s.
For close to fifty years the family had always sold to the same meatworks and
maintained a set selling program. The family was part of the meatwork’s 'stable' of
graziers who the meatwork’s buyer would contact regularly throughout the ‘selling’
season to keep up-to-date with market forecasts. The family was also one of those
contacted, if the meatworks was short of cattle for processing to see whether they had

12

Mr. Bunty Allingham (my husband’s late father) enjoyed relating how he had been told that his
bullocks had bought a record price for a day’s kill at the meatworks.
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cattle to fill capacity. During this period of time, the grazier-buyer relationship appeared
to be valued and honoured by both parties.
Provisions within the Federal Meat Industry Processing Award enforced a 'tally'
system13 on the throughput of meatworks, such that, if more than a set number of cattle
were killed for the day, then penalties would have to be paid by the meatworks. As
there was essentially a fixed cost of killing for the day, the more beef that could be
produced from the day’s kill, the greater the meatwork’s profit. This meant that heavier
bullocks, such as were produced by my husband’s business, were 'prized' under this
regime.
However, “change, it was a coming” - the most significant source being the
introduction of AUS-MEAT. Within a three year period the Allingham cattle went from
‘top price, heavy bullocks’ to ‘fat, old Santas14,’ attracting significant penalties. In the
first year the fall from grace was gentle, with the buyer remonstrating about the fat
thickness on the carcasses of the bullocks. In the second year a small penalty was
applied based on fat thickness. In the third year, a significant penalty of fifty cents per
kilogram - almost twenty-five percent of the quoted prices per kilogram - was applied to
the majority of bullocks sold by the family. This change would have been experienced
to some extent by many, if not all graziers. However, the change was probably felt more
by the Allingham family, at that time, than a lot of other grazing families in the district,
as their bullocks went from being considered some of the best bullocks in the district,
and sought after by the meatworks, to being treated as a second rate product.
The premium that the meatworks had being paying for heavy bullocks over a
number of years, was now being paid for young bullocks, ostensibly for the Japanese
market. There was a lot of pressure to sell younger cattle so that it would grade well for
the Japanese market. However, most of the product from the northern Queensland

13

Cattle Council and the National Farmers Federation lobbied to ensure that the tally system was
scrapped by the Australian Industrial Relations Commission. The tally system was removed from the
Award in September 1999.

14

‘Santas’ refers to the Santa Gertrudis breed of beef cattle. Under AUS-MEAT characteristics that beef
carcasses are graded by include to weight, age (determined by number of teeth), meat colour, fat
thickness and colour, and bruising. What were once ‘top price heavy bullocks’ were now: old because
they were 6 to 8 years old rather than 3 to 4 years old; fat because their fat was thicker than the
desirable depth and more yellow than the desired colour; and, also fat because they were heavier than
the desired weight range.
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meatworks was, and still is, supplying the non-premium American grinder-beef market.
In addition, the northern meatworks appear to have increased the killing cost per kilo
whilst the selling price per kilo remains unchanged. The combination of unreliable
weather and growing season, and the breeds of cattle cultivated, means that northern
Queensland cattle graziers cannot reliably produce cattle that will grade for the
premium Japanese market. The premium markets continue to be mainly supplied by the
southern meatworks and southern graziers.
To take advantage of this market change favouring younger cattle, significant
change to the beef cattle herd structure was necessary. A younger turnoff means that
more cattle have to be sold to generate the same income. As a consequence, breeders15
have become a larger proportion of the total herd. In the North Queensland context this
means more intensive management of the herd with increased costs, and greater
exposure to climatic risk.
Congruent changes were also occurring in the Meatworkers Award, with the
tally system being abandoned by the AMIEU in the early 1990s. There are no longer
limits to the number of cattle that workers may handle per work-shift. This award
change supports the decision by the meatworks, in recent years, to pay higher prices per
kilogram for younger cattle. These cattle are lighter and more cattle are able to be killed
each day.
At the same time, other agencies were adding their own pressures for a range
of reasons and via a variety of means including: property planning; Landcare; tree
clearing restrictions and legislation and so on. Whilst property planning and Landcare
might be described as voluntary, development of property plans and/or membership of a
Landcare has become necessary in some instances to be eligible for funding and
assistance opportunities. Thus the pressure to change is often through indirect
pathways.

15

Breeders are female cattle between eighteen months and 8 years old that are used for breeding. They
are sold to the meatworks at around eight years of age of if they prove to have low fertility or poor
mothering ability.
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1.6
This

Justification for the Research
research

is

important

on

several

theoretical

and

practical

grounds.

Methodologically, this research differs from previous research studying the change in
the North Queensland beef cattle industry. Previous research (eg Hinton, 1993; Frank,
1995a; Frank, 1995b; Frank, 1997; Herr, Greiner & Stoeckl, 2004; Bortolussi, McIvor,
Hodgkinson, Coffey & Holmes, 2005a-e; Greiner, Patterson & Miller; 2009) has used
structured instruments for data collection, and mainly quantitative methods for data
analysis. This research uses semi-structured interviews for data collection and
qualitative methods for data analysis; previous research has used primary producers as
the frame for sample selection, whereas this research has included different industry
interest groups in the frame for sample selection. These methodological characteristics
and differences provide an opportunity to develop a more holistic description and
analysis of the North Queensland beef cattle industry and its reaction to forces for
change.
Theoretically, this research contributes to a broader sociological knowledge of
agricultural change by developing an actor-network model (Callon & Latour, 1981;
Callon, 1986; Latour, 1986; Latour, 1987; Latour, 1993; Law, 1986) to encapsulate the
factors that go towards explaining the unevenness in adoption of technologies, despite
significant pressure to do so.
Primary industries struggle to survive as they face pressures from consumers,
governments and their own industry groups, to produce a quality assured product in a
manner that is both economically and environmentally sustainable. In the 1980s the
beef industry16 and cattle industry17 saw the introduction of systems like AUS-MEAT
and CALM, which were aimed at the production of a consistent high quality product for
sale on the domestic and international market. However, in the 1990s these same
industries were confronted with unreliable international markets and weather patterns,
placing conflicting constraints on the industry and making it extremely difficult to

16

‘Beef industry’ is used in this chapter as a short title for the red meat production industry.

17

‘Cattle industry’ is used in this chapter as a short titles for the beef cattle grazing industry.
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ensure consistency of product given the inconsistency of their operating environment.
Dangers that the North Queensland component of the industry face are:
1. increasing numbers of cattle graziers may focus on the live export cattle market,
which may require a different type of product to the traditional markets, being
the domestic beef industry and the export boxed-beef market;
2. increasing sales of young cattle to southern cattle graziers for lot feeding;
3. a loss of infrastructure in North Queensland beef production as more meatworks
close, with the loss of live cattle from the North Queensland saleyards;
4. a cattle industry that is not able to meet the vagaries of the marketplace because
it cannot change quickly enough, or because inappropriate strategies are in place
to facilitate that change.
The beef and cattle industries are major industries in North Queensland. They
are a major source of export income and provide significant numbers of employment
opportunities. If, as is suspected, isomorphism is occurring in the industry, it needs to
be identified in regional and rural areas and the implications carefully considered. In
particular, we need to ensure that neither the beef industry nor the cattle industry is
decreasing their infrastructure and flexibility within an increasingly turbulent
marketplace. We also must ask whether the changes taking place will position the
industries to ensure both economic and environmental sustainability. What needs to be
established is that we are advancing towards the most advantageous outcome for both
the cattle industry and beef industry. It is imperative that both industries put in place
strategies to ensure their sustainability both economically and environmentally. To do
this we need to focus not only on economic factors, but also on behavioural/sociological
factors. The program of research for this study will identify the types and extent of
isomorphism occurring in the beef and cattle industries, and facilitate consideration of
its implications. The results of such a program will be of significance to policy makers
in the industry in relation to decisions affecting: meat works (export plants) and their
suppliers; abattoirs (domestic plants) and their suppliers; feed lot owners; individual
graziers; and, trade unions (employees).
Finally, the study is relevant at a theoretical level in relation to the
economic/sociological effect of technology on cattle grazing businesses in particular,
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and primary production businesses in general. These changes have been rapid over the
last twenty years and their effects have only just started to be explored by researchers.
The findings of the project will provide an understanding of how and why change is
taking place within the beef industry and cattle industry, and fit into this emerging
literature. It will complement the literature by focusing on a particular industry, within a
particular region. The findings will be of particular interest to organisations like the
QDPI, whose function is to liaise with, and promote targeted changes within the cattle
industry.

1.7

Outline of the Thesis

This thesis is divided into five sections. The first section, Section 1: What’s it all about?
comprises this chapter, which introduces the thesis and the research contained herein.
Section 2: Setting the Scene, specifies the theoretical background for the
research area, the methodological framework used for the research, and the change
context as outlined by the study participants, for the substantive themes that are
developed in the data analysis chapters. Section 2 comprises four chapters: Chapter 2 –
Rethinking Rural Industries – from the outside; Chapter 3 – Research Methodology;
Chapter 4 – Restructuring Rural Industries (with emphasis on North Queensland) –
from the Literature ; and, Chapter 5 - North Queensland Context of Change – from the
study participants. In Chapter 2 Post-Productivist theory, a major theoretical perspective
found within rural sociology literature, evolving discourses about farmers and farming,
and the debate about the legitimacy of some of the science underpinning the new
discourses are reviewed. This chapter summarises the changing way in which society
and politics interact with farmers.
Chapter 3 specifies the methodological approach taken in this study. The
chapter begins with a discussion of the research strategy including: justification for
using qualitative research methods; a discussion of and rationale for the data collection
methods used; and a discussion of and rationale for the grounded theory method of
analysing data. The evolution of the study is then reviewed, with particular attention
paid to development of interview questions, development of themes and theoretical
saturation. Actor-Network Theory is presented as the approach that will be used
throughout the data analysis chapters to present the findings of the study. Finally,
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research rigor is addressed, including locating the researcher in the research process,
and issues of validity, reliability and generalisability.
Chapter 4 explores the restructuring of Australian Rural industries. The
relevance of rural industries to the Australian economy, the Australian rural crisis, the
changing influence of rural industries on agricultural policy, changing governance and
Extension Models are reviewed with emphasis placed on their relevance to this study of
pressure to change on the North Queensland beef cattle industry. The chapter concludes
with a preliminary grazier-network model based on the literature.
Chapter 5 develops the context for the substantive data analysis chapters based
on data from the study interviews. It establishes the context for change, based on
interviewee discussions of several general questions concerning change and the North
Queensland beef cattle industry: the types of change that have occurred in the industry
in the past twenty years; what has caused or influenced those changes; what factors
graziers appear to consider in taking up change; and, the changing role of women in the
North Queensland beef cattle industry.
The next two sections of the thesis present the findings of the study. Section 3:
Individual Differences, details individual differences between graziers that appear to be
linked to the variation between graziers in their adoption of change. Chapter 6 examines
how graziers rate their performance. First, various indicators of performance are
identified and examined: product based indicators; financial indicators; holistic
indicators; sustainability indicators; and a variety of other indicators including image
based indicators. Next is a discussion of the differences between grazier groups in terms
of performance indicators used and belief sets. The chapter concludes with a discussion
of the link between quality of product (cattle), and the grazier’s self image. The
difficulty in identifying a meaningful measure of performance across the board for
graziers leads to Chapter 7, where motivation, or why they stay on the land, is dealt
with. This chapter is core to the thesis, highlighting the diversity of reasons why
graziers are out there. Most are not there primarily for economic gain, but rather for
social reasons, including the type of work involved, the tightness of the link between
their identity and where they live and work, the sense of community, family tradition, a
sense of being ‘locked in,’ and lifestyle. The final chapter in this section, Chapter 8,
focuses on lifestyle and what it actually means. First, the modern meaning of lifestyle is
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explored and then various social, environmental, personal and work-based dimensions
to lifestyle are identified and elaborated. The chapter concludes with a discussion of
how lifestyle ‘ain’t what it was,’ why it needs to change and some of the constraints to
change.
Section 4: Group Differences explores differences at the group level that are
relevant to a discussion of implementing change among large numbers of people, and
critical to understanding why one size does not fit all. Chapter 9 focuses on the
differences that are evident between graziers from different regions, or geographic
locations. Perceived differences involved differences in attitude and behaviour,
management practices embraced, and workloads. The reasons that were given for these
differences ranged from the degree of isolation of the region, to land capacity and the
diversification prospects afforded by the region. Chapter 10 broadens the scope of the
review to compare different primary industry groups and also suggests that there are
perceived differences between the farmers participating in the various primary
industries. Some of the identified differences include the status of the industries,
enterprise differences and people differences, and differences in approaches to problem
solving. Corresponding to these differences are perceived reasons for the dissimilarities,
including the evolution of the industry and its relationship to Australian development,
and the characteristics of the industry itself.
Finally in Section 5: What’s new? which comprises Chapter 11, I explore how
my findings add to our understanding of “how can we get them (graziers) to change?” I
develop an actor-network model incorporating the various actors and their relationships
with graziers that emerged from the data analysis chapters presented in Sections 3 and
4. I then discuss the implications of my findings for existing extension models and
theories of rural development. In conclusion, I identify avenues for future research.

1.8

Limitations of the Study

This study uses qualitative research methods with the motivation of discovery and
theory generation, rather than causal explanations and theory testing. It is a
sociologically oriented study aimed at discovering social factors associated with change
in the North Queensland beef cattle industry, rather than economic or technological
factors which have been the focus of earlier studies (eg Hinton, 1993; Frank, 1995a;
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Frank, 1995b; Frank, 1997; Bortolussi et al., 2005a-e). The scope of the study will be
limited to the North Queensland beef cattle industry, so the findings will be specific to
that industry, but will have relevance to the Northern Australia beef cattle industry
which shares many of the same characteristics as the North Queensland beef cattle
industry. Findings may also be applicable to other primary industries that face similar
isomorphic pressures in our increasingly post-productive society.
Studies of this type give voice to representatives from many groups involved in
the beef cattle supply chain. By using a grounded theory approach for data analysis,
new themes may emerge to extend or reshape current thinking in this field, which
struggles to find ways to achieve the types, and extent of change anticipated by a vocal
society calling for ecologically sustainable use of its landscapes.

1.9

Conclusion

This chapter has laid the foundations for the thesis. It introduced the research problem
and the research questions. The research was then justified, the report outlined, and
limitations given. The thesis will proceed with a detailed description of the research
commencing with Section 2: Setting the scene which provides the theoretical,
methodological and contextual framework for the study.

Section 2

Setting the Scene

Section 2 provides the theoretical and methodological framework for the study. It also
includes a background to change in the North Queensland beef cattle industry,
particularly since 1985. Section 2 situates Sections 3 and 4, which contain the data
analysis chapters exploring the social factors and key themes that surfaced through data
analysis as critical to understanding the grazier-change dynamic in the North Queensland
beef cattle industry.
This section comprises four chapters. Chapter 2 reviews Post-Productivist theory,
a major theoretical perspective found within rural sociology literature, evolving
discourses about farmers and farming, and the debate about the legitimacy of some of the
science underpinning the new discourses, emphasising their relevance to this study.
Chapter 3 specifies and justifies the methodological approach taken in this study. Chapter
4 explores the restructuring of Australian rural industries including: relevance to the
Australian economy; the Australian rural crisis; the changing influence of rural industries
on agricultural policy; changing governance; and, new Extension Models. The chapter
concludes with a preliminary grazier-network model based on the literature. Finally,
Chapter 5 develops the North Queensland context for the substantive data analysis
chapters based on data from the study interviews.

2

Rethinking Rural Industries – from the
outside

2.1

Introduction

In the Introduction of this thesis I noted that this study was initially influenced by the
concept of isomorphism, which I used in earlier work to highlight changes in the IT
industry towards greater compliance at the organisational level (Nicholas, 1990).
Isomorphism seemed to be a suitable concept to begin understanding changes taking
place in the North Queensland beef cattle industry. Graziers and other players in the
North Queensland beef cattle industry supply chain are under increasing pressure to
conform, or homogenise, and perform in expected ways: isomorphism describes various
ways in which pressure to achieve homogenisation of grazing operations is enacted.
However, little research or academic debate has taken place drawing on this concept for
agricultural enterprises, either at the level of the organisation field, or at the level of the
small business - principally the family farm. This vacuum has led me to conduct research
on the basis of isomorphism to contribute an understanding of the major changes that
started to take place in the late 1980s, and continue to influence North Queensland beef
cattle industry. Since the early 1990s there has been a renaissance of interest in rural
industry and rural society. Most importantly, change in rural industry takes place amidst
society’s widespread eagerness for the industry to transform in response to issues such as:
increased global competition and penetration of markets by overseas producers;
heightened awareness and increased demands for quality assured primary products; public
demand for consumptive and aesthetic uses of rural lands; as well as attempts from
various quarters to change what are considered unsustainable farming practices.
These changes to rural industry have been influenced by broader changes within
society, and research has been undertaken particularly from a sociological perspective.
Evidence of the extent of that research is it is also evident in the existence of several
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centres that specialise in social research on changes in rural society in Australia1. This
chapter will examine some of the key theoretical approaches in this burgeoning field, with
the aim of laying the groundwork for later explanation of my findings based on my
fieldwork in the North Queensland beef cattle industry. Additionally, new pressures on
rural industries, that have subsequently arisen, will also be identified.

2.2

From Productivism to Post-Productivism

Much of the pressure on rural industries to change is concurrent with emerging discourses
which seek to challenge many of the ‘taken for granted’ ways in which agriculture
proceeded in the post-war period. Rural development was firmly characterised by a
discourse of ‘productivism,’ which was subsumed under the more global banner of
modernisation. Efficiency and increased productivity were the cornerstones of
productivism, where the aim was to: intensify production by “mak[ing] two blades of
grass grow where one grew before” (Shucksmith, 1993:466); modernise the “national
farm” by increased production, cost minimisation and mass production (see for example
Lowe et al., 1993:221); and move towards an intensive, industrially driven and
expansionist agriculture with state support, based primarily on output and increased
productivity (Argent, 2002:100). Productivism was conceptualised in terms of an
‘industrial’ food chain where supermarkets became dominant, causing the closure of
many specialty produce outlets2, and the gradual demise of the neighbourhood corner
store. Both nature and consumers were considered passive actors with little or no voice:
nature and rural spaces being considered inert, with only a productive value like that of an
unlimited resource to be exploited; and consumers kept distanced from both the location

1

Many Australian universities now have rural research centres: Centre for Rural Social Research at
Charles Sturt University; Institute for Sustainable Regional Development at Central Queensland
University; Centre for Social Research at Edith Cowan University; Institute for Rural Futures at
University of New England; Centre for Rural and Remote Area Studies at University of South Australia
and Centre for Research and Learning in Regional Australia at University of Tasmania. Another
interesting initiative has been the development of Rangelands Australia at the Gatton campus of
University of Queensland. Rangelands Australia (RA) is an Australia-wide initiative aimed at building
capacity for Australia's rangelands to maximize the potential for a strong future.

2

The first supermarket was opened in Australia in 1959 (Kingston, 1994). The power of supermarkets
was felt from that time but perhaps most keenly in the 1980s when primarily local family owned
Grocery stores, Butchers and the local Fruit and Vegetable shops were closed, being unable to compete
with supermarkets in terms of purchasing produce or sale prices.
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and means of food production. Productivism could be summarised as a “utilitarian
approach to land use based on intensive forms of agricultural production that results in a
uniform landscape” (Burton, 2004:198). The notion of isomorphism and homogenisation
insinuate themselves into this description of productivism. They are also evident in
Potter’s (1997:80) description of productivism as a “rising tide that lifts all boats,” and
results in an improved standard of living for all farmers.
At the production end of the food chain, research and extension efforts focused
on a search for the ‘one best way,’ as outlined in the principles of Scientific Management
succinctly described by F.W. Taylor in 1911 (Taylor, 1947). In the beef cattle industry,
scientific management, or intensification and increased productivity, were achieved
through measures including tree clearing, the introduction of high protein grasses, use of
more heat tolerant and tick resistant cattle breeds, early weaning and supplementary
feeding. Some of the flow-on effects from these productivity enhancing technologies have
been negative, and have led to changes in the eco-system and major environmental
problems, such that some native flora and fauna became endangered, and the land
resource was degraded (see for example Gray & Lawrence, 2001). For example, Brahman
cattle were introduced into Northern Australia because they were more drought and tick
resistant than the predominantly British breed cattle that the northern herd had been based
on. However, these characteristics also meant that they were hard on the country. Unlike
the British breed cattle that they replaced, they could survive by scraping bark off trees
and licking up twigs and dead leaf litter, resulting in significantly greater land degradation
in poor seasons. Other problems with the early Brahman cattle were their poor eating
quality beef, and comparatively low calving rates. This is indicative of the trade offs that
must be considered with any innovation.
In the productivist phase, structural changes were introduced by government
which resulted in the imposed break-up of larger farms, especially in Northern Australia.
When farmers on lease-hold land entered into negotiations to renew their lease, many of
the larger farms were split into two or more smaller farms with the farmers being given
first choice of the newly configured farms. In general, the new farms either went to
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ballot3 or were added to a smaller neighbouring farm, if that farmer applied for an
additional area. This resulted in smaller farms on average, and more farmers. Holmes
(2000) describes this activity as part of the government policy for ‘progressive closer
settlement,’ where there was a sequential, managed subdivision of pastoral leases into
family-sized holdings. North Queensland pastoral leaseholders were still subject to
having areas excised from their leases into the late 1970s and early 1980s (several
graziers interviewed for this research ‘lost’ land from their pastoral leases during this
time). Vanclay identifies some of the problems that such restructuring caused:
Australian agriculture is socially and politically constructed. Its structure
has been shaped by government policies that have determined which
areas are available for agriculture; the size of holdings; the types of crops
that can be grown; the amount of expansion that can take place, and so
on. Given this situation, farmers who are currently being structured out
of agriculture are not marginal because of their inability to farm, but
were so structured in the first place. (Vanclay, 1994a: para 27)
Much of this type of restructuring occurred during decades that are generally considered
to have been better than average, in terms of weather. Farms that might have been
considered to support livelihoods during those years, proved unable to provide a living in
many of the subsequent years. The 1980s were hotter and dryer, and the 1990s
experienced one of the worst droughts on record. The result was an agricultural sector,
and more particularly the North Queensland beef cattle industry, in crisis.
The last decade of the 20th century was characterised by a consumer awakening,
and a growing awareness of their power. Consumers made new demands on agriculture
and rural spaces, re-engaging with food production as they demand high quality and
specialty foods, including regionally embedded foods, organic foods, and luxury or
gourmet foods. Quality assurance became core to each stage in the production chain, as
consumer expectations of safe and healthy agricultural practices in food production
heightened. Additionally, there has been a redefinition of rural space, so that agriculture is
only one of many possible uses (Banks & Marsden 2000:468-69; Holmes, 2002), with
increasing attention being directed to the non-productive, or non-agricultural, uses of

3

Generally anyone satisfying government set criteria in terms of financial capacity was eligible to
participate in the ballot for leasehold land. In some areas the government attached performance criteria
to leases such that improvements including fencing, watering points and land clearing must be
completed within a set period of time.
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rural landscapes (Meeus, Wijermans & Vroom, 1990; Lowe et al., 1997; Vos & Meekes,
1999). The multiple benefits, or services, required from the Australian landscape include:
“clean water, food and fibre, healthy natural ecosystems, indigenous occupation, climate
amelioration, recreational opportunities, solitude, and aesthetic and existence values”
(Price, 1999:7). These changes in societal requirements of rural spaces and the
agricultural sector are commonly equated with the characteristics of post-productivism, as
shown in the following definitions:
It is a term that neatly captures a sense of fundamental change in postwar
agriculture covering the political culture within which agriculture
operates, the policy and market conditions under which farming takes
place and the experiences of farmers themselves. It has also been
successfully deployed within discourses on wider rural change which
recognize the declining significance of agriculture in the social and
economic fabric of rural space. Post-productivism implies that
agricultural policies have moved beyond a principal emphasis upon
sustaining and increasing levels of production and that farmers can no
longer expect either to be handsomely paid for all the food they produce
or permitted maximum freedom in the use of rural space for commodity
production irrespective of other demands. Thus the term appears to have
appeal for academics because it encompasses both micro and macro
changes and pulls together a wide range of rural issues. It captures,
within a single catchphrase, problems of land-use planning, rural
development and both on-farm and off-farm social and economic change.
(Evans, Morris & Winter. 2002 p. 314)
The PPT (post-productivist transition) … both describes and explains the
recent evolution of new material and symbolic rural landscapes, moulded
by the combined force of new local socio-economic groupings and
changing institutional structures at the level of the nation-state, in which
the agronomic productive capacities of the land (i.e. productivism) are
progressively subsumed by its symbolic qualities. … [T]he archetypal
post-productivist countryside exhibits: increasingly large hitherto rural
spaces devoted to non-agricultural uses; a growing number of small-scale
farms employing low technology, environmentally sustainable farming
practices to produce small batches of quality food for local and/or
regional markets; the preservation (and commoditisation) of farm
buildings and other structures as motifs of the (lost) rural idyll; and a
growing heterogeneity in local land uses, employment and businesses.
(Argent 2002:98)
Post-productivism is indicative of a more nuanced thinking about: the ability of rural
industry to re-invent itself in response to demands for environmental sustainability and
rejuvenation; the aesthetic or consumption value of rural spaces instead of, or in addition
to, agricultural production; and, niche markets for high quality foods. The discourse
champions four main themes or components (Wilson, 2004:462). First, there are changing
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food regimes characterised by market uncertainty and consumer emphasis on ‘food
quality’ as opposed to food quantity, with many wanting to void the negative effects of
globalisation and productivism, which distanced and alienated them from the food
production place and processes (Friedmann & McMichael, 1989; Arce & Marsden, 1993;
Le Heron, 1993; Marsden, Murdoch, Lowe, Munton, & Flynn, 1993; McMichael, 1994;
Marsden & Arce, 1995; Goodman & Watts, 1997, Monk, 1999). Second, is the greening
of agricultural policy and the inclusion of previously marginalised groups in the
development of agricultural and environmental policies (Lowe, Cox, MacEwen,
O’Riordan & Winter, 1986; Baldock, Cox, Lowe & Winter, 1990; Lowe, Murdoch,
Marsden, Munton & Flynn, 1993; Ward, 1993; Hart & Wilson 1998; Potter 1998; Wilson,
Petersen & Höll, 1999). Third, there have been significant changes to farming ideologies
supporting extensification, dispersion, diversification and pluriactivity (Munton, Marsden
& Whatmore, 1990; Ilbery 1991; Evans & Ilbery 1993; Marsden et al., 1993; Shucksmith
1993; Wilson, 1996; Ilbery & Bowler, 1998; Pretty 1998; Morris & Winter, 1999).
According to Ilbery and Bowler (1998), pluriactivity is a significant characteristic of the
post-productivist transition (PPT), involving diversification of activities and assets by
farmers to lower risk, or to improve security (MacKinnon, Bryden, Bell, Fuller &
Spearman, 1991; Ilbery & Bowler, 1998). It includes: participation in off-farm work;
introduction of new and additional on-farm agricultural activities; and, the introduction of
new and additional on-farm, non-agricultural activities (Whatmore, Munton, Marsden &
Little, 1987; Fuller, 1990). Fourth, post-productivism heralds a shift towards more
environmentally friendly farming methods, where farmers increasingly adopt a
guardianship and environmental conservation role, and are encouraged to re-establish lost
or damaged habitats (Mannion, 1995; Ward, 1995; Winter, 1997; Potter, 1998; Morris &
Winter, 1999; Walford, 2002)
Particularising the PPT to the Australian context, Holmes (2002:362) identifies
three driving forces: agricultural overcapacity; the emergence of amenity-oriented uses
and ‘consumption of the countryside;’ and, changing societal values. The PPT is
manifesting itself largely through: recognition of non-economic goals, including
Aboriginal rights, human welfare, conservation and environmental sustainability
(including preservation of unique plant and animal species); and uses of rural spaces for
tourism, recreation and amenity values in addition to mining and agriculture (Holmes,
2002:365).
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Given the remoteness and physical characteristics of much of Australia’s
agricultural land, especially grazing lands, multiple land use, or pluriactivity of the type
written about in Europe and the UK, is often not an option for graziers, except those in
coastal areas or along routes travelled by tourists. According to Tilzey (2004),
“Australia’s main agricultural regions have little significance as ‘consumptive spaces’ for
urban seekers of ‘countryside.’” The areas with highest consumptive value are generally
located in remote areas or non-agricultural areas. Yet there are many examples of North
Queensland farmers and graziers who have broadened their mix of activities, thereby
minimising their risk to the weather and markets. Where proximity permits, an increasing
number of farm families have one, or more, member of the family engage in off-farm
employment. Many North Queensland beef cattle industry graziers have structured their
herds to be able to participate in a number of different markets: live export market4;
export ‘boxed beef’ market; and sale of store cattle5 to feedlots6 and cattle ‘finishers7.’
This has meant significant ‘mind-set’ changes in addition to management and
infrastructural changes. Additionally, there are a growing number of properties with
‘farm-stays,’ or who have groups of national and international students stay for
structured, rural experiences8. Finally, where finances permit, many farmers and graziers
have diversified their investment base to secure off-farm income streams, either through
real estate, or vertical integration with the purchase of a retail outlet for their product.

4

The live export market is where cattle are bought for the purpose of a live export shipment. (Meat and
Livestock Australia, 2009)

5

Store cattle are cattle sold and bought for breeding or finishing. (Meat and Livestock Australia, 2009)

6

A feedlot is an operation where cattle are kept in yards and fed a high protein grain based diet to reach
exact market specifications usually within 90-120 days. Feedlots range in size from fewer than 100-head
capacity to thousands. (Meat and Livestock Australia, 2009)

7

A cattle finisher buys either store cattle, or calves, to grow until they meet market specifications and are
ready for processing. Cattle can either be grass fed or grainfed. (Meat and Livestock Australia, 2009)

8

As an Accountant I have done rough calculations to determine the infrastructure costs including:
bringing buildings up to required health and safety standards; construction of new buildings including
adequate kitchen facilities to meet catering standards, ablutions blocks etc.; costs of insurance, public
liability; extra staff for cooking and cleaning etc. The costs are considerable, with a startup capital cost
of $100,000 – $300,000 depending on whether there is any existing infrastructure that can be modified.
Tourism is a fickle business and there is no guarantee that the farmer will recoup their investment. In my
district, three graziers became involved in national and international student stays in the late 1990s. By
the early 2000s only one grazier was still participating and over that time they had significantly
upgraded the infrastructure for catering etc to meet the standards required. Farm stays are less capital
intensive to set-up, but also require marketing and location. You need to be off the beaten track – but not
too far off the beaten track. In North Queensland, where many properties are not close to highways and
access is by unsealed roads, ‘farm-stays’ are an option for only a limited number of graziers.
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Pluriactivity may not be occurring on as broad a scale as in Europe and the UK, but North
Queensland farmers have definitely broadened their base of income generating activities
within the constraints of their own economic, personal and special constraints. There are
also examples of intensification and diversification occurring at the same time, and on the
same property: diversification being possible where rural space has the capacity to
support multiple functions at the same time, and intensification being possible for any, or
all of these multiple functions. Both are possible within the socio-political frameworks
currently constructed by Australian government.
There is also evidence of a move away from productivism in Australian
agricultural, environmental and rural policies. Richards, (2007:9) posits that the current
neo-liberalist domination of Australian policy has resulted in a move away from the
central tenets of productivism, evidenced by a state retreat from financial support of
agriculture; increased regulation of agricultural practices; and agri-environmental policies
that encourage conservation and the enhancement of local planning control. According to
Richards (2007:9-10) Australian state and federal governments are increasingly accepting
of the need for Australian agriculture to be multifunctional if both agriculture and the
environment are to be sustainable and viable in the long-term. Furthermore Cocklin et al.
(2006) argue that multifunctionality applies to the Australian context and that some tenets
of multifunctionality are already apparent in Australia as evidenced by such programs as
the Victorian Land Stewardship Project9 which aims to encourage landholders to provide
ecosystem services by developing ways to pay farmers for the ecosystem services they
provide to the broader community.

9

This project was developed by the Victorian Catchment Management Council (VCMC), in association
with several Catchment Management Authorities and The Victorian Department of Sustainability and
Environment (DSE). It was funded by the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality, and
investigated issues and options within potential policy for a Land Stewardship program in Victoria.
There was a particular focus on ways to pay landholders for provision of ecosystem services produced
through land stewardship practices including integrated land management and landscape change actions.
These practices should be provided over and above the usually expected ‘duty of care’ and result in
outcomes for the public good and result in a more sustainable future. For further information on the
Victorian Land Stewardship program refer to the VCMC’s Final Report for The Land Stewardship
Project (Victorian Catchment Management Council, 2004).
It should be noted that The National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality ceased on 30 June 2008
and was replaced by Caring for our Country.
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Some authors see productivism and post-productivism as polar opposites (see for
example Argent 2002), and write of society’s post-productivist transition (PPT) from a
productivist era to a post-productivist era. Halfacree’s (1999) view is that the two are
alternatives within a regime, such that a farmer chooses to follow either a productivist
approach or a post-productivist approach. Others believe that some of the processes that
are indicative of a post-productivist era can run in parallel with those of productivism (see
for example Ilbery & Bowler 1998; Morris & Evans, 1999; Wilson, 2001). Wilson (2001)
suggests a different terminology should be used to describe the current changes that are
occurring in modern agriculture and rural society. He proposes that the notion of a
“multifunctional agricultural regime” be used to encapsulate the heterogeneity and
nonlinearity of what is occurring, and to describe an agricultural sector which exhibits coexisting

productivist

and

post-productivist

characteristics

(Wilson,

2001:96).

Alternatively, Morris and Evans (1999), writing of the UK experience, regard the PPT as
describing a sector which is predominantly productivist, but also exhibits a number of
post-productivist changes. For the Australian situation, Holmes (2002:381) suggests “we
are witnessing a transition from an era of productivist agricultural occupance to an
emerging era of multifunctional rural occupance.” The growing complexity of the
Australian agricultural landscape is heightened by increasing numbers of ‘amenity
migrants’ (Tonts, Yarwood & Jones, 2009) in the more accessible and high rainfall parts
of Australia who have become involved in small-scale, or lifestyle, agriculture (see also
Bunker & Houston 2003; Barr 2004; Halpin 2004; Barr 2005; Houston 2006; Argent,
Smailes & Griffin, 2007). Rural spaces are becoming increasingly multifunctional; with
highly productivist activities being accompanied by alternative land uses (see Holmes,
2002; Holmes, 2006; Smailes, 2002a; Smailes, 2002b; Smailes, 2006; Borkhaug &
Richards, 2008). Change is occurring, and using the indicators outlined by Wilson (2004),
it is relatively easy to conceive of situations where aspects of productivism and postproductivism co-exist: farmers can aim to increase productivity per unit area of land, yet
at the same time, strive to improve their environmental sustainability and meet the
public’s demand for improved food safety. The indicators of productivism and postproductivism need not be mutually exclusive.
In this thesis, I argue that North Queensland rural industries have not made the
transition to a post-productivist regime. Rather, elements of productivism and postproductivism exist side by side, according to market tastes of various consumer groups,
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and the options and opportunities available to rural people. The goal generally associated
with productivism is a business goal of grazier profitability, whilst the goal generally
associated with post-productivism is an environmental and social goal of environmental
sustainability. It must be noted that profitability and sustainability are not mutually
exclusive goals. In order to meet the changing expectations that society has of primary
producer practices, there is a need for primary producers to have concurrent goals of
profitability and sustainability.
The remaining sections of this chapter address a number of changes in ideology,
discourses, actors and agricultural policy, concomitant with post-productivist, or multifunctional, changes in Australian society, agriculture and rural spaces.

2.3

Changing Public Perceptions and Expectations

Attendant to the abovementioned evolving post-productivist and multifunctional
requirements of rural industries has been a significant revolution in the public and
political perceptions and expectations of rural industries and rural landscapes. This
revolution is an important factor in changing food regimes and changing farming
ideologies. The public has clearly acknowledged the productive, environmental and social
needs (Hall, McVittie & Moran, 2004) of rural landscapes. Or, using the terminology of
Holmes (2002), rural landscapes can have commodity, aesthetic and amenity attributes.
The scope and dimensions of these needs encompass: both market goods and services,
and non-market goods and services (Hall et al., 2004); and, both goods and services
supplied by rural agricultural industries, and goods and services supplied by rural
landscapes (Hellerstein, Nickerson, Cooper, Feather, Gadsby, Mullarkey, Tegene &
Barnard., 2002). Some amenities, services and products presume an active local
agriculture within a rural landscape and include: tourism and leisure activities linked to
the farming way of life; production of food to meet a wide array of consumer
requirements; agriculturally related employment; and guardianship of the landscape and
ecosystem (Hall et al., 2004:214). Other amenities, services and products only presume a
rural landscape, and these include: traditional non-agricultural industries like mining,
tourism, and education; non-agriculturally related employment; outdoor recreational
activities like fishing, hunting, hiking and bird watching; and a sustainable, protected
environment to provide biodiversity and quality water for future generations (Hall et
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al.,2004:214) This changed public and political attitude to the role of rural landscapes and
rural activities gives rise to new and different forces for isomorphism on rural industries.
Changes in perceptions and meanings of farmers, agricultural activities and rural
landscapes, and the flow-on effect in terms of rural policy are well documented.
Whatmore (1993:539) claims these changes have “recast the terms on which the social
and economic relations of land use in the countryside articulate with the cultural politics
and environmental resources of rurality” (see also Marsden, et al., 1990; Murdoch &
Pratt, 1993; Cloke, 1997; Little, 1999; Gill, 2005). The evident ideological changes have
implications for those participating in agricultural industries and those involved in rural
governance. The following subsections examine changes in discourse that accompany
these ideological changes.
2.3.1

New Discourses

The social constructions or representations of agriculture and its use of the environment,
and rurality are expressed through a number of (competing) discourses which have arisen
over recent decades. These discourses have developed together with the growing number
of stakeholder groups that have evolved to lobby governments to achieve changes in rural
landscapes and agricultural industries consistent with their requirements of rural spaces.
Additional forces of isomorphic pressure result from these stakeholder groups and can be
evidenced via the resultant multiplicity of discourses including green discourses10,
sustainability discourses11, and environmental discourses12 to name but a few. These

10

11

Green discourses exhibit the following core components: the relationship between human beings and
nature; the valued preservation of the integrity of nature and all forms of life; promotion of the
interdependence or harmony of all forms of life (holism); and, the concrete and immediate
implementation of qualitative human lifestyles (Freeden, 1998:527). Green discourses include ideas
about: sustainability; use of and interaction with, the environment; food and health including local food,
organic food, food safety, and the true cost of food; and, conscious consumerism.
Stallworthy (2005) identifies the core ideas underlying a sustainability discourse as being
fundamentally concerned with quality of life and use of natural resources:
They challenge patterns of production and consumption, and seek to account for the
availability of natural resources. They point to an engagement in the search for alternatives to
economic growth, and implications for citizen involvement in such decisions. Specific
themes embrace not only environmental protection measures, but also the question of
efficient resource use and a concern to meet the future needs of unborn generations.
(Stallworthy, 2005:xxxiv-xxxv)
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discourses often overlap in their areas of interest, and even their beliefs. The detail of
each discourse, or set of discourses, is not the main interest for this thesis. What is of
importance is the growth in the number of discourses that include grazier practices as an
item of interest, as is the difference in orientation and perspective of those discourses.
A discourse can be considered ‘an organised set of social representations’
(Frouws, 1998), or as a simple framework that includes whole sets of ideas, words,
concepts and practices that provide a general context in which ideas take on a specific
meaning and inform particular practices (Benton & Short, 2000:x). They are ways of
‘talking about something, organising knowledge and thereby classifying and regulating
people’ (Haralambos, van Keieken, Smith & Holborn, 1996:159). Gelcich, EdwardsJones, Kaiser and Watson (2005:379) identify three missions for discourse story lines: to
create meaning and validate action; to mobilise action; and, to define alternatives. Thus, a
discourse is “an interrelated set of ‘story-lines’ which becomes deeply embedded in
societal institutions, agendas and knowledge claims” (Hannigan, 2006:36). Foucault
(1972) argues that it is essential to identify the nature and emergence of historically
specific “rationales” which are central to discourse and determine the manner in which
issues are conceived and problematized. These rationales are the ‘rules of discourse’,
which like the ‘rules’ of language or culture, once absorbed or dominant within discourse
determine the outlook of individuals and underpin policy and institutional approaches
(Foucault, 1972). Rationales or the rules of discourse develop in a certain social, political,
economic and cultural contexts resulting in constant emergence of new ways of defining
and interpreting issues. Discursive formations are characterized by contradiction, subdiscourses and competing constructions of ‘reality’ (Foucault, 1972; Hajer, 1995;
Rutherford 1999). Thus differences within the opposing views represent struggles to
impose different rationales and can seen as the activities of interest groups interpreting
issues in keeping with their own goals and agendas, while still conceiving the problems in
terms of the dominant rationale (Elder, 2006:39).

12

Mühlhäusler and Peace (2006:458) define environmental discourse as “comprising the linguistic devices
articulating arguments about the relationship between humans and the natural environment.” An
environmental discourse is an explanation of the world around us which allows us to understand why
human-environmental relationships take the forms they do (Benton & Short, 2000:x). The principal
focus of current environmental discourse “is the endangerment of nature and the human species in a
global context” (Mühlhäusler and Peace (2006:458).
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In contemporary social science, ‘[t]the focus on discourse … reflects the
proposition that the most powerful forms of coercion are often the most subtle’ (Lockie,
2000:16). The power of an actor is at least partially dependent on their ability to ‘define
the content of a discourse’ (Lockie, 2000:16), or more specifically their ability to ‘win
the struggles that take place over the attribution of specific social meanings to particular
events, actions and ideas’ (Long, 1992:24). In foucauldian approaches, power is given
special importance and is claimed in interaction through discourse with persons
occupying complementary subject positions (Barker 2000:80). Because of this
relationship with power, ‘discourses will not be fixed or universal, but will be contested,
debated and resisted” (Lockie, 2000:16).
Another key concept is that of knowledge, which is closely integrated with the
concept of power (and truth) (Barker 2000:63). Typically knowledge is created by
scientists who have the implied power to research, to write, to teach and to speak as
experts (Palmer (2003). Traditionally the scientist assumes power via their knowledge
transfer discourse, with the primary producer in the subject position of the receiver of
expert knowledges handed on by the expert agricultural scientist (Palmer (2003).
The essentially political nature of discourse is linked to Foucault’s
conceptualization of knowledge and power, with discursive practices seen as assertions of
the ‘truth’ of rival systems of meaning (Elder, 2006:39). Analyses of discourses will help
to identify and understand the power relations and social practices related to the topic of
the discourse and thus should be core to any study of farmer practices and the isomorphic
pressures imposed on farmers.
There are many sources of discourses surrounding primary production including:
scientific bodies; environmental organisations; extension agencies; farm organisations;
government departments and agencies. And there are much different discourse ‘topics’
including farmers and their practices, sustainability, and environmentalism. Frouws
(1998:58) recognises the importance of identifying the different discourses to
understanding the “bewildering multiplicity of ‘visions’ of the countryside” (see also
Marsden et al. 1993). In particular, Richards (2007) identifies the necessity of
understanding primary producer discourses in order to understand their farming practices
and in particular their behaviours and attitudes relating to sustainable beef grazing
practices.
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2.3.2

Discourses about Farmers and Farming

Australians once iconised the noble farmer (Way, 2005:12), and pastoralists were seen as
admirable pioneers (Morton, 1993:145). Constructions of farmer identity and rural life in
Australia were based on agrarian ideologies whose central beliefs were respect for
farming as an occupation and its value to society as a whole, the importance of family, the
autonomy of farmers, and property ownership (Elder, 2006:40).
Since the 1990s there has been a growing contradiction between the agrarian
emphasis on the independence of farming families and the interests of community or
society (Bunce, 1998), particularly in debates on the degradation of the Australian
environment by agriculture unsettling the agrarian notion of farming’s contribution to
society - ‘the country feeds the city’ (Elder, 2006:42). Gill (2005:48) writes of a
“significant shift from a vision of pastoralism as bringing life and activity into a desolate
inland; the status of pastoralism is reversed, and it is assigned a destructive, rather than a
nation-building role.” Farmers and graziers are increasingly seen as villains (Shoard,
1980; Body, 1982; Potter, 1998), and agriculture is seen as the main threat to the
landscape (Harper, 1993; Marsden et al., 1993; Pratt, 1996; Marsden, 1999a). In asking
for an examination of agriculture’s contribution to a region’s wealth before Government
provides drought relief to farmers, Cullen (2005) espouses a similar view. This is
illustrative of a growing divide between the rural and the urban, and the ensuing argument
“that some farms would never be viable and their owners should leave the land” (Way,
2005:15). This view is supported by the fact that some producers are ‘forced’ to increase
production as a means of remaining in agriculture which often results in misuse of natural
resources (Share et al., 2000:421).

Warren Truss (2005), a former Minister for

Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, warns of the changing public perceptions of farmers:
“In an increasingly urbanised Australia, the fundamental empathy for the struggles of
farmers and the importance of agriculture is dissipating.”
Whilst acknowledging the difficult situation that Australian farmers face in
relation to their overseas counterparts, some Australian rural sociologists posit that
current farming systems are unsustainable because of the resultant widespread
mismanagement of natural resources (see for example Vanclay & Lawrence 1995a;
Conacher & Conacher 1996; Price 1998). In this sense, Australian farming has a peculiar

37
relation to globalisation - on an economic dimension it fares well because of its
efficiency, yet on the social dimension it is criticised for mismanaging the environment.
In her study of Central Queensland graziers Richards, (2007) argues that a
‘culture of productivism’ is still evident in those grazier’s discourses, everyday actions,
conduct and practices. There are other aspects of the grazier’s identity, but productivism
is important:
… whilst economic factors are relevant determinants in the types of
management practices employed by graziers, these practices are also
tempered by culture. … Therefore, farming and pastoralism is imbued
with meaning and constitutes a fundamental aspect of a person’s identity
as a farmer or grazier. (Richards, 2007:8)
The rationale for the graziers’ discourses about themselves and their practices, still refers
to agrarian ideologies, whilst the rationale for other discourses about graziers and their
practices now rely on different ideologies including environmental ideologies, green
ideologies, feminist ideologies etc. The various discourses about primary producers, their
practices and way of life embody the differences between their underlying ideologies.
Accordingly, changes in land and livestock management practices that are desired as a
result of non-agrarian ideologies, such as the requirement that landholders should grow
more trees and less beef, may threaten a loss of social and cultural identity as a grazier,
and resistance to change would be a logical outcome of such proposals (Richards,
2007:8). Research has reflected this, showing that schemes undertaken to influence
landholders to move away from these productivist roles have often been resisted (Burton,
2004).
Thus, to realize the changes in agriculture required by a post-productivist society,
it is essential to identify all of the stakeholders, or actors, and to also recognise their
various ‘discourses’ on agriculture and the environment, and rural development. The
discord between discourses needs to be identified and understood to better inform
government policy making, and achieve the desired changes in agricultural practice.
2.3.3

Discourses about Sustainability and the Environment

Latterly there has been an escalation in ‘green’ discourses, which relate to environmental
problem solving, environmental justice, sustainable development and ecological
modernisation (for example, see Dryzek, 1997; Dryzek, Downes, Hunold, Schlosberg and
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Hernes, 2003; Bäckstrand & Lövbrand, 2007). Characteristically the sustainability and
‘green’ discourses that are articulated by urban consumers and green groups, and are
evident in some government reports, draw upon discursive resources such as scientific
knowledge to support the view that Australian agricultural and pastoral pursuits are
environmentally unsustainable (Richards, 2007:98). These ‘scientifically legitimised’
discourses about sustainability and the environment criticise the productive practices of
primary producers and argue for extensive changes in the ways that primary producers
use and manage Australian landscapes so as to address the problem of environmental
degradation.
Sustainability may be defined discursively in relation to humanism,
environmentalism or feminism etc. or agricultural science and the discourses of
sustainability vary according to the intellectual commitments of those defining it (Palmer,
2003). Discourses about sustainability circulate freely in our culture now that they are
established as valid ways of thinking and speaking about the land and agricultural
practices (Palmer, 2003). Such discourses can be seen as an arena of competing voices
“from within the green movement, from capitalist corporations and among independent
scientists, bureaucrats, politicians, producer and consumer groups” (Elder, 2006:39).
According to Lockie (1997:39), the dominant discourse of sustainability involves farming
practices which are “environmentally sound, economically responsible and professional.”
Agriculture has played a key role in Australia’s economic development (Price,
1999; Williams, 1999); remains a vital element of the national economy (QFF, 2002;
ABC News Online, 2005); and, is essential to the viability of many regional communities.
Australia is seen as having developed a very efficient agricultural sector (for example see
Price, 1999; Williams, 1999) and is arguably one of the most efficient producers of safe
beef in the world (Productivity Commission, 2005, Department of Agriculture, Fisheries
and Forestry, 2005), even though it has one of harshest environments in which to operate,
especially in Northern Australia. This appears to position Australian beef producers as
successful on productivist measures. However, society increasingly views Australia’s
agricultural success as having been at a very high ecological cost including: degraded
water quality; loss of native flora, fauna, and biodiversity; water and wind erosion,
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dryland and irrigation salinisation; acid soils; and rangeland degradation13. For grazing
areas, these problems have been associated with over grazing, use of introduced pasture
species, clearing of native vegetation, and use of phosphate-based fertilizers (for example
see Williams et al., 1997; Price, 1999; Roth et al., 2002; Furnas, 2003). The more vocal
elements within society will no longer tolerate land use that has harmful off-farm effects.
[I]t is apparent that there is a gathering momentum in developed
countries to manage landscapes for multiple benefits or services. These
include clean water, food and fibre, healthy natural ecosystems,
indigenous occupation, climate amelioration, recreational opportunities,
solitude, and aesthetic and existence values. (Price 1999:7)
Today, much of the blame for the state of the environment in North Queensland, and
indeed Australia, is placed on farmers. Within Australian environmental discourse
farmers are depicted as not being good stewards of the land and they are accused of
wanton environmental damage (Elder, 2006:43). Farmers are accorded a status
commensurate with “an image of greed, rapaciousness and disregard for the environment”
(Lawrence & Gray, 2000:48). McManus and Albrecht (2000) conclude that rural
producers are under scrutiny as environmental vandals.
Primary producers resort to their own discursive resources relating to the
environment, their use of it and their place within it, to refute claims that their practices
are environmentally unsustainable and to defend their existing production practices. Their
discourses:
… question the trustworthiness, knowledge, integrity and political
agendas of those ‘outside’ of the beef industry – with the effect of
lessening, or resisting, social controls and ‘proving’ that current practices
are both sound and necessary. (Richards , 2007:142-143)

13

Published research concerning the impact of Australian agriculture on the Australian rural landscape is
longstanding (see for examples Wood, 1924; Cocks, McConnell & Walker, 1980), but has burgeoned
since 1990 (see for examples Cocks, 1992; Goss, Chisholm, Graetz, Noble & Barson, 1995; Hamblin &
Williams, 1995; Land and Water Resources Research and Development Corporation, 1995; Vanclay &
Lawrence, 1995a; Commonwealth of Australia, 1996; Conacher & Conacher 1996; Reeves, Chartres &
Breckwoldt, 1997; Lovering & Crabb, 1997; White, 1997; Williams, Bui, Gardner, Littleboy & Probert,
1997; Williams, Hook & Gascoihne, 1998; Price, 1998; Price, 1999; Williams, 1999; Gray & Lawrence,
2001; Roth, Lawson & Cavanagh, 2002; Furnas, 2003).
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Primary producer discourses increasingly challenge the validity of the scientific
knowledge used as a basis for the environmental ‘truth-claims’ of green discourses and
sustainability discourses. Primary producers “employ neutralisation techniques to
condemn their perceived condemners” (Richards, 2008:177) and to question the validity
and legitimacy of the scientific knowledge that is a basis of the coercive and
normative/expert isomorphic pressures applied to change their behaviors and attitudes.
Richards (2007) argues that graziers in Central Queensland attempt to discredit the very
idea of rural environmental problems, however in this study generally graziers did not
attempt to discredit the idea of rural environmental problems, rather they wanted to
neutralise environmental truth claims as to the causes of the environmental problems and
the solutions proposed to the environmental problems. Graziers question the validity of
the scientific basis of competing discourses, perceiving the scientific information as:
‘unclear’ due to generalisations and non-specificity to their locale; ‘contradictory’ in that
different messages are given by different scientific groups (Vanclay, 1992a; Vanclay &
Lawrence, 1995a); ‘inaccurate’ if it conflicts with their own experience; or simply ‘not
useful’ when predictions are specific to their situation and not transferrable.
Additionally, at times the advice given by extension agencies has proven wrong,
not lived up to expectations, or caused more problems for farmers than it has solved
(Frank & Chamala, 1992). Primary producers are mostly aware of solutions, or new
practices, that scientists are proposing (Blacket & Lawrence, 1992), but often the solution
is to a problem that the primary producer either does not acknowledge, or has assigned a
low priority. Blacket (1996) cites conservation cropping as one such example.
Conservation cropping was a technology proposed by scientists and extension officers as
a strategy to manage soil erosion, but it was not taken up by primary producers because in
their discourse soil erosion was not perceived to be a high priority problem (Spackman &
Garside, 1995).
Adoption of some technologies requires more than just ‘a leap of faith,’ on the
part of the farmer (Barr & Cary, 1992). In cases “where there is already some uncertainty
… non adoption is an appropriate management strategy” (Vanclay & Lawrence, 1994).
Additionally, not all scientific knowledge of the natural world has had a positive
environmental impact (Murphy, 1994; Schnaiberg & Gould, 1994). In fact, Buttel (1996)
suggests that natural science has had a good number of negative environmental impacts,
and that the historical balance of the impact of scientific knowledge on environmental
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quality has tended to be negative. Primary producers, including graziers, are discerning in
the adoption of technology and will always seek to reduce the perceived risk associated
with changes in management of their production systems and natural resources (Lambert
& Ellix, 2003). Primary producers will compare the proposed scientific knowledge with
existing relevant local or indigenous experiences and knowledge, to assess the value and
relevance of recommended practices (Cary, Barr, Aslin, Webb & Kelson, 2001; Lambert
& Elix, 2003). Given the sometimes problematic history of advice to primary producers
by scientific and extension organisations, primary producers have developed a healthy
skepticism and question the basis for claims for new technologies and practices (see for
example Gray & Lawrence, 2001; Lawrence, Richards & Herbert-Cheshire, 2003).
Grazier discourses dispute the validity of scientific knowledge, test the existence of an
environmental problem, and question the agendas of the government, ‘greenies’ and
urban people, who are perceived to be the key proponents of environmental
‘misinformation’ (Richards, 2007:xi-xii).
2.3.4

Relevance of Changing Perceptions and Expectations

The different discourses reflect the changing ideologies to agriculture, environment and
rurality. Agriculture no longer has a central position in society (Lowe et al. 1993), nor is
it considered ideologically secure (Marsden et al., 1993; Halfacree, 1997; Boyle &
Halfacree, 1998; Potter, 1998). No longer is agriculture synonymous with rural and new
social representations of rural (Cloke & Goodwin, 1992). The countryside is contested
(Hoggart, 1990; Marsden et al., 1993; Hoggart, Buller & Black, 1995), with agriculture
and primary producers representing only one sector of the contestants.
There are examples of farmers who exploit the land either deliberately (for short
term gain) or as victims of circumstance, including inadequate-sized properties, poor
market conditions or adverse weather conditions. However, by and large, farmers are not
deliberate exploiters (Campbell, 1980:230). The message that current green and
environmental discourses conveyed about farmers and agriculture has been, and continues
to be, of great concern for the men and women ‘on the land’:
From the farmers’ point of view, the great difficulty about controls
introduced in the name of environmental protection is that they are
typically introduced and administered with a zealous one-eyed
determination that knows no compromises. Though farmers may have
sympathy with some at least of the aims of the environmentalists, they
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know that, in an agricultural context, the implementation of controls
involves trade-offs with two objectives – agricultural efficiency and lowpriced food to mention but two. The cost to the farmer and to the
community, of the almost religious devotion by governments to
environmental goals at the behest of what is frequently a vocal minority
of the population, is too often neglected.
Too often today there is a tendency to take no risks and completely ban
pesticides and the like, if there is one iota of evidence that they are in any
way harmful. Life from time immemorial has been beset by risk
situations and it is absurd, in the late twentieth century, to begin avoiding
risks by instituting bans on the use of substances which may in many
cases promise immense benefits from their use.11 (Campbell, 1980:23536)
There are many pressures on graziers and farmers to change. The more than thirty year
old words of Campbell still ring true for many of them, as they try to negotiate a path
between the public and private good, while remaining environmentally sustainable and
financially viable. Their decisions relating to change often require evaluation of
competing economic, personal and social factors in response to government policies and
pressure from other institutions, agencies and special interest groups (Pannell, 1997;
Hollick, 1990). In particular, Richards (2007) proposes that cultural factors such as
identity, group distinction and the habitus are inseparable from practice and must be
understood in order to successfully enrol graziers into environmentally sustainable
practices.

2.4

Questioning the Legitimacy of Science

This thesis is concerned with describing the social and political context within which
primary producers experience pressure to change. Of particular interest are changes
within

that

context

itself.

Contemporaneous

with

post-productivism

and

multifuctionalism are a rethinking by society and politics of the role and expectations of
agriculture and its practice, and the utility of rural spaces. This is demonstrated in new
discourses about agriculture and its practice, and rural spaces. Scientific evidence has
been presented to underpin and legitimise this social and political change, and the new
discourses. There has been vigorous debate surrounding some of the scientific evidence,
and more latterly some of the scientific evidence has been described as poorly
substantiated. Scientific knowledge is based on relative probabilities of an event’s
occurrence given some pre-existing factors or variables. In addition there are always
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measurement issues. Thus science is not exact nor true or false. This is particularly
evident when modeling is used to predict an outcome. The assumptions of the model
include levels of uncertainty. Popular perception of science is exactly the opposite of this
situation. Science is perceived as ‘black and white’ and thus a precise body of knowledge.
This situation allows the same 'fact' to be interpreted and used differently by different
actors in a situation and gives rise to some of the differences in grazier and non-grazier
discourses. This thesis is not concerned with arguing the truth or otherwise of current
scientific assertions, but with the resultant primary producer confusion about, and
suspicion of, the changes that society and politics are asking of them based on those
scientific assertions. Examples of some contentious scientific issues are briefly discussed
below. These examples are used because there is a broad general discussion of the issues,
in which rural producers participate. Contemporary communications technologies allow
discussions of these issues in a way that was not possible previously.
2.4.1

Sediment Run-off into the Great Barrier Reef

In North Queensland, concerns about the long-term future of the Great Barrier Reef
(GBR) are one of the main fronts on which grazing practices are under intense scrutiny
and pressure to change. According to Furnas (2003:4) “[c]learing and agricultural land
use are now regarded to have caused several-fold increase in runoff of sediment and
nutrients into the GBR” negatively impacting on the growth and evolution of coral reefs.
However Furnas (2003) indicates that data used to substantiate this claim are not actual
measurements, but “extrapolated from limited measurements in a few rivers and
catchments” (Furnas 2003:6). Further, there is a lack of valid, verifiable scientific data “to
clearly identify trends caused by human activities within the natural fluctuations
associated with climate, seasonal weather and unpredictable cyclonic storms” (Furnas
2003:259) which limits “[o]ur current understanding of and ability to detect change in
nearshore ecosystems”(Furnas 2003:290). Notwithstanding a lack of data to substantiate a
claim, some scientists still urge a response to their claim: “Our current inability to detect
clear changes in water quality within the GBR lagoon … should not be grounds for
complacency” (Furnas, 2003:292); and, “[I]rrespective of whether there is indeed an
environmental effect, you really have to assume that there is. …[T]hen the problem has to
be managed one way or another” (Hall, 2003).
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In a scientific review, integrating information on the impacts of terrestrial run-off
on the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area, Williams (2001: para 13) finds that “clear
impacts of enhanced run-off of sediments, nutrients and contaminants (as a result of land
use) on coral reefs of the GBR ecosystem have proven difficult to detect.” Eighteen
scientists14 heavily rely on Williams (2001) findings in a subsequent consensus statement,
titled “The current level of scientific understanding on impacts of terrestrial run-off on the
Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area (GBRWHA)” yet still conclude that there is a
continued urgency to work towards a reduction in the runoff of sediments, nutrients,
herbicides and other pollutants into the GBRWHA. There is a continual swing between
unequivocal statements that action must be taken, and admissions to a lack of
substantiating evidence. In these circumstances, until supporting scientific evidence can
be found, graziers are asked to accept the precautionary principle15 as reason to follow to
societal goals for rural spaces.
A growing number of scientists present contrary views to the current orthodoxy
relating to local and global environmental problems (see for example Neil, Orpin, Ridd &
Bofu, 2002; Carter 2003; Carter, 2005a16; Carter 2005b; McIntyre & McKitrick, 200517;

14

15

David McB. Williams (CRC Reef / AIMS), Christian H. Roth (CSIRO Land and Water), Russell
Reichelt (CRC Reef), Peter Ridd (James Cook University), George E. Rayment (Sugar CRC / Qld
NRandM), Piers Larcombe (JCU), Jon Brodie (JCU), Richard Pearson (Australian Centre for Tropical
Freshwater Research / JCU), Clive Wilkinson (Global Coral Reef Monitoring Network), Frank Talbot,
Miles Furnas (AIMS/ CRC Reef), Katharina Fabricius (CRC Reef/ AIMS), Laurence McCook (CRC
Reef/ AIMS), Terry Hughes (JCU), Ove Hough-Gulberg (University of Queensland), Terry Done
(AIMS/ CRC Reef)
. The development of the precautionary principle has been traced back to concepts in the German sociolegal tradition and Swedish environmental laws and policies (see for example Cameron & Abouchar,
1991; O’Riordan & Cameron, 1994; Birnie & Boyle, 1995; Cameron & Abouchar, 1996) through its
employment internationally (The United Nations - Rio Declaration on Environment and Development,
1992) and subsequently into Australian laws (Australian Government - Intergovernmental Agreement
on the Environment, 1992; Stein, 2000). For the purposes of this thesis Section 391(2) of the
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1997 provides a relevant definition of the
precautionary principle:
The precautionary principle is that lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as
a reason for postponing a measure to prevent degradation of the environment where
there are threats of serious or irreversible environmental damage.
For further discussion of the precautionary principle refer to Smith (2004) who provides a summary of
the different strands of the precautionary principle, derived from an awareness of the ambiguity of the
term.

16

Conference presentation refuting current orthodoxy on climate change.

17

Their controversial article questions the scientific basis for the ground breaking ‘ global warming’ thesis
of Mann, Bradley and Hughes (1998).
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Starck, 2005). In particular, Carter (2002) questions the link between grazier land
management practices and water quality on the GBR stating that it is “quite wrong, not to
mention unfair, to selectively blame the effects of changes in any of these factors (climate
and sea-level change) on Queensland farmers and graziers, as some have done (Carter,
2002: para 12). Starck (2005), a pioneer in the scientific investigation of coral reefs, is
more critical in his analysis of this current orthodoxy which is the basis for the
formulation of contemporary government environmental policy:
Environmentalism incorporates a strong element of political correctness,
whereby reason and evidence are welcome only so far as they support the
predetermined agenda. Information which contests the environmental
scare-of-the-day is ignored or denied, and those who attempt to bring it
to public attention are attacked and denigrated. … [M]any of the
scientists who are currently involved in studying environmental issues
have taken up attitudes and approaches similar to those of the activists.
… The relationship between environmentalism, politics and science is
complex. … Open, objective, rational, evidence-based analysis is
essential to identifying real environmental problems and finding
workable solutions. When some problems turn out to not be real, or are
less bad than feared, this must be acknowledged and investigated, not
denied and denigrated. (Starck, 2005:19-20)
The sentiment expressed by Starck (2005) is representative of the perception that a
number of primary producers and others have that some scientific investigations are
agenda driven, rather than objective and unbiased.
If there is a clear message from the current debate, it is that there is no clear
message. Whilst there is no incontrovertible argument that changes are occurring to the
GBR, there is a divergence of opinions as to: what changes would be present without the
presence of western society; whether the changes are part of a very long glacial cycle, and
largely beyond control by ‘on ground’ changes; whether the changes are mainly due to
agricultural practices, and if so, which practices; the effects of periodic natural disasters
like floods, cyclones and droughts; and the effects of coastal urbanisation. Where there is
a lack of scientific evidence to substantiate an environmental claim, primary producers
are hesitant to alter their land management practices in order to follow recommendations
based on the poorly substantiated scientific claim.
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2.4.2

Evidence for Regional Impacts of Climate Change in the IPCC’s
Fourth Assessment Report (AR4)

A broader issue which has ensued in contentious debate in which primary producers and
their representatives participate is that of climate change. The U.N.’s Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), which has produced four assessments of climate
science since 1992—has issued several retractions from its most recent 2007 report in
response to controversy over certain conclusions and Poor evidence to substantiate those
conclusions. One claim in the 2007 report was that Himalayan glaciers were in danger of
melting as soon as 2035. The source for the melt-by-2035 claim was not a peer-reviewed
scientific study but it relied on “poorly substantiated estimates of rate of recession and
date for the disappearance of Himalayan glaciers” (IPCC, 2010) and the IPCC reaffirmed
their commitment to a “thorough review of ‘the quality and validity of each source before
incorporating results from the source into an IPCC Report’” (IPCC, 2010). The
Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency (PBL) (2010) review of AR4 concluded
that: overall the summary conclusions are considered well; in some instances the
foundations for the summary statements should have been made more transparent; while
acknowledging the essential role of expert judgment in scientific assessments, the PBL
recommends to improve the transparency of these judgments in future IPCC reports; the
investigated summary conclusions tend to single out the most important negative impacts
of climate change and the PBL recommends that the full spectrum of regional impacts is
summarised for the Fifth Assessment Report, including the uncertainties; and, the IPCC
should invest more in quality control in order to prevent mistakes and shortcomings, to
the extent possible. The scientific conclusions of AR4 were not found particularly
wanting; there was more concern about how conclusions were presented.
2.4.3

State of the Climate in Australia

In a pamphlet, jointly released by CSIRO and the Australian Bureau of Meteorology (see
CSIRO, 2010), a snapshot of the state of the climate in Australia is presented to update
Australians about how their climate has changed and what it means. The conclusions
presented are that: Australia will be hotter in coming decades, much of Australia will be
drier in coming decades, It is very likely that human activities have caused most of the
global warming observed since 1950; and, climate change is real (CSIRO, 2010). As has
AR4, this publication, has led to animated debate because of the uncited peer reviewed

47
references used in the preparation of the document, limiting data for charts showing
temperature, rainfall and hot and cold day maximums to 1960-present, and the use for this
report of only Global climate model results that show a decrease in projected rainfall.
Global climate models for eastern Australian show conflicting results with both an
increase and decrease in projected rainfall (Chiew, Kirono, Kent and Vaze, 2009:3912).
Chiew et al. (2009), all CSIRO scientists, tested a range of future rainfall projections
from the 23 global climate models (GCMs) used in the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report
for three large regions of Australia (south-east Australia, south-west Western Australia
and northern Australia), but found it difficult to objectively determine which GCMs are
more likely to give reliable future climate projections. Until global climate models
become more accurate and give more consistent projections, Chiew et al. (2009) conclude
that the uncertainty and the range of future runoff in impact studies are probably best
determined using future climate projections from a large range of archived GCM
simulations. The debate here is not so much about objectivity as about values and the
types of technology used, the kinds of data put forward, yet it adds to the unease of
primary producers and other and weakens their trust in science.
2.4.4

Relevance to Rural Industries

In order to understand primary producer behaviour, it is necessary to also be cognisant of
changes in the social and political environment in which they exist. The relevance of this
section to the thesis is that it highlights a new source of uncertainty for primary
producers. Scientific findings have always been debated and questioned as to their
reliability and generalisability. However, since the 1990s there appears to have been a
growing disquiet about the validity of data, models, assumptions and interpretations in
some of the scientific evidence underpinning news discourses about rural spaces and their
use. With the examples explored, it is not the scientific data or studies that are so harmful
or incorrect, as the seemingly policy-driven scripting, or discourse, that is used to
describe the findings. Concurrent with this questioning of scientific legitimacy, has been
the suggestion of unethical behaviour, errors, and exaggeration in some of the science to
meet political visions and ethical values of stakeholder groups. The motivation of some
science is being questioned and there is a question of whether policy is interacting with
science in some climate change and environmental research. For primary producers and
others, the legitimacy of the science underpinning discourses and policies governing,
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them and their practices, is under increasing scrutiny. Uncertainty and debate in science
are not seen by ‘lay’ people as part of science culture, but contributes to a lack of
confidence in findings. This may result in primary producers having less faith in the
science underpinning the pressures for them to change that they experience in the
rethinking of rural industries that has been unfolding since the 1990s.

2.5

Conclusion

In the preceding sections of this chapter it is clear that society is rethinking rural
industries and in doing so primary producers are experiencing new pressures, and new
sources of pressure, to change. The traditional pressures, or challenges, faced by
agriculture are well known: declining terms of trade, competitive and interconnected
global markets, changing consumer preferences, protectionist international trading
policies, and a fragile natural resource base with land, water and climatic limits (for
example see Productivity Commission, 2005; Truss, 2005). Many of the new challenges
are also well recognised, and were outlined by Warren Truss (2005), the then Federal
Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, in his speech to the OUTLOOK 2005
Conference including: increased scrutiny of live animal exports and questioning of
traditional animal husbandry practices because of heightened animal welfare concerns
nationally and internationally; community concern about technologies, such as genetically
modified organisms, resulting in farmers being denied access to technologies that could
dramatically increase productivity in an environmentally neutral way; new biosecurity
risks because of increasing global passenger and cargo movements; demand for acreage
lots encroaching on previously rural lands, increasing the price of agricultural land and
altering the population mix in many traditional farming districts; requirement for the farm
sector to demonstrate its environmental credentials against growing competition for
resources, like water; requirement for farmers to provide environmental services to the
wider community, such as maintaining biodiversity, playing a role in addressing climate
change and managing land as a water catchment; and some extreme sections of the
environmental lobby are even querying the basic right to farm. This synopsis of the
current and evolving pressures faced by Australian agriculture reveals an increasing, and
new, interest in: where and how food is being produced; the impacts on natural resources
of the production process, and the state of the environment for future generations; and the
desire for rural spaces to be treated as a resource to sustain multiple uses in addition to
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agriculture. The emerging rural development literature has pulled the bush and farmers
into an uneasy new political alignment with conservationists, urban consumers and policy
makers. However, there is a sense in which there is more alignment than difference
between these diverse groups.
Recent social theory developed to understand the post-productivist transition of
agriculture and environmental management, especially that emanating out of geography
(Ufkes, 1993; Bryant & Wilson, 1998; Gibbs, 2000; Jarosz, 2000, Wilson, 2001; Evans et
al., 2002; Castree, 2002a; Holmes, 2002), compels us to view rural spaces as increasingly
multi-functional, contested spaces. Rural sociology suggests that agriculture is no longer
the dominant function, and that this has caused considerable alienation amongst rural
populations, and resentment towards the newly arrived other users. The rural traditions in
the UK, Europe, US and Australia are obviously different (Hall et al., 2004; Holmes,
2002). Even so, all of these rural traditions are now subject, in varying degrees, to
pressures of a post-productive nature. The utility of a post-productivist transition (PPT)
has been widely debated (see for example Evans et al., 2002), and there is argument as to
whether Australian agriculture is undergoing a PPT or has progressed to a postproductivist era (see for example Holmes, 1994; Argent, 2002; Holmes, 2002; Bjørkhaug
& Richards, 2008). Verifiable evidence of such trends takes time to develop: ‘forces’ take
time to gather and acquire direction and strength, as does the ensuing public debate.
Whilst these are important debates, the outcomes of these debates are not important to
this thesis. For this thesis, what is important is that there is increasing pressure for
agriculture to change, and that pressure is coming from a wide variety of sources, to
satisfy a diversity of objectives. There is little doubt that agriculture is part of an
increasingly complex cultural, social, economic and environmental web attaching to rural
landscapes across the globe. Whereas previously consideration of the consumer was not
separated from consideration of the product, such that maximising productivity was
presumed to be the sole goal for all parties in the production chain, the various links in the
production chain are now recognised as having their own identifiable, and at times
discordant, goals. The environment is no longer considered a limitless resource and
extension focuses on sustainable environmental management practices. Production must
now take account of environmental sustainability. Consumers are viewed as more
discerning and knowledgeable, and require more environmentally aware and safe
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production systems. In this current era, the concept of ‘multiple land use’ has come into
vogue.
Primary producer behaviour is now influenced by actors and networks outside of
the immediate rural production chain/s. Appreciation of their sway is crucial to
understanding the present and future management of rural spaces in a way that gives
voice to all interested parties, including the farming community. Australia has become
such a highly urbanised society that there is a heightened awareness of the need to reinvigorate regional and rural towns, and encourage sustainable environmental practices
by the agricultural sector. Technology transfer activities are crucial in this regard, and
focus increasingly on environmental aspects of farm management, rather than the
economic aspects alone. In order to maximise uptake of new technologies and new
practices (extension), and achieve desirable change, farming style has become a favoured
tool, which struggles to match means of extension with farming type.
The rationale for this thesis was a sense that achieving change was beset with
problems; and uptake was not as quick or widespread as informed commentators
expected. Forces for change were evident in the relationships that farmers had with all
human actors: financial advisors, processors, agents, rural consultants, DPI&F extension
officers, researchers, etc. Each actor group was trying to enact change for different
purposes and held their own views on why farmers behaved the way they did. This thesis
commences from that observation. This thesis hopes to develop a deeper understanding of
farmer behavior, moving from the ‘paddock to the plate’ and, more recently, beyond that.
The aim of this thesis is to understand why graziers behave the way they do when
subjected to the isomorphising pressures of their ‘human environment’ to change. I begin
to disentangle and operationalise this question in the next chapter on methodology.

3 Research Methodology

3.1

Introduction

In Chapter 1 I outlined my reasons for being drawn to conducting this research and, in
Chapter 2 I discussed some of the societal changes that give this study its context. When
my interest in this research was first aroused, DPI&F1 Extension Officers were at the very
least concerned with the slowness of technology uptake, and in some cases held
perceptions that there was a determination on the part of many primary producers in the
North Queensland beef cattle industry not to take up technological change. In addition,
there was a push by an increasing number of groups taking an interest in the activities of
primary producers for all of the reasons that define the emerging post productivist
society: food safety; a desire to ‘know’ their food’s source; heightened environmental
concern and consciousness; and the determination to have a multifunctional landscape.
All of these new interests added to, and continue to add to, the call for change in primary
production practices. Research at that time was not illuminating why the multitude of
forces for change, or institutional coercive isomorphic pressure, was not resulting in the
changes in primary producer behaviour that were so desperately sought.
Previous research into the North Queensland beef cattle industry had been largely
quantitative (Hinton, 1993; Frank, 1995a; Frank, 1995b; Frank, 1997; Herr et al., 2004;
Bortolussi et al., 2005a-e; Greiner et al., 2009) and whilst producing interesting results,
was not especially useful in understanding primary producer behaviours in relation to
change. The time appeared ripe for a fresh look at changes in the beef cattle industry in
some detail. Given the lack of clarity from more quantitative studies, it was felt that the
aim of this research - to understand the effects of isomorphism on the North Queensland

1

DPI&F is an acronym for the Queensland Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries. When data
collection for this thesis commenced, the Department was name the Queensland Department of Primary
Industries (DPI). I use the acronym to cover both DPI&F and its predecessor department DPI. When
quoting an interviewee I have left the acronym as used by the interviewee.
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beef cattle industry from the cattle producers’ perspective – would be better addressed by
the use of qualitative research methods.

3.2

The Research Strategy

Hammersley (1990:115) points out that there are several ways in which research can be
deemed relevant, including “plugging the gaps in our current knowledge”. Similarly
Strauss and Corbin (1990:19) state that qualitative research can be used “to gain novel
and fresh slants on things about which quite a bit is already known”. This study identifies
with these aims, and extends existing knowledge through a fresh perspective as opposed
to the generation of new theory.
3.2.1

Qualitative Research Approach

Qualitative research in sociology is now accepted as a valuable method for the research of
social issues where emphasis is placed on human meaning and experience, in addition to
human behaviour. Qualitative research methods are grounded in an ‘interpretivist’
philosophical position, using data collection methods that are ‘sensitive to the social
context’ of the data and producing thick, rich understandings of the research phenomena
(Mason, 1996:4). Quantitative research should be acknowledged as complimentary to,
rather than opposing, qualitative research methods (Zito, 1975; Chenail, 1995; Hayes,
1997). Methodological strategies for combining and analysing mixed methods data also
appear in the literature (Happ, Dabbs, Tate, Hricik & Erlin, 2006; Knigge & Cope, 2006;
Mason, 2006; Bryman, 2007). Indeed a growing number of studies use both qualitative
and quantitative methods to research the phenomena of interest. Bryman (2006) examines
the ways in which quantitative and qualitative research were integrated in 232 social
science articles. Both qualitative and quantitative research methods strive for ethical
conduct of research, rigour in their process, and relevance for their findings (Mason,
1996:5). Research should be systematically conducted. For qualitative research, the issue
is not one of replication, but one of laying bare the research process as clearly as possible,
as well as the subjectivity of the researcher. This latter point is perhaps the biggest
difference in the two methodologies. Section 3.3 of this chapter examines issues that may
limit researcher subjectivity for this study. In the case of qualitative research, whilst
having a standard approach for data collection, it must be flexible enough to ensure that
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all relevant data are collectable regardless of context (Mason, 1996:4-5). Simple
questions are asked to elicit complex and rich answers (Chenail, 1995).
3.2.2

Justification of the Qualitative Research Approach

Matching the research method to the research problem is critical (Zito, 1975:13-14;
Patton 1990). Qualitative studies are particularly useful for understanding, from a study
participant’s perspective, the particular context within which they act, and the influence
this context has on their actions (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Maxwell, 1998). Qualitative
interview techniques are an appropriate method to use to study the range and complexity
of reasons why farmers do not respond to pressure to change in the way expected, or
anticipated, by those applying the pressure to change. With qualitative research the
emphasis is on understanding rather than generalising:
[Q]ualitative research can be characterised as the attempt to obtain an indepth understanding of the meanings and 'definitions of the situation'
presented by informants, rather than the production of a quantitative
'measurement' of their characteristics or behaviour. (Wainwright, 1997:
paragraph 3)
Qualitative research facilitates the discovery of phenomena that may previously have
been obscure or unexplained, thus helping us to understand our world.
Qualitative research involves broadly stated questions about human
experiences and realities, studied through sustained contact with persons
in their natural environments, and producing rich, descriptive data that
help us to understand those person's experiences. (Munhall, 2001:68)
Jorgensen stipulates that the subjective beliefs of the people being studied have
explanatory primacy over the theoretical knowledge of the researcher:
While the researcher may have a theoretical interest in being there,
exactly what concepts are important, how they are or are not related, and
what, therefore, is problematic should remain open and subject to
refinement and definition based on what the researcher is able to uncover
and observe. (Jorgensen, 1989:18)
A key issue for developing an in-depth understanding of issues related to farmers and
their attitude to change is the ability of the researcher to immerse themself in the
fieldwork site long enough to gain a deep understanding. A retelling of the subjective
beliefs of the people being studied is important, but it is not ‘the end in and of itself.’ The
ultimate intention is to then examine these beliefs using:
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[H]istorical analysis and sociological theory to get beneath the surface of
everyday 'common-sense' assumptions in order to arrive at a deeper level
of understanding that will not only be of academic interest to the
researcher, but will also contribute to the development of critical
consciousness amongst oppressed groups. (Wainwright, 1997: paragraph
8)
This need to critically examine participant beliefs is also emphasised by Hammersley and
Atkinson (1983) and by Pope and Mays (1995:43), who argue that understanding is best
developed by immersion into the ‘natural setting’ of the participants.
3.2.3

Case Study Based Grounded Theory Methodology

In this study I use grounded theory as the overarching methodology to study data from an
exploratory case study, and to drive data acquisition activities within the case study.
Grounded theory is a strategy for qualitative research that categorises empirically
collected data to build a general theory – a theory is allowed to emerge from the data –
rather than a previously formulated hypotheses being 'tested' against data (Glaser and
Strauss, 1967; Glaser, 1978; Glaser, 1998). The central components of grounded theory
were identified as including theoretical sampling, constant comparative analysis of
qualitative data, and coding procedures (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). The researcher sets
aside theoretical ideas; and develops concepts applicable to the area under study in the
process of data analysis through the constant comparison of incidents and ideas
(Creswell, 1998; Dey, 1999; Urquhart, 2001).New theory is conceived conception as the
researcher recognises new ideas and themes emerging from what people have said or
from events which have been observed. Ideas form in the researcher's consciousness as
raw data are reviewed. Hypotheses about the relationship between various ideas or
categories are tested out and constructs formed, leading to new concepts or
understandings. In this sense the theory is “grounded” in the data. (Hancock, 1998:10)
Since 1967, the theoretical elements of grounded theory have been debated,
contested and re-worked, but the significance of grounded theory has grown substantially.
I leave the dispute between the original authors and others (Cutcliffe, 2000; McCallin,
2003; O’Connor, Netting & Thomas, 2008). My study, like that of many others (Norris,
2002; Knight, Nunkoosing, Vrij & Cherryman, 2003; Camargo, 2008; Mills, 2009), is
more concerned with an approach that is flexible yet systematic, gives voice to the
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participants, and allows me to move some way to closing gaps within existing
understandings of the contemporary grazier’s situation.
A case study presents an account of what has happened in a business or industry
over a period of time, chronicling events such as changes in the competitive environment,
and the managers’ responses (Seperich, Woolverton, Beierlein and Hahn, 1996).The case
study research method is particularly appropriate for this study because of the desire to
focus on graziers within the North Queensland beef cattle industry. Whilst perhaps
limiting the generality of findings it enables an in-depth detailed contextual analysis of
the particular case – the North Queensland beef cattle industry.
Glaser and Strauss (1967) proposed the use of case studies for the creation of new
theory in social sciences when they presented their grounded theory research method. Use
of case study data to build grounded theory has three major strengths (Eisenhardt, 1989):
1.

it is likely to produce novel theory because ‘creative insight often arises from
juxtaposition of contradictory or paradoxical evidence’ (p. 546). The constant
comparative method forces the researcher to produce ‘theory with less researcher
bias than theory built from incremental studies or armchair, axiomatic deduction’
(p. 546).

2.

due to the close connection between theory and data , the emergent theory ‘is
likely to be testable with constructs that can be readily measured and hypotheses
that can be proven false’ (p. 547).

3.

because a level of validation is performed implicitly by constant comparison,
questioning the data from the start of the process, the ‘resultant theory is likely to
be empirically valid’ (p. 547) and ‘closely mirror reality’ (p. 547).

Given that the aim of this research is to understand grazier behaviours, from the grazier’s
perspective, grounded theory is a particularly appropriate method for meeting this aim as
it allows the research to focus on actors’ perspectives and provides actors with
opportunities to articulate their thoughts about issues they consider important (Glaser,
1998). Thus study participants are able to reflect on events that are significant to them,
providing further understanding of past actions and allowing new insights for the
researcher. Further use case study data from the North Queensland beef cattle industry to
generate grounded theory was a particularly appropriate strategy for my research because
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of my being perceived as an industry ‘insider’2 to whom the accounts did not require
‘justification.’
3.2.4

Data Collection

Various data collection techniques are used to develop grounded theory, particularly indepth interviews and long-term observation. This should be mirrored with a
complimentary literature review and relevant document analysis. A key feature of
grounded theory is the simultaneous collection and analysis of data using a process
known as constant comparative analysis. In this process, data are transcribed and
examined for content immediately following data collection. Ideas which emerge from
the analysis are included in data collection when the researcher next enters the field. The
principal data collection method used in this study is semi-structured in-depth interviews.
Secondary data, observations and field notes were also used to gather supporting data.
3.2.4.1

Semi-structured In-depth Interviews

Qualitative interviews are, primarily, semi-structured or unstructured. Semi-structured
interviews involve a series of open ended questions based on the topic areas the
researcher wants to cover. The open ended nature of the question defines the topic under
investigation but provides opportunities for both interviewer and interviewee to discuss
some topics in more detail. If the interviewee has difficulty answering a question or
provides only a brief response, the interviewer can prompt the interviewee with a subquestion to encourage the interviewee to consider or simply move on to further issues. In
a semi-structured interview the interviewer also has the freedom to probe the interviewee
to elaborate on the original response or to follow a line of inquiry introduced by the
interviewee (Hancock, 1998:9).
Semi-structured interviews tend to work well when the interviewer has already
identified a number of aspects they want to be sure of addressing. The interviewer can
decide in advance what areas to cover, but is open and receptive to unexpected
information from the interviewee. This can be particularly important if limited time is
available for each interview and the interviewer wants to be sure that the “key issues” will

2

Refer to Section 3.3.1 – Reflective Researcher – Locating Self in the Research.
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be covered. Qualitative interviews should tend to the informal. Interviewees should feel
as though they are participating in a conversation or discussion rather than in a formal
question and answer situation. However, achieving this informal style is dependent on
careful planning and on skill in conducting the interview. Semi-structured interviews
should not be seen as a soft option requiring little forethought. Good quality qualitative
interviews are the result of rigorous preparation. The development of the interview
schedule, conducting the interview and analysing the interview data all require careful
consideration and preparation (Hancock, 1998:10). If the interview schedule is too tightly
structured this may not enable the phenomena under investigation to be explored in terms
of either breadth or depth.
Oakley (1981) advocates a model of interviewing where the interviewer is open
and personally responsive. How the interviewer portrays themself influences the
interviewee’s impression of the interviewer and the interaction between the interviewer
and the interviewee, and ultimately the success of the study (Fontana & Frey, 1994). To
be trusted the interviewer must give considerably of themselves and appear trusting of the
other person (King, 1996:177). King (1996) identifies the dilemma faced by an
interviewer in balancing the need to encourage and prompt the interviewee to tell their
story and to probe and follow up on new and interesting ideas, with the requirement to
restrict direction to a minimum. The overriding constraint in shaping the interview
guidelines, including interviewer persona and interview questions, is the objective of the
research project (King, 1996:178-79). The objective of this research is curiosity and
discovery about grazier behaviour. Accordingly, the interview questions must enable the
interviewee to be unfettered in answering questions and the interviewer’s persona must
engender trust and a belief by the interviewee that they are understood.
All interviewees were initially contacted by telephone or face-to-face. The
purpose of the study was outlined and they were asked whether they were willing to
participate in a semi-structured interview. Some potential participants agreed immediately
and in a few cases the potential interviewee wanted to see the questions before they
would give a decision. All people contacted initially agreed to participate. Subsequently,
3 potential participants, all of whom were employees of larger organisations, asked that I
conduct the interview at a higher level within their organisation as required by company
policy, and provided alternative contacts (in some cases multiple alternatives). In each
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case the first alternative person contacted by me agreed to participate in the data
collection process.
Prior to their interview, all interviewees were provided with a letter stating the
research objective, advising that the research had been approved by the James Cook
University Ethics Committee and outlining the conditions of their participation in the
research. A copy of the letter sent to each interviewee, which includes the JCU Ethics
Approval number is provided in Appendix A. Each interviewee was also provided with a
copy of the questions that would form the basis of the interview. Before commencing
each interview, interviewees were given the opportunity to ask questions about the study
and any issues that they wanted clarified or that they wanted more information about.
Each interviewee was asked for permission to tape record the interview. All but one of the
interviews was tape-recorded (consent being withheld in the case of the exception). A
couple of the interviewees indicated that they might not have agreed to having the
interview taped if they had not known the interviewer and felt confident that the contents
of the interview would not be misused and their privacy maintained.
Face-to-face interviews were the ideal situation and this is what I attempted to
achieve where possible. However the location and means of conducting each interview
were negotiated with the interviewee. Wherever possible I travelled to the interviewee’s
place of work. Where this was not possible the interview was held at a location to which
we could both travel, like a meeting or conference facility. When a face-to face meeting
was not possible interviews were conducted by telephone.
For all the semi-structured interviews, I took notes of what seemed at the time to
be important points, and added observations from the interview process at the end of the
interview where relevant. I also tape-recorded interviews when possible. All interviewees,
in accordance with ethics approval requirements, were asked whether they would allow
for the interview to be tape recorded. All but one agreed. There were several reasons for
wanting to tape the interviews: my own fear of not recognising what, in hindsight, might
prove to be relevant points; to provide a reliable means of checking my notes rather than
relying on my memory; and, to allow me to focus on the interaction with the interviewee
with a view to being able to follow-up on new issues raised.
Mason (1996:47) argues that even for exploratory and unstructured data
collection the researcher has an ontological and epistemological position, which should
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enable the researcher to be clear about “what you might be interested in to be able to
judge what to pursue in the interviews”. Further, Mason (1996:47) posits that “the
decisions and judgments the researcher makes give some form of structure and purpose to
the data generation process”. This study aimed to derive data from the interviews in an
interpretative sense by reading “the interviews for what you think they mean, or possibly
for what you think you can infer about something outside of the interview interaction
itself” (Mason, 1996:54). Transparency and credibility are key issues when turning the
qualitative interviews into data. Mason (1996) reminds us of potential problems with
interview transcriptions. A transcription does not provide an 'objective record' of the
interviews because the person doing the transcriptions has to make judgments about
which verbal utterances to turn into text, and how to do it (Mason, 1996:53). Verbatim
transcripts were completed for each interview where the taped interview was sufficiently
audible. For those that were not sufficiently audible, the interview notes were used.
Researcher reflexivity is an important step in assuring the reader of the genuine
attempt to ensure transparency of the data collection and analysis process. The
background and behaviour of the researcher can constrain the data collection process and
the data collected. The researcher cannot be neutral so it is important to understand their
role in the process. My role in data collection and the nature of my interface with the
interviewees is discussed in section 3.3.1.
3.2.4.2

Additional Data Sources

During the conduct of the study I attended many industry functions including: industry
conferences; research conferences; working party meetings to discuss strategy for
working with graziers to achieve change; and grazier information days organised
variously by MLA, DPI&F and other organisations. Field notes of pertinent conversations
were recorded and analysed together with the semi-structured interview data.
Secondary data are also used in this study. It provides a means of testing and
‘ground truthing’ or ‘triangulating’ the data emerging from primary data collection.
Reports detailing both social factors and economic factors at the national level and the
regional level illuminate the findings of this study. Hinton (1993) identifies the
characteristics of a viable beef cattle operation in the Dalrymple Shire (where our family
cattle property is located) and is indicative of thinking within the DPI&F at that time,
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where the focus was on economic output and productivity. More recently, reports have
focused on sustainability of beef cattle operations, as evidenced in the research report
“Industries, Land Use and Water Quality in the Great Barrier Reef Catchment” by the
Productivity Commission (2003). Additionally, newspaper articles, online articles,
television current affairs broadcasts, books and theses provide data for the study. For
example Furnas’ (2003) book “Catchments and Corals: Terrestrial Runoff to the Great
Barrier Reef” and Williams et al. (undated) “Consensus Statement: The current level of
scientific understanding on impacts of terrestrial run-off on the Great Barrier Reef World
Heritage Area” both illuminate the views of many scientists regarding primary industries
and the environment. Both national and state daily newspapers provide useful
commentary by stakeholder groups, and current affairs television broadcasts provide
additional cases of individual graziers and how they are meeting the challenge of change
in their local and global contexts.
3.2.5

Theoretical Saturation – Theoretical Sampling

With the qualitative research approach inspired by grounded theory, the aim of sampling
is to collect enough data so as to be able to understand the social process under scrutiny.
In order to achieve this aim the researcher needs to select the sample that will be most
productive in generating data to answer the research question/s. The constant comparative
method of analysis used in grounded theory means that there is ongoing interpretation of
the data which will indicate omissions in the data and enable identification of ‘missing’
voices. The emergent nature of this research process requires sampling decisions to
continue throughout the study. This method of sampling is not random or probabilistic,
but it must be systematic (Murphy, Dingwall, Greatbatch, Parker & Watson, 1998:iv).
Informants are selected because they will enable exploration of particular aspects of the
social phenomena relevant to the research questions. As the study progresses, successive
subjects will be selected to allow the researcher to test the power of the developing
theory. The research can, and will, deliberately include a diverse set of informants,
including “key informants with access to important sources of knowledge” (Mays &
Pope, 1995:110). Glaser and Strauss (1967) term this method of sampling “theoretical”
sampling because it is “controlled by the emerging theory” (p.45 emphasis in original).
Theoretical sampling is the process of data collection whereby the determination of the
composition and size of the sample evolves as the researcher collects, codes and analyses
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their data and then decides what further data are required to develop the emerging theory
(Glaser & Strauss, 1967:45-77). The sample “emerges,” as does the theory and the
method (Dick, 2002). In pragmatic terms this often means collecting data until the
researcher is no longer discovering anything new, but confirming what has already been
discovered.
In addressing the question of sample size, Glaser and Strauss (1967:60) raise
three issues: “theoretical saturation, ‘slice’ of data, and depth of theoretical sampling”.
Theoretical saturation is a question of the extent, or breadth, of new ideas emerging from
the data collected. Theoretical saturation is reached when new data categories, new
themes or explanations stop emerging from the data (Glaser & Strauss, 1967:61-62).
Consideration of multiple slices of data for a data category, theme or explanation
acknowledges that no one kind of data will necessarily give a complete picture to the
researcher – “different kinds of data give the analyst different views … called slices of
data” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967:65). Even though a researcher may use one technique of
data collection primarily, grounded theory promotes an “openness of inquiry” which
allows a multiplicity of techniques of data collection, types of data collected and also
ways in which the data are used (Glaser & Strauss, 1967:65). Thus collecting different
‘slices of data’ provides ‘different ways of knowing’ for the researcher (Glaser & Strauss,
1967:66) and strengthens the validity and credibility of the researcher’s analysis of the
data. There are no strict criteria for determining sample size for qualitative research
(Patton, 1990; Eisner, 1991.) The correct ‘depth’ of theoretical sampling is to sample until
enough data has been collected and analysed to “saturate all categories until it is clear
which are core categories” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967:71).
The sampling strategy endeavours to include sufficient relevant groups to ensure
that all data categories are exhausted and that all ‘hunches’ are checked out (Charmaz,
1983:125; Parker & Roffey, 1997:231-33). A total of 75 individuals were interviewed,
representing 5 stakeholder groups: Graziers; Extension; Advisors; Market; and Industry
Organisations. The number and composition of stakeholder groups interviewed unfolded
as the study progressed. Initially individuals from three groups were interviewed:
Graziers, DPI&F (Extension) and Buyers for Meatworks (Market). These groups have
traditionally been the most vocal in lobbying for or against change in the North
Queensland beef cattle industry. As the interviewing stage progressed, interviewees
identified other individuals, sub-groups, and groups with whom graziers had direct
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contact. The number of stakeholder groups expanded until no new groups and subgroups
were recommended by the interviewees themselves. All of these groups either produce
new technologies for graziers to use or can impose pressure to change on graziers, and are
interested in how to achieve change in grazier activities. Table 3.1 identifies the
stakeholder group to which the individuals interviewed belong.
Table 3.1 Summary of study participants
Stakeholder group

Number interviewed
Where Interviewed
Telephone My
Office

Total
Their
Office
Graziers
Extension
• DPI&F
• Researchers
Advisors
• Financial Advisors including
Accountants
• Rural Consultants
Market
• Buyers for
Meatworks/Processors
• Rural Agents
Industry Organisations
• Statutory Industry
Corporations
• Industry Associations
• Government Departments
Total

21

3

21
15
6

4

16
12
4

11
4

4

3
10
3

5

5
12

17

4

17
11
6

3

1

1

4
4

10
6

1
1

4

2

10

2

5
5

2

7

3

3
1
1
75

8

3

6
4
2

Gender
Male Female

5

8

5

6

3
2
7

7

Meeting

3

3
1
36

21

6

12

8

4

4

2

3
1

1
1
62

13

Within the Extension group, Researchers include researchers from CSIRO, DPI&F and
Universities. Within the Industry Organisations group, the subgroup Statutory Industry
Organisations includes Meat and Livestock Australia (MLA) and Cattle Council of
Australia (CCA); the subgroup Industry Associations includes Agforce and its
predecessor associations the United Graziers Association and the Cattleman’s Union; and
the subgroup Government Departments includes the Queensland Department of
Economic Development & Trade and Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service
(AQIS).
The two largest groups interviewed are Graziers and Extension officers. The
number of participants in each stakeholder group is indicative of the relative sizes of the
groups and also indicates the sampling necessary to saturate categories and check out
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hunches within the group. The sample distribution between male and female participants
is also indicative of the relative gender proportions participating in the groups.
Interviewees are identified according to the group to which they belong, together with a
sequential number within the group. The interviewee identifiers are: Grazier01 to
Grazier21; Extension01 to Extension21; Advisor01 to Advisor11; Market01 to Market10;
and, IndustryOrg01 to IndustryOrg12. A description of each interviewee, so identified, is
given in Appendix B.
3.2.6

Evolution of the Study

As discussed in Chapter 1, when I first arrived on my husband’s cattle property in 1991 I
was keen to understand the business and contribute in whatever way/s I could. With my
many years of information systems training I set about identifying outputs, processes and
inputs, and trying to match them up with goals and objectives. Initially this was a little
elusive and led me to somewhat audaciously and memorably comment that I thought that
they ‘made money in spite of what they did, not because of what they did.’ My husband
claims that it was at that stage that he realised, firstly, that he was not the economic
rationalist he had always thought he was, but was indeed a ‘lifestyler.’ Following on from
this, his next revelation was that this was “OK” – it did not, and should not, mean that he
was a lesser person. However, it did mean that his goals and objectives included
intangible criteria in addition to the usual tangible ones like profits. Thus began my quest
to better understand the North Queensland beef cattle industry graziers and what drives
their behaviour.
The research design process in qualitative research is not a separate and ‘discrete
stage which is conducted early’ (Lewis, 2003:47). The research design should evolve as
the study progresses. A solid research design provides the reader with a way to judge the
respectability of research by providing for sort of audit trail on the development of the
study (Mantzoukas, 2008:372). The following sections provide an outline of the study’s
development and ‘lay bare’ my subjectivities.
3.2.7

Development of the Interview Questions

No matter whether a qualitative or a quantitative research strategy is used, the research
questions must be concerned with answering a question about the nature of social reality:
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Although the nature of the kinds of research questions asked in
quantitative and qualitative research are typically different (more specific
in quantitative research, more open-ended in qualitative research, they
are both fundamentally concerned with answering questions about the
nature of social reality. (Bryman 2008, 395)
A premise of qualitative research is that social life is complex and constantly changing
and , therefore, not easily understood prior to entry into the field. Accordingly, Jennifer
Mason (2002) stresses the need to keep qualitative research questions fluid:
... qualitative methods are usually used when the object of study is some
form of social process or meaning or experience which needs to be
understood and explained in a rounded way, rather than attempting to
understand, for example, causal patterns by analysing connections
between static or snapshot variables. (Mason 2002, 134)
With a grounded theory research approach, the initial research question should start out
open and broad and become progressively narrower and more focused during the research
process (Strauss & Corbin, 1990:37). The aim is to get the research started and to keep
the researcher focused through the entire project. That is how this particular study
progressed. My initial research questions were:
1. Who/what are the actors influencing a grazier’s decision to change?
2. How is an actor able to enact influence on a grazier’s decision to change : what
enrolment instruments include an actor in a grazier’s decision to change?
By the time I enrolled in PhD studies I had raised this question in informal conversations
with several local DPI&F extension personnel, non-grazier participants at two annual
United Grazier Association conferences, and a couple of local grazier husbands and
wives. What evolved from consideration of those initial discussions were a number of
topics and interview questions that appeared pertinent for discussion with graziers in
trying to shed light on their behaviours in response to pressure to change. The set of
interview questions developed had several goals.
1.

To develop a rapport with the interviewee such that they felt comfortable
providing their own opinions and describing their own situation.

2.

To provide both the interviewee and the researcher with a means of
contextualising a discussion on beef producers and change

3.

To address the evolving research questions
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4.

To close the discussion with some general questions about the future directions
for the North Queensland beef cattle industry and hopefully provide a positive
end to the exchange of ideas.

The initial interview questions developed in order to better understand grazier
behaviour and attitudes when subjected to isomorphic pressures to change were
1.

How do we get graziers to change? Why is previous change discounted or
discredited? (Chapter 5) 3
a. Why do North Queensland beef cattle graziers behave the way they do in
the face of enormous pressure to change?
b. Why are graziers viewed as resistant to change?

2.

What are the forces driving change? (Chapter 5)

3.

What definitive/tangible/genuine change has taken place? (Chapter 5)

4.

Why doesn’t ‘one size fit all’ – why should ‘one size fit all’? (Chapters 6 – 10)

5.

How do graziers differ from one another as individuals4 (Chapters 6-8) across
regions (Chapter 10) and from other primary producers (Chapter 9)?
a. How do graziers gauge their performance (Chapter 6)?
b. Why do graziers continue to graze? (Chapter 7)
c. What role does lifestyle play in graziers’ motivation? (Chapter 8)
d. How do graziers vary from one region to another (Chapter 10)?
e. How do graziers differ from other primary producer groups (Chapter 9)?

The development of the interview questions for this thesis evolved through the initial
stages of working up the research situation, and collecting and analysing initial data. At
the start of this study the interview questions were developed to explore the ‘how, what
and why’ of grazier’s confronting pressure to change their beef grazing practices. This set

3

Chapter 5 looks at the changes that have actually taken place since the 1980s.

4

Individuals differ in terms of: property characteristics, resource base, strategy, problems, and priorities.
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of questions was refined and expanded through the iterative qualitative research process
whereby as data are collected it is analysed and the results used to inform further data
collection. Refinement and expansion of the research questions continued until no
additional themes, categories or explanations were revealed. By the end of the study 20
interview questions were developed. The complete list of interview questions is given in
Appendix C. As data collection and data analysis proceeded, themes developed which
logically aligned with many of the questions. Chapters were developed according, and
retrospectively the relevant chapter number were noted beside the relevant question/s
listed above.
Each interviewee was provided with the list of questions prior to the interview,
and they were advised that this list was only a guideline. Interviewees were made aware
that they were not expected to be able or willing to discuss each question and that there
would be opportunity to pursue any issue that arose out of the discussion, in more detail.
Due to the diversity of participant groups included in the sample, for some interviewees
there were some sections of the interview list that were only superficially addressed
whilst other sections were addressed in more detail.
3.2.8

Analysis - Coding and the Development of Themes

In my experience, Martha Feldman (1995) accurately describes the feelings of a fledgling
qualitative researcher when first confronted with the task of interpreting their qualitative
data: “The task can be overwhelming. One sometimes feels that reviewing the data only
reinforces the complexity and ambiguity of the setting” (Feldman, 1995:1). The advice
that she follows up with is excellent and entirely consistent with the grounded theory
method for developing a deeper understanding of phenomena:
The tricky part of this interpretation creation, … is to create an
interpretation that is neither simply the application of some pre-existing
theory to your data nor only a description of how the members of a
culture understand particular phenomena. … The goal, it seems to me, is
to develop one’s own interpretation of how parts of the culture fit
together or influence or relate to one another that is intrinsic to the setting
one has studied and, at the same time, sheds light on how similar
processes may be occurring in other settings. (Feldman, 1995:2)
The quality of the analysis is dependent on the skill and experience of the researcher
(Dingwall, Murphy, Watson, Greatbatch & Parker, 1998). In particular the worth of
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qualitative research will depend on how highly the research reader rates the researcher’s
theoretical sensitivity (Patton, 1990; Eisner, 1991). Strauss and Corbin (1990) define
theoretical sensitivity as a personal quality of the researcher:
It indicates an awareness of the subtleties of meaning of data. … [It]
refers to the attribute of having insight, the ability to give meaning to
data, the capacity to understand, and capability to separate the pertinent
from that which isn’t (p. 42).
The identification of themes and the selection of quotations can be problematic but
problems are minimised by methodical data collection and qualitative analysis which
legitimates its truth by referencing that data (Fielding, 1993).
The first step is to identify emergent themes, then for each theme to look for
explanations within that theme. The data are read and reread and analysis is used to
inductively generate themes, categories and explanations. This technique uses a form of
content analysis where the data are read and categorised into concepts that are suggested
by the data rather than imposed by existing theory, or previous research (Agar, 1980).
This is known as open coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) and it relies on an analytical
technique of identifying possible categories and their properties and dimensions. The data
are coded to identify processes or concepts that are fundamental to what is being
observed. The codes facilitate organisation, summarisation and synthesis of the many
observations made of the data (Charmaz,1983:111-13). The main purpose is to start “the
process of categorising many individual phenomena” (Moghaddam, 2006). The
completed interview transcripts, together with summary notes and other primary data
collected, were examined and open coded focusing on how and why graziers differ,
especially in their attitude to change. Questions continually addressed while open coding
the data included: what is happening in the data; what accounts for it; and what patterns
are occurring (Goulding, 1999). The data assigned to a particular category are constantly
compared with the rest of the data relevant to that category, to ensure there consistency.
The objective is to ensure that the identified categories are exhaustive and reflect as many
of the nuances in the data as possible.
The interview – transcribe – code process (or iteration between data and
concepts) ends when no new categories or associated concepts are being unearthed; a
situation Glaser and Strauss (1967) refer to as “theoretical saturation”. By the end of the
process all hunches have been checked, all peripheral questions answered, and categories
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and concepts exhausted (Charmaz, 1983:125). Precautions were taken to corroborate the
interpretations made (Miles & Huberman, 1984; Yin, 1989). Emerging categories were
checked for representativeness by examining them across interviews, and particularly
across stakeholder groups. Consistency of categories, their properties and dimensions,
across the various stakeholder groups serves to strengthen the emerging concepts. The
constant comparative method also requires searching out and checking contrasts and
negative evidence, hence forcing the confrontation of emerging explanations with
possible alternative ones.
Once all the primary data are coded, the second step is to organise the categories
surfaced in open coding by recurring, and dominant, themes. These themes became prime
candidates for a set of stable and common categories linking a number of associated
concepts. This is known as axial coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) and it relies on a
synthetic technique of making connections between subcategories to construct a more
comprehensive scheme. Axial coding “involves the process of abstraction onto a
theoretical level” (Moghaddam, 2006) and moves from describing what is in the data to
explaining relationships (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). The interview transcripts were then reexamined and re-coded using this proposed scheme, the goal being to determine the set of
categories and concepts that cover as much of the relevant data as possible. This iterative
examination yields a set of broad categories and associated concepts that describes the
salient characteristics associated with the graziers and their adoption and use of new
technologies – or resistance to change. I would often return to the interview transcripts,
re-sorting and re-analysing them to take account of the richer concepts and more complex
relations now constituting the framework. This ability to incorporate unique insights
during the course of the study is one of the benefits of a grounded theory research
approach, an example of what Eisenhardt (1989:539) labels “controlled opportunism,”
where “researchers take advantage of the uniqueness of a specific case and the emergence
of new themes to improve resultant theory”.
Next a core category or “the central phenomenon around which all the other
categories are related” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990:116) is selected. All other categories are
the “causal conditions, strategies, contextual conditions, and consequences” (Creswell,
2002:441). Finally, selective coding is undertaken whereby categories are related to the
core category and become the basis for the grounded theory (Babchuk, 1996).
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The data analysis chapters discuss the core category for this study – grazier
motivation – and four other related categories including: performance; lifestyle;
geographic location; and industry characteristics. Additionally, the first data analysis
chapter, Chapter 4, examines a number of categories that illustrate the context for the core
category and the four categories also examined in separate data analysis chapters. Each
data analysis chapter concludes by integrating the category examined in the chapter to the
previously discussed categories. Using actor-network theory, new actors/actor classes and
relationships are included on the evolving actor-network diagram, which represents the
developing theory. Chapter 10, the conclusion, will map the theory developed in this
study.
3.2.9

Presentation of Findings - Actor-Network Theory (ANT)

A major hurdle for this research is to conceptualise the complex networks that are
developing between the grazier and other actors and to adequately capture the nuances
and complexities of the ensuing rich tapestry that depicts the networks operating to
advance change in a grazier’s attitudes and behaviours. Actors who are sources of, or
inhibitors to, isomorphic pressures for graziers to change must be identified, and the
nature of their power over, or pressure on, grazier’s behaviours and attitudes must be
detailed. Actors gain power through their relations with others (Gooch & Rieu-Clarke,
2010). Often “power is not in the hands of one person who can exercise it alone and
totally over others” (Foucault 1980), but it is the result of the relationships that the person
has with others. Actor-network theory (ANT) is a methodology that looks at the
relationships between actors, and between actors and other entities: “ANT seeks to
analyse how social and material processes (subjects, objects and relations) become
seamlessly entwined within complex sets of association” (Murdoch 1998). A major
hurdle for this research is to adequately capture the nuances and complexities of this rich
tapestry that depicts the networks operating to advance change in a grazier’s attitudes and
behaviours. In this context, the concepts and descriptions of ANT are useful to describe
the difficulty of changing the current grazier-nature relations to achieve sustainability of
both rural industries and the environment.
Refering to Law (1992) and Latour (1993), Goodman and Goodman (2001)
describe actor networks as “relational co-productions of humans and non-human entities
formed to advance actor projects” (p98). These networks are built through the process of
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translation ultimately culminating in “mobilisation” when a “constraining network has
been built” (Callon 1986:218-91). Translation, where actors align the interests of others
with their own, is the core of ANT analysis (Callon, 1986; Latour, 1987). Through
translation “the actor persuades others to accept his/her/its view of the world, and
becomes the main representative of this view, able to speak for the network and to define
its goals” (Gooch, Betâmio de Almeida, Dang Thi, Beguería-Portugués, Portela, Serrano,
Machado, García-Ruiz, Renault, Lan, Huong & Hoang, 2008:8). A key phase of
translation is enrolment, which is the moment when an actor accepts the interests of the
network into which they are translating, and their role within that network.
As shown in Chapter 2, alternate “orderings” of grazier-nature relations confront
competing networks that have differing beef production practices - for example a
productivist verses a post-productivist regime. Each network pushes to translate a grazier
into their particular network thus enhancing their power. Thus in order for a grazier to be
translated into a network formed to advance more sustainable, or green attitudes and
practices, we need to understand all of the impediments to such translation for any
particular grazier. For such a network to successfully translate a grazier, it would need to
understand the norms and history of its competing networks. This thesis attempts to
determine and depict the competing network into which many North Queensland graziers
are currently translated, so as to better understand impediments to their being translated
into an alternate network with greener and more sustainable outcomes.
Researchers have utilised ANT to also study the role of human and non-human
actors including nature and society (Goodman, 2001). ANT was initially employed by
Latour, Callon and Law (Callon & Latour, 1981; Callon, 1986; Latour, 1986; Latour,
1987; Latour, 1993; Law, 1986) to study science and technology. Two aspects of ANT
have been of particular interest to rural sociologists: “actor-network analysis is in some
sense a detour around the impasse of macro- versus micro-analysis” (Buttel, 2001:175);
and the ability to question “binary distinctions (such as science and technology, micro and
macro, society and nature)” (Buttel, 2001:175). Buttel (2001:175) argues that the rise of
ANT approaches has been the most significant trend in rural sociology since the mid
1990s, ranging from studies at a local level (like Marsden et al., 1993) - which focus on
the roles of consumers, retailers, and local as well as national government agencies - to
studies of actor-networks at a global level (like Goodman and Watts, 1997; Busch &
Juska, 1997; Goodman, 1999; Goodman & Goodman, 2001). More recently, ANT has
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been employed by rural sociologists because it allows for the incorporation of ‘nonhuman actors’ into an understanding of the changing nature of farming, and the everchanging linkages in the social network that it is a part of (McKenna, 2000; Arrowsmith,
2001; Lockie, 2002; Barlow & Cocklin, 2003; Herbert-Cheshire, 2003; Johnsen, 2003;
Roche, 2003; Noe & Alroe, 2004).
ANT particularly helps us identify issues which, from within productivism, are
largely ignored. Specifically, this includes ‘nature,’ and urges the researcher to focus on
the relationship among key variables, rather than just the variables themselves. Whereas
productivism encouraged farmers to exploit the land with little long term regard, ANT
encourages the researcher to acknowledge that the farmer and the land are both actors,
and to explore the relationship between farmers and the land. Particular attention is given
to identifying other actors, and to establishing how these other actors relate to the farmer
and the land, and whether they moderate the relationship between the farmer and the land.
The production system is not bracketed off from analysis, but is part of the research. The
focus is not just on the production process, or its relation to consumption practices, but on
‘following the commodity.’ Also, ANT encourages a systems perspective whereby each
actor is treated as an open sub-system and the linkages, or relationships, are bidirectional. These relationships are important because each entity takes its form and
acquires its attributes as a result of its relations with other entities (Law, 1999:3-4). An
actor is a composite of a number of entities, and it is a network effect that takes on the
attributes of those entities it comprises (Law, 1999:5). Within a network, power is
ascribed to a relationship, rather than being treated as the property of an individual actor.
This suggests that network connections, or relationships, are fluid and tenuous (Lockie,
2002, 283-4). Latour (1987:232) identifies “centers of calculation” as a node of power.
When combined with Latour’s (1987) concept of action at a distance, it is clear that the
influence of ‘centers of calculation’ may be both substantial and indirect (Lockie, 2002,
283). Whether ANT is viewed as ‘theory’ (Law, 1999; Marsden, Banks & Bristow, 2002;
Castree, 2002b; Hamnett, 2003) or methodology (Latour, 1999; Buttel, 2001) is a debate
that is on-going, and not especially critical to this thesis. Ultimately, it has implications
for both theory and methodology because for any study these must be linked.
For this thesis, the fact that ANT does not accord primacy to any one factor as the
motor of change is useful as it helps to accord status to the uniqueness of the land, the
nature of the Australian beef cattle industry, and the links with consumers and other

72
previously neglected actors. The links are neither linear nor uni-directional. For example,
consumer preference has a significant impact on how cattle are raised and how rural space
is managed. Both meat product and ‘the environment’ have important consumptive
values. The consumptive value of the environment is a newly recognised force in postproductivism, which accords and acknowledges new found consumer powers. ANT
provides a means for documenting and researching the phenomena and their impacts.
Importantly, ANT has proven useful in describing events taking place in rural industries
(Donaldson, Lowe & Ward, 2002; Suryanata, 2002).
A key aspect of post-productivism is the heightened status given to consumer
preference. This goes further than simply knowing about brands and quality assurance,
and assumes that the consumer is knowledgeable about all aspects of the food that they
are willing to purchase, including the social situation of the producers themselves. This
should be seen as indicative of the ‘cultural shift’ described by Morris and Evans (1999)
towards the educated, ethical and discerning consumer; production and consumption are
acknowledged as socially embedded practices. Whatmore and Thorne’s (1997) study of
the ‘fair trade coffee networks’ is indicative of a network more closely linking producers
with consumers based around non-production criteria. The ‘fair trade coffee network’ is
an example of a network that supports the post-productive desire of consumers to be more
knowledgeable about products, and ‘closer’ to the process of their production. The ANT
conception of this network focuses attention on: how localised agents are able to ‘act at
distance,’ effectively shortening the social distance between consumers and producers
and thus shortening the food supply chain (Raynolds, 2002); and how such networks are
maintained across time and space (Busch & Juska, 1997; Lockie & Kitto, 2000).
Whatmore and Thorne (1997) identify this as a ‘mode of ordering’ framed on the basis of
‘fairness,’ rather than simple charity, and centrally locating the consumer – in this case
the ethical, educated middle-class consumer – into the equation. According to the ANT
conception of a network, this ordering is ‘performative,’ rather than systemic (Whatmore
& Thorne, 1997:289): the ordering evolves and is context dependent rather than
predetermined and static. This provides an example of Latour’s (1987) “center of
calculation” and “action at a distance,” as consumers essentially shorten the food supply
chain and directly influence producers and their production process, exercising power
through their distant actions. It helps to understand how consumers invest symbolic
qualities into everyday commodities.
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The new socio-political climate in the cattle industry has forced a rethinking of
the link between the producers and the consumer. The productivist, or ‘meat grinder,’
model of productivity5 as described by Bowles, Gordan and Weisskopf (1983:124)
viewed nature as mechanistically adapting (Goodman, 1999:17) to changing technologies
and farm management practices. Within post-productivism, additional actors arise
because of additional uses of rural space, including both aesthetic and consumptive uses.
Simply looking at the production chain does not identify these additional actors and the
wide array of networks they aspire to link with producers. The post-productivist model of
agriculture requires that we also recognise: actors outside of the supply chain; diversity
and heterogeneity as core concepts; non-productivity based goals; and non-human actors.
Additionally, identification of actors is only the beginning as it is the relationships that
determine whether the network will work. For actors to be ‘relating’ in ways that are in
accordance with the objectives of the network, translation will be necessary. Translation
necessitates the actor adopting the new language and paradigm of a new process as their
own whenever they take up a new process (Latour, 1999). ANT provides a means of
capturing interactions between actors arising as a result of the multifaceted impacts of the
PPT described in Chapter 2. It is these interactions that give rise to the isomorphic forces
currently felt by primary producers in the North Queensland beef cattle industry.
Latterly,

some

research

using

ANT

has

represented

actor-networks

diagrammatically. One such example is the STRIVER6 project’s use ANT to provide a
way to include non-human entities such as major dams, fisheries, agriculture into analyses
of water governance networks and institutions thus highlighting paths of influence that
otherwise might not have been seen (Gooch et al., 2008). Gooch et al (2008) developed a
diagrammatic model to represent the Actor-networks in the Sesan River in Vietnam
(p.17), and a diagrammatic model to represent the Actor-networks in the Tejo River Basin
in Portugal (p.24). A second example is Tilsen’s (2008:357) use of a diagrammatic model
which depicted the actor-network for the mobile wireless and television industries, and

5

6

Bowles, Gordan and Weisskopf. (1983:124) describe the ‘meat-grinder’ model of productivity as one
where “all you have to do is figure out how much you put into one end and you'll know how much to
expect out the other.”
STRIVER- Strategy and methodology for improved Integrated Water Resource Management (IWRM) is an integrated interdisciplinary assessment in four twinning river basins covering six countries in
Europe and Asia. It is a three year European Commission funded project 2006-2009 under the Sixth
Framework Program (FP6) coordinated by the Norwegian Institute for Water Research (NIVA).
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also described the roles, or enrolment mechanisms, for each actor in the network on the
model. This visual representation of the actor-network, together with identification of
actor roles on the diagram provides a very succinct summary which allows a focus on the
relationships between the actors in the network. Hence, I attempt to develop through
subsequent chapters a diagrammatic representation of the grazier’s actor-networks. At the
end of each data analysis chapter, I add to the developing network by placing new
actants/actors7 into this emerging network and summarise their roles in the network in
terms of shaping grazier attitudes and behaviours. Figure 3.1 Model of grazier actornetwork using ANT shows the diagramming technique that will be used in this thesis. A
circle represents an actor, or class of actors. The line between the grazier and another
actor represents the connection that enrols the actor into the grazier’s network. In Figure
3.1 two actors are depicted as connected to grazier: Actor-1 and Actor-2. Each actor is
enrolled into the grazier-network via one or more enrolment instruments8 and that
enrolment is depicted on the figure by the line connecting the actor to the grazier.
Figure 3.1 Model of grazier actor-network using ANT

Actor-2

2.

Actor-1

1. Actor-1 - Grazier Connection
Enrolment Instrument
Moderating Actor/s
Interaction with Grazier
• Actor-2
2. Actor-2 - Grazier Connection
Enrolment Instrument
Moderating Actor/s
Interaction with Grazier

1.
Grazier

Each actor connection/enrolment is numbered and there is an accompanying table which
details: instrument/sof enrolment; and other actors who may moderate the implementation
of each instrument of enrolment. In this example of an actor-network Actor-2 is depicted

7

Law (1999) defines actants, or actors, as entities that have been enrolled into an actor-network. The two
terms are interchangeable.

8

The connection, or relationship, between the grazier and another actor in the network details the means
of enrolling the other actor into the graziers, network. It is through the process of enrolment that the
interests of actors in the network are aligned, or translated, into a social or technical arrangement. Each
connection between the grazier and an actor will be elaborated through the data analysis chapters –
Chapters 5 through 10. An enrolment can be enacted through a number of co-existing, but contingent,
instruments. The way in which the instrument is executed may vary from one grazier to another, and it
is not a mandatory instrument of enrolment.
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as moderating the connection between Actor-1 and the grazier: but not vice versa. As it is
an illustrative example, it could equally have shown that Actor-1 did moderate the
connection between Actor-2 and the grazier. Some actors may have the power to effect
other relationships within the network, some may not. The exact nature of each
connection will be determined by the facts that arise from the data analysis. The graziernetwork with be developed incrementally by the data analysis presented in Chapters 5
through 10, until no more new actors are discovered, and no new enrolments are
discovered.
Much research has addressed the question of how to enrol the grazier into a
particular ‘change’ network. I suggest that this question can only be answered once we
understand the nature and composition of a grazier’s own network for considering
whether to make a change to their practices. The ANT methodology will be used in this
thesis to develop a model of the grazier’s network. The focal actor will be the ‘generic’
grazier. The goal for the network will be ‘to determine an appropriate beef grazing
practice for the grazier.’ The data collection and data analysis phases of the study will
discover the other actors and their relationships with the focal actor, the grazier. A
diagrammatic model will be developed to depict the resultant ‘generic’ grazier-network.
The associated relationships between the grazier and the other actors will be summarised
on the diagram if possible, or a summary table of the relationships will be developed to
supplement the diagram. Other actors are enrolled into the grazier’s network via
relationships which may include one or a number of roles for the actor. In this study I
have used the term enrolment instrument to represent a role with a relationship. As
already stated, the model developed in this thesis will be for a ‘generic’ grazier and
consequentially will include all possible other actors and associated relationships. Each
actor identified will actually represent a class of actor, or actor class. In order to
particularise the network for an individual grazier, or a grazier instance, it will be
necessary to determine which relationships are in effect for that grazier and to identify
and name instances for each actor class in the network. This will require an understanding
of whether, and how, the inclusion of one actor in a network may moderate another
actor’s role, or relationship with the particular grazier.
In summary, ANT is adopted in this thesis because it is a useful model to capture
the essence of post-productive agricultural change: it specifically rejects the
‘nature’/‘society’ dualism; it ‘gives voice’ to non-human actors and incorporates nature as
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an active entity into theoretical accounts of agricultural change (Evans et al., 2002: 326),
which has been long overdue (Goodman, 2001:191); it allows for recognition of the
diversity of taste that is championed by proponents of lifestyle marketing (Pine and
Gilmore, 1999) and mass customisation9 (Pine, 1993; Schonfeld 1998,116); and it
recognises that production and consumption are not just opposite – and opposed – ends of
the supply chain, but are intimately linked and inform each other.

3.3

Research Rigor

The objectivity of qualitative research is dependent on how convincing the researcher’s
narrative is to others (Silverman, 1989). The basic strategy to ensure rigor in qualitative
research is “systematic and self conscious research design, data collection, interpretation,
and communication” (Mays & Pope, 1995:109). The analysis of research data should
involve careful reflection upon the ways in which the data have been shaped by the
research process itself (Baruch, 1981; Hammersley & Atkinson, 1995; Mays & Pope,
2000; Silverman, 1989; Voysey, 1975). There is no way that the researcher can “escape
the social world in order to study it” (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1995:17). However the
researcher can and must self-consciously reflect upon the ways in which the research
findings are inevitably shaped by the research process itself and take this into account in
the analysis (Murphy et al., 1988:188)
3.3.1

Reflective Researcher – Locating Self in the Research

According to Hammersley (1990) research findings are a representation of reality
reflecting the researcher’s assumptions and values. Thus the credibility of research
findings is enhanced where the researcher makes their values and assumptions known in
the research report (Marshall,1985). This reflexivity should also take into account the
researcher’s own prior personal, theoretical and even political biases, recognising the role
of values and a priori assumptions in shaping any research account (Murphy et al.,
1998:12). Mays and Pope (2000:51) posit that even personal characteristics such as “age,

9

Mass customisation requires a continual dialogue between a producer and the customer to ensure that a
customer gets a product that meets their specification. However, mass customisation is a flexible
manufacturing technique that makes for use of cutting-edge technology to provide service to the
customer (Schonfeld 1998, 116).
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sex, social class, and professional status” can impact on the data collected and on the
“distance” between the researcher and those researched and should therefore be
discussed. Zito (1975:6) delivers a sobering warning to the qualitative researcher:
One must constantly re-examine one’s own motives, one’s own biases,
one’s own intentions in coming to any conclusions as a result of
observation. We are always prone to see, in our results, only what we
choose to see. We are always eager to tear down what is most precious to
others without offering workable alternatives. A sociology that is merely
iconoclastic does not explain or seek meaning. What is demanded of
sociology by the times we live in is constructive insight upon which
future possibilities may be shaped.
The focus is on a method that is valid to the researcher and described in sufficient detail
to be able to be evaluated by the reader:
The goal is not to produce a standardised set of results that any other
careful researcher in the same situation or studying the same issues
would have produced. Rather it is to produce a coherent and illuminating
description of and perspective on a situation that is based on and
consistent with detailed study of the situation. (Ward-Schofield,
1993:202)
Replication of qualitative research is difficult because the researcher and the research
process are so central to both the data collected and the analysis of the research data. This
is a limiting factor to being able to replicate qualitative research. Silverman (1989) draws
attention to this when he calls for the researcher to recognise statements that may be made
to them during data collection, which may not be made to other researchers or made to
others in everyday situations. Similarly, Wainwright (1997) asks that the researcher have
“a sceptical approach to the testimony of respondents (i.e., Are they telling me what I
want to hear?), and to the development of theoretical schema (i.e., Am I seeing what I
want to see?)” (paragraph 26).
From comments made during interviews and information given by participants, it
is doubtful that another researcher would gather exactly the same data. This of itself does
not invalidate the research. But it does mean that I must make known any biases that
might be inherent in the study, which I will now do.
Prior to marrying a grazier, mine was not a rural background. I was raised in
small rural communities until I was seventeen and had spent several Christmas holidays
on a sheep property in the Goondiwindi district. That was the extent of my rurality and
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my rural experience. My adult years had all been spent in cities, including 2 years
completing a Masters in Arts (Sociology) in New York, working principally in
Information Technology as a systems analyst in Industry, or more recently as a university
lecturer in Business Information Systems; not a good recommendation for ‘fitting in’ in
the bush.
In my first year on our property the most often fielded queries about me were to
do with my suitability for life “in the bush”. My experiences at my first picnic race
meeting were indicative of the interest and concerns held in this regard by many of my
new group of peers. One of the more senior and well-respected women gently quizzed me
about my background. On hearing that I had spent 12 months prior to my marriage in
New York, her parting comment was something like “I hope that you stay!” Scepticism of
my staying ability was not restricted to the women in the community; the men were of a
similar mind. At the same picnic race meeting, one of the promising agri-politcal graziers
focused on my family background, with particular interest in the level of wealth my
family had. Whilst at first somewhat taken back by the line of questioning, it ultimately
became clear that he also found it hard to believe that I had forsaken the city and a career
to live in the bush. At that time, 1991, there was widespread concern especially among
the older rural people, that once you have experienced a life beyond the farm-gate you
wouldn’t be able to settle back down on the farm. This has changed somewhat in the
intervening years with many graziers forced to earn off-farm income, especially during
the drought years 1992-1997. However, there are still many areas which are not close
enough to mines or urban areas for people to live in both ‘worlds,’ and freely move
between them.
Over the years I have come to understand more of the bush and being rural. I
seem to have shed the two heads and forked tongue that rural people first thought I might
have. Even my part-time work at a University seems to be accepted within our
community.
When I embarked on my research endeavour, my concerns were many. The
Allingham surname might open doors with CSIRO and DPI&F, but how many grazier
doors would it close? My knowledge of the North Queensland beef cattle industry was
superficial compared to just about everyone that I wanted to talk to. I was female
addressing a traditionally male dominated industry. I was an academic. I was “Other”.
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As stated in the Introductory Chapter, my husband's family have been graziers in
North Queensland for four generations, since the mid 1800s. During that time they have
been well known, being involved in research studies and from time to time involved in
agri-politics. They have been, and are, generally considered successful graziers. In recent
years my husband and I have been fairly active in one of the industry associations and
have a reasonable level of involvement with the DPI&F in North Queensland. This has
meant that whilst I might not be known personally by all of the study participants, the
family name generally is. Certainly this is the case with North Queensland graziers, cattle
buyers, researchers and DPI&F extension employees. It is not possible to gauge the extent
to which this inhibited the flow of information or facilitated it with individuals, or on
particular topics.
I conducted seventy-five interviews. All but one of these interviews were taped.
As was required by Ethics approval, each participant whose interview was recorded had
to agree to the interview being taped and was able to stop the taping at any time. A
number of participants made the expected requests that names mentioned during the
interviews be kept anonymous. In addition, several graziers commented that they did not
object to me taping the interview but that they would not have agreed to this request from
just any researcher. They were concerned that the information be used for them (meaning
graziers) rather than against them. Several expressed the sentiment that they believed I
would represent what they said and meant accurately and not twist it for my own storytelling. Their confidence and belief appeared to be based on my being married to a grazier
and the integrity with which his family had historically behaved.
During the course of the interviews with all manner of different people, two
incidents stand out as ‘defining moments’ in my research. In the first, I was counselled by
the interviewee that the beef cattle industry’s agri-political bodies need to be more
culturally aware before they 'mixed it' with the big boys in Asia. Genuine concern was
expressed that 'green' or inexperienced behaviour could place the Australian producers in
a compromised position.
I heard a very good description of one of our current agri-politicians –
“He goes over to these Asian countries and has a look at the industries
through the bottom of a scotch whiskey glass.” I find that very
disappointing and having been over there and talked to the people that
take them around and hearing of their behaviour, they have certainly –
they lose their bargaining power immediately. Because once their morals

80
have … they know where they have got them. And they are the people
that are – some of the people – that are promoting our industry and doing
our marketing. That concerns me. (Market0210)
This level of frankness would not have been afforded me had I not been an industry
insider. As to whether the information was given for story telling purposes or as a
warning to be passed on to appropriate industry personnel, I am unsure. This information
was given without naming names, but in a way that I could pass on advice to the relevant
group in a considered and constructive way.
The second incident occurred towards the end of the interview with Market04.
The interviewee expressed concern that within the North Queensland beef cattle industry,
too much weight was given to the opinions of only one of the meat processors who
bought cattle in the area. They believed that a representative of this meat processor was
always a voice in print and on the airwaves whenever something topical happened to or
within the North Queensland beef cattle industry. Several meat processors source cattle
from North Queensland and Market04 thought that by relying on the opinions of only one
meat processor a very narrow image of that sector was being presented. The various meat
processors supply meat product to a wide variety of different markets, and Market04 saw
their customers as very different to those of the meat processor who was presented as the
voice representing them in general. The interviewee made it clear that they would
welcome an opportunity to have more involvement with graziers and in DPI&F activities
in the NQ region. This was obviously useful information for my research, but I think
there was a dual purpose of wanting the message to be relayed to organisers of industry
activities so that the interviewee's organisation might be invited to participate in future
events.
In both instances the interviewees gave some information only because of my
links with other stakeholder groups in the industry. It appeared that the interview was
seen as an opportunity to relay a message to other groups that I was involved with. Some
of the interview information would not have been given to industry outsiders who could
not 'act on' the information or understand the full implications of what was being said.

10

This refers to the 2nd interviewee from the Market group of interviewees. The method of identifying
interviewees, and the groups of interviewees, was discussed in Section 3.2.5.
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However, not all interviewees viewed the interview as an opportunity to achieve
their own agendas. In one instance it was very obvious that the interviewee saw the
interview mainly as something that “had to be done” so that they were viewed as cooperative and not obstructionist. At the end of our discussion, as usual I thanked the
interviewee for their participation and for sharing their views with me. The interviewee
concluded by saying that they “had told me no more than what they had already said in
public” during interviews or other public forums. The clear message was that I not been
given any 'secret' information. For whatever reason, the interviewee appeared to view me
with suspicion. At subsequent social meetings, whilst always polite, it is obvious that this
person does not believe that I have sympathy for their stakeholder group’s position within
the industry. In fact, at one of our most recent meetings, this participant informed
someone that they were introducing me to that – “she is one of the people to be
convinced” if the issue under discussion was to get anywhere with graziers. Clearly, in
this instance I have been pigeon-holed as having the same view as graziers even though
no attempt was made to find out what my views were or are.
As a final example of the diversity of reactions to me as researcher, I relay the
reaction of one of the people who very kindly supplied me with statistical information for
my study. My initial contact was by telephone and I first introduced myself by name and
indicated that I was married to a grazier. I could almost hear myself being dropped in the
box labelled 'straw chewing country bumpkin.’ Then I mentioned that I was also a
university lecturer and the tone of the conversation immediately moved into intellectual
mode as I was now slipping down the path of competitor researcher. After some further
discussion, where it was made clear that my work did not cut across their work, our
interaction became extremely supportive and amicable. However, I was left wondering
what information I might have received if I had only been a grazier's wife.
Let me conclude this ‘laying bare of my subjectivity’ by referring to Charmaz’s
(2006) description of researcher reflexivity:
the researcher’s scrutiny of his or her research experience, decisions, and
interpretations in ways that bring the researcher into the process and
allow the reader to assess how and to what extent the researcher’s
interests, positions, and assumptions influence inquiry. A reflexive
stance informs how the researcher conducts his or her research, relates to
the research participants, and represents them in written reports.
(Charmaz, 2006:188-9; emphasis added)
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To the extent the thesis is partisan and political, this must necessarily be so. Within this
discourse it is not impossible to be completely apolitical and above partisanship. My
legacy and subjectivity is a history in the quantitatively oriented fields of Mathematics,
Information Systems and Accountancy as well as being married to a grazier. Thus
acknowledging my positionality, I have tried to subjugate my preconceptions, but it is
impossible to, and unreasonable to expect for them to be, cast aside.
3.3.2

Assessing Qualitative Research- Issues of Validity and Reliability

In order to answer the question of whether a qualitative study is “believable, accurate, and
‘right’” we must address standards of quality, and the approaches to verification
(Creswell, 1998:193). Cresswell distinguishes between the two concepts by defining
standards as “criteria imposed by the researcher and others after a study is completed”
and verification as a “process that occurs throughout the data collection, analysis and
report writing of a study” (p.194). There are a variety of approaches for standards and
verification.
3.3.2.1

Generalisability

Generalisability of results to large populations is not usually the aim of qualitative
research.
The aim of the qualitative researcher is not to produce a representative
and unbiased measurement of the views of a population, but to deepen
his or her understanding of a social phenomenon by conducting an indepth and sensitive analysis of the articulated consciousness of actors
involved in that phenomenon. (Wainwright, 1997: paragraph 68)
However this does not mean that qualitative research has no relevance beyond that
particular study. There is always an aim to produce findings that have relevance beyond
the immediate context of the study. Janet Ward-Schofield (1993), using the terms
‘fittingness,’ ‘comparability,’ or ‘translatability,’ suggests that generalisation is possible
to other cases that closely match the detailed description of the content and context of a
study.
According to Ward-Schofield (1993), whilst earlier generations of qualitative
researchers viewed generalisability of results as unimportant, unachievable, or
inappropriate (for example see Ward-Schofield, 1993:201 and Denzin, 1983:133-34),

83
more recent researchers have sought to address generalisability through their research
design, and in particular sample selection. Payne and Williams (2005) argue that
qualitative research design should plan for anticipated moderatum generalisation. This
type of generalisation is modest in scope and does not attempt to generalise to the
universe. Qualitative sociological research “should aim at constructing externally valid
and unambiguous generalisations, even when these take a moderate form” (Payne &
Williams, 2005:297).
It is important to clearly identify the constraining features of the planned sample
and moderate the generalisations of the study accordingly. Generalisation necessitates the
researcher ensuring that alternative explanations for the core concepts and relationships
can be “discredited by the study” (Payne & Williams, 2005:310). Previously
generalisation was left to the research reader on the basis that the researcher would
provide ‘thick descriptions’ and maximise internal validity (LeCompte & Goetz, 1982;
Lincoln & Guba, 1985). In this study the sample is described in detail so that the scope of
generalisability is obviated and thick descriptions of the core concept and closely related
concepts are also provided. The scope of generalisability will be further discussed in the
concluding Chapter.

3.4

Conclusion

Openness in describing the steps followed in executing the research method, and the
decisions made along the way, are all vital to gaining the trust of the reader (Constas,
1992; Harries-Jones 1995; Chenail, 1995).
In concluding this chapter my final task is to make evident my strategy for
presenting the finding of data analysis in the remainder of this thesis. Referring to the
taxonomy presented by Chenail (1995), the data presentation strategy followed in this
research is best described as ‘theory-guided.’ The data analysis chapters have been
arranged to match the concepts and relationships, identified through data analysis as,
informing the behaviour of North Queensland beef cattle industry graziers in relation to
change. Chapter 4 develops the context for the data analysis chapters based on a review of
the relevant literature while Chapter 5 provides a context for the data analysis chapters
that is extracted from the study interviews. Chapters 6 through 8 analyse micro level
concepts that are import at the level of the individual: assessment of performance; grazier
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motivation; and the notion of lifestyle. The final two data analysis chapters – Chapters 9
and 10 – analyse macro level concepts that focus on the grazier’s relationship with their
place, or geographic location, and with their industry.

4

Restructuring Australian Rural

Industries (with an emphasis on North
Queensland) – from the Literature

4.1

Introduction

In Chapter 3 the choice of research methodology, the evolution of the study and the data
collection and data analysis phases were presented. Five major themes evolved from the
data analysis and these will be discussed in Chapters 6 through 10. This chapter and the
following chapter will provide an Australian, and in particular a North Queensland,
context within which to frame the findings.
The last half of the 20th Century and the beginning of the 21st Century have
heralded great social change in the city and on the land, resulting in changes in the social
milieu as examined in Chapter 2. Farmers and farming are thought about very differently
now to pre the 1990s. At the same time as rethinking of rural industries has been
occurring, there has been an inevitable restructuring of rural industries. This restructuring
of Australian rural industries has enabled additional stakeholder groups to participate in
applying institutional isomorphic pressure on farmers to change their behaviours as
discussed in Chapter 2.
In this chapter the evolution of the structure of Australian rural industries, and the
North Queensland beef cattle industry in particular, will be explored. Attention will focus
particularly on restructuring that has enabled, or resulted in, a change in power relations
with, or within rural industries, or to farmer connections with society and politics. The
findings will be synthesised to develop a preliminary version of the grazier’s actornetwork.
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4.2

Diminishing Relevance of Agriculture in the Economy

Since the 1980s particularly, we have read about the problems faced by regional
Australians including loss of population (Salt, 1992; Paris, 1994; Hugo, 1996), loss of
infrastructure including banks, schools and police stations (McKenzie, 1994; Municipal
Association of Victoria, 1994; Cheers, 1998), and loss of economic relevance (Alston,
1995; Smailes, 1995). Social scientists have extensively documented the changes
occurring in regional Australia, and the social impacts of those changes (for example see
Demsey, 1990; McSwan & McShane, 1994; Sher & Sher, 1994; Pritchard & McManus,
2000; Lockie & Bourke, 2001). Both the changes and the resultant problems are
comprehensively discussed in Lawrence (1987), and again, more recently in Gray and
Lawrence (2001). Two comments summarise the issues well:
Those with any ‘get-up-and-go’ are said to have ‘got up and left’ a long
time ago in pursuit of better employment, services and lifestyle
opportunities. (Herbert-Cheshire, 2003:454)
[B]y every significant measure, country Australians are worse off than
their city counterparts. (Wahlquist, 1998:23)
These changes in rural life, noted by social scientists, are indicative of the general malaise
that many rural observers and people feel: representing the transformation of ‘the bush’
from a once proud icon representative of the healthy and wholesome nature of the
Australian spirit, to being considered as ailing and in ‘near terminal condition’; “[t]here is
a general sense of alienation and frustration in rural and remote Australia” (Pritchard &
McManus, 2000: viii). This can be seen as a reflection of the decline in relative
importance of the sector.
The beef cattle industry was one of the first industries in Australia beginning two
centuries ago, with the arrival of the First Fleet, in 1788. Together with other agricultural
sectors, it has been critical in defining the Australian identity and to the growth of the
nation on the world stage (Haslam McKenzie, 2000:73). Oxley (2000) observed that by
becoming an important global supplier of food to the world, Australian agriculture has
generated enormous benefits for Australia including improved standards of living. Today
beef cattle are grazed in most parts of Australia and the beef cattle industry remains the
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largest rural industry
ry in terms of farm1 numbers. Around 30 percent of Australian farms
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008c:4) are involved in the beef cattle industry.
industry The
largest concentration is in New South Wales and Queensland, with approximately 40
percent of Australian
lian beef cattle being grazed in Queensland2. In North Queensland, the
area on which this research focuses, “cattle properties and herd sizes are very large,
pastures are generally unimproved, fodder crops are rare and beef is usually the only
product” (Australian
stralian Bureau of Statistics, 2005b). Australia produces around 1.8 million
tonnes of beef annually, of which only 40 percent is consumed by the domestic market. It
is the third largest exporting industry in Australian (QFF, 2002).
In the early 1950s agriculture’s
agriculture’s share of gross domestic product3 (GDP) was
approximately 26 percent, whereas now it is closer to 3-4
3 4 percent (Department of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, 2005a:5). For the year ending 30 June 2006, GDP

1

The terms farm, farmer and farming are used as generic terms to describe agricultural activities,
including both crop production and live animal production. Within the Beef Cattle production, the terms
more typically used are: property instead of farm; grazier instead of farmer; and grazing instead of
farming. In this thesis, farm should be understood to include property, farmer to include grazier, and
farming to include grazing.

2

Table 4.1: Meat Cattle and Calves, By state and territory – 30 June
NSW
’000

Vic.
’000

Qld
’000

SA
’000

WA
’000

Tas.
’000

NT
’000

Aust.(a)
’000

2002

5 593

2 463

11 284

1 201

1 980

432

1 777

24 739

2003

5 419

2 491

10 507

1 209

1 815

482

1 683

23 615

2004

5 416

2 390

11 245

1 164

1 962

496

1 730

24 410

2005

5 335

2 540

11 380

1 223

2 011

498

1 729

24 725

2006

5 862

2 646

11 354

1 161

2 275

501

1 798

25 605

2007

5 609

2 575

11 495

1 067

2 223

481

1 912

25 373

(a) Includes ACT.
Source: Compiled from data from Agricultural Commodities, Australia (Australian
Australian Bureau of Statistics,
2003:24; 2004:24;
:24; 2005a:26; 2006:26; 2008b:22; 2008c:24)
3

Gross
ross domestic product (GDP) is a measure of the
he size of the Australian economy.
economy GDP is an estimate
of the total market value of goods and services produced in Australia,
Australia in a given period,
period after deducting
the cost of goods and services used up in the process of production (intermediate consumption), but
before deducting consumption of fixed capital (depreciation). GDP is also known as the unduplicated
value of economic production,
production because itt avoids double counting the goods and services produced at
successive stages of production. (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008a:466)
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was $921.7 billion and the industry gross value added4 (GVA) of agricultural production
was $37.3 billion. On a commodity basis, beef cattle and calf slaughterings, with a GVA
of $7.7 billion, contributed most (20.6 percent) to the GVA of agricultural production
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008a:479). Whilst in economic terms the relative
contribution of agriculture has declined, the story is somewhat different in absolute terms:
[I]n absolute terms, real agricultural output has more than doubled over
the four decades to 2003-04. And agricultural exports have almost tripled
in value (real terms) since the mid 1970s. (Productivity Commission,
2005: xvi)
Agriculture makes a significant contribution to Australian exports: “It looms larger in
Australia’s exports, accounting for around 22 percent of total exports in 2003-04”
(Productivity Commission, 2005:xvi). These Government statistics tell only half the
story:
Agriculture remains a vital sector of the economy, not just for its direct
value in commodity exports, but also because it provides the feedstock
for a wide range of processing and manufacturing in the food and fibre
industries. (Price, 1999:6)
A report released in Canberra in March 20055, commissioned by the Australian Farm
Institute and conducted by consultancy Econtech, indicated that farms, and the industries
and businesses which rely on them, accounted for 12 percent of Australia's annual
economic output over the past six years (Econtech, 2005). This figure was calculated by
adding together the amount of Australia’s economic output directly attributable to
agriculture, which is about 3 percent of GDP, and the amount of Australia’s economic
output that is related to, or ‘hangs off’ the farm sector, which is between 9 and 10 percent
of GDP. Researchers for this study defined the farm-dependent economy as agriculture,
plus all of the farm input and output sectors, ranging from food and fibre processors, to
chemical and machinery suppliers (Econtech, 2005). Additionally, the report informs that

4

Industry gross value added (GVA) is a measure of the structure and performance of an industry, and
gives a value to the industries contribution to the economy. GVA measures the unduplicated value of
goods and services produced by an individual industry. (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008a:467)

5

A number of extensive and detailed reviews of Australian agriculture were reported on in 2005. Because
detailed data for individual agricultural industries, including beef cattle, were included in those reports,
this discussion of the relevance of Agriculture in the economy will refer to the data in those 2005 reports
including: Trends in Australian Agriculture (Productivity Commission, 2005); Australia's Farm
Dependent Economy (Econtech, 2005) and Australian Agriculture and Food Sector Stocktake
(Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, 2005a).
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agriculture supports 17 percent of Australia's work force (Econtech, 2005). In 2001, the
Australian beef cattle industry6 accounted for up to 22 percent of all employment in the
agriculture sector (Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, 2005a:30).
Australian agriculture, including the North Queensland beef cattle industry, is therefore
still important to the future of Australia and to the survival of regional Australia. In his
introduction to the 2005 Australian Agriculture and Food Sector Stocktake, the former
Federal Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Warren Truss, describes the
relevance of the sector thus:
Today, the sector remains a critical element of the Australian economy
and especially its export performance. It is one of the mainstays of rural
and regional economies and provides direct and indirect employment to
hundreds of thousands of people around the country. (Department of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, 2005a:1)
Agriculture is a strong contributor to the Australian economy’s overall growth, with
productivity gains for the sector outstripping gains for all other market sectors over the
twenty year period 1974-75 to 2003-04 (Productivity Commission, 2005:124). On the
world stage, Australian Agriculture has also held its own during that period. International
data confirms that “in terms of MFP [Multifactor Productivity7] growth, Australian
agriculture has performed relatively strongly compared with most other OECD8 countries
over the last two decades — recording a growth rate similar to the United States”
(Productivity Commission, 2005:XLI). The level of debate regarding the significance of
the rural sector indicates its continuing political, economic and social relevance. This
decline in ‘image,’ or economic relevance, of agriculture is not limited to Australia.

6

Beef cattle industry employment includes both on-farm employment, and infrastructure and off-farm
employment. On-farm employment comprises farmers/farm managers and station hands. Infrastructure
and off-farm employment in the beef cattle industry occurs mainly in feedlots, processing plants,
transport and ports (Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, 2005a:30).

7

Multifactor productivity growth is a comprehensive performance measure that measures growth in
output, relative to the combined contribution of key inputs, usually labour and capital. By including both
labour and capital, it is possible to reflect changes in the personal capacities of workers, the intensity of
their work effort, the nature and extent of capital equipment used, management practices, technological
changes, and changes in the organisation of production processes. Growth in productivity usually means
that ways have been found to create more output from given inputs, or alternatively, to produce the same
output with fewer inputs. (Productivity Commission, 2005:117-18)

8

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
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4.3

The Changing Nature of the North Queensland Beef Cattle
Industry

The decline in image of the agricultural sector is mirrored in changing attitudes to ‘things
rural’ by urban dwellers and politicians alike. Marsden and his colleagues, speaking of
the UK experience and of changes to UK farm policy, capture this change in perception:
The deep crisis of the food and agricultural sector, associated with
growing health risks, environmental loss, overproduction of low-quality
products and the decline in number of producers and farm workers, is
continuing to render the agricultural sector as a detached, oversubsidized
and unattractive sector in the eyes of most of the public, as well as many
policy-makers. (Marsden et al., 2001:75)
Additionally, the agricultural sector is viewed as conducting ‘dirty business’ that pollutes
the countryside (Lowe, Clark, Seymour & Ward, 1997) and its farmers are constrained
both horizontally and vertically: vertically they are constrained through the food supply
chain; and, horizontally they are monitored and policed via an ever increasing group of
agents representing the consumptive and amenity interests of the public (Marsden et al.,
2002:77-78). These points transcend the geographic and political differences between the
UK and Australia raising issues that are equally relevant to Australian rural industries and
having fundamental relevance to this thesis. They hint at society’s changing views of the
rural environment as a limited resource and not simply as an icon; recognition of the
interest that consumers of agricultural products have in the complete process of
production; and that agriculture must be economically self-sufficient and environmentally
sustainable.
In Australia, rural communities have faced issues of lower incomes, lower
services and lower political influence when compared to urban Australia (Pritchard &
McManus 2000). The term ‘rural crisis’ has been used by some authors (for example
Lawrence, 1987; Pritchard and McManus, 2000) in respect to these adverse
socioeconomic and spatial factors facing rural communities. Bourke and Lockie (2001)
note that “statements on rural crisis have become ‘so commonplace as to seem clichéd’
for scholars concerned with ascertaining the causes of social, economic and
environmental decay in the Australian countryside” (pp.1). Lawrence (1987) argued in his
book Capitalism and the Countryside, that Australia's rural crisis is “based upon the
declining position of family-farm agriculture in a world of transnational corporate capital.

91
It is a crisis resulting from the unplanned and contradictory nature of world agricultural
commodity production and exchange” (p.3): Davison (2005) lists the processes leading to
rural decline as including technological change, the loss of markets, rising indebtedness
and environmental stress, and believes that they have all been in play for at least a
century.
According to Davison (2005), the struggles faced by rural Australia are the result
of public policy dominated by neo-liberal doctrines, free market economics,
environmental crisis, and a loss of political commitment to supporting rural industries and
areas. These struggles are not new, but what is new is that it appears that the rest of the
country no longer appears to need or want rural communities or rural industries (Davison,
2005). This view is shared by Cocklin and Dibden, (2004) who suggest that expenditure
of regional development may represent little more than “tinkering around the edges”
which appeases “the somewhat curious cultural attachment of city folk to idyllic notions
of the ‘bush’”.
Corresponding to this ‘rural crisis’ is unrest in the Australian agricultural
community which could be described as part of the crisis in representative democracy
identified by Klein9 (2001b), that is a result of globalisation, where decision making is
pushed further and further away from the point where the effects of the decisions are felt.
Primary producers believe that they are being subjected to increasing government
interference in their business, and increasing pressure to conform. Reporting on a meeting
organised by the local Landcare Group, and held at Aramac, Fysh10 (2000) noted the
growing unease amongst some graziers where “the people of the Central West are in a
fighting mood … they were not looking for government subsidies - just a fair go in trying
to manage their resources responsibly.” Some graziers clearly felt under siege and were

9

Naomi Klein is the author No Logo which gives a comprehensive account of what the global economy
has wrought, especially the brand name culture, and the actions taking place to thwart it:
Ethical shareholders, culture jammers, street reclaimers, McUnion organizers, humanrights activists, school-logo fighters and Internet corporate watchdogs are at the early
stages of demanding a citizen-centered alternative to the international rule of the brands
... as global, and as capable of coordinated action, as the multinational corporations it
seeks to subvert. (Klein, 2001a:496-97)

10

The comments reported by Fysh (2000) were made by primary producers at a meeting organised by the
local Landcare Group and held at Aramac. Evident at the meeting was that the struggle to survive tough
economic times in the bush was bringing rural communities and different grazier groups together. A
new solidarity was emerging.
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concerned about new legislation that could significantly impact on their ability to remain
economically viable. Examples include:
−

the Queensland Government's tree-clearing legislation allows for penalties of up
to $125,000 for the destruction of any native vegetation - even a single turkey
bush - by fire – which has long been recognized and promoted by extension
officers as a legitimate land management tool (Vegetation Management Act
1999); and

−

the potential of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage legislation to shut down
future development (Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003).

These concerns are indicative of the sentiments that graziers regularly express. They feel
that they are buffeted by forces for change from all sides: by global markets; increasing
post-productivist consumer interest; and, a plethora of groups championing cultural,
indigenous, and environmental and sustainability concerns. All of these forces for change
are perceived by graziers to be constraining their operations and engineering their future
direction. They wonder whether they will continue to have a right to graze cattle on their
properties. They worry about the growing urban – rural divide and the resultant
information and understanding gaps. Post-productivism gives rise to politicisation of the
environment, reinforcing the urban – rural divide. Yet, according to the results of the
“Australian Everyday Cultures” survey conducted by Bennett, Emmison and Frow
(1999), about 75% of Australians believe in a distinctive Australian culture for which
sport and the bush are the major single determinants.
A common response by farmers, to the ‘crisis’ in Australian rural industry, is to
continue a strategy labelled ‘productivist’ by a number of rural sociologists and
geographers, both in Australia (for example see Holmes, 1997; Powell, 1997; Argent,
2002; Holmes, 2002; Tonts et al., 2003) and overseas (for example see Buttel et al.,
1990a; Lowe et al., 1993; Marsden et al., 1993; Evans & Morris, 1997; Halfacree, 1997;
Ilbery & Bowler, 1998; Morris & Evans, 1999; Wilson, 2001; Evans et al., 2002).
Specifically, the Australian beef cattle industry exhibits increasing productivism11 in both
specialist farming (Holmes, 2002) and intensive feedlot farming (Tonts et al., 2003). In
depressed rural sectors, particularly, the response has been to continue using
mechanisation and other technological advancements aimed at achieving intensification

11

The meaning of productivism is discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.2 From Productivism to PostProductivism.
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and producing economies of scale. There has also been a rationalisation in the number of
farming entities such that between 1982-83 and 2002-03 the number of farms in Australia
declined by around 25 percent from around 178,000 to 132,000 (Productivity
Commission, 2005:31). Simultaneously, there has been trend to increase the size of farms,
with an increase of 23 percent in the average physical size of Australian farms being
recorded in the same twenty year period (Productivity Commission, 2005:31). Despite
this trend to large farm sizes, Australian agriculture is still dominated by small family
farms (Productivity Commission, 2005:31). Even so, farm production is concentrated on
large farms. The Productivity Commission (2002) reported that:
The distribution of farm cash income for family farms in 1999-2000
indicates that a relatively small number of farms accounted for a high
proportion of overall income, with the upper 20 percent of farms earning
more than $200 000 and the lower 40 percent of farms earning around
$30 000 or less. (Productivity Commission, 2002:17)
More recently, The Productivity Commission (2005:xxiv) reported similar statistics stated
in terms of amount of product produced: “It is estimated that 10 percent of Australian
farm businesses now produce over 50 percent of output. In contrast, the smallest 50
percent of farms account for just 10 percent of gross farm output.” This uneven division is
evident in the beef component of Australian farm businesses: Lawrence (1995) described
a polarisation between producers in the Australian beef cattle industry whereby the top 20
percent of producers created the industry profits. The Australian Agriculture and Food
Sector Stocktake Report stated that “for beef, the top 30 percent of farms produced an
estimated 81 percent of industry output” (Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and
Forestry, 2005a:10). This asymmetrical relationship is indicative of the productivism that
is increasingly evident as farmers respond to the pressures of globalisation and the
productivist focus of government policy, as reflected by many extension officers, in the
1990s to ‘get big or get out.’ It is the result of the emergence of larger farms, as
rationalisation of the farming sector takes place, in conjunction with the utilisation of
improved technologies to increase production. Some researchers (see for example
Murphy, 1994; Schnaiberg & Gould, 1994; Buttel, 1996; Share, Lawrence & Gray, 2000)
characterise this strategy as largely responsible for producing the crisis in Australian rural
industries, rather than providing a solution to it. They claim that the productivist strategy
and science-based innovation has led to considerable degradation of natural resources,
and non-sustainability through over cropping, over grazing and overuse of chemicals.
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Unlike their counterparts in Europe and the United States, who receive billions of
dollars12 in support funds, Australian farming in general, and the Australian Beef Cattle
Industry in particular, does not enjoy the same subsidies. The level of aid that the
Australian beef cattle industry receives is minimal compared to its global counterparts
(Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, 2005a:27). According to the
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), about 4 percent of
Australian beef producers’ gross incomes in 2003 was due to support resulting from
government policy measures (OECD, 2004). The transformation of Australia’s ‘Trade
Orthodox’ to Trade Liberalisation, where a level playing field and best practice focus
began in the 1980s under the Hawke government. “The Hawke government wound back
tariff and quota protection as part of a broad project to restructure the Australian economy
in line with neo-liberal arguments relating to internationalisation and market efficiency”
(Pritchard, 2000:92). Now operating under a free trade policy, any ‘subsidies’ given to
Australian farmers are generally in the form of non-market based relief packages to help
cope with problems such as droughts, or other ‘acts of God.’ This generally takes the
form of subsidies for the transport of food, subsidised fuel costs and interest free loans.
Price ‘top-up’ or fixing is non-existent. Australian farmers are among the most
economically competitive in the world and they are expected to remain so without
government support. “This manifests trade liberalization as a two-edged sword, with
attendant controversy” (Pritchard, 2000:91), with Australian government trade support
limited by its “aggressive promotion of agricultural trade liberalization” (Pritchard
2000:93).
As previously noted, in Australian rural industries, the rural crisis has been
characterised by “social, economic and environmental decay in the Australian
countryside” (Bourke & Lockie, 2001) and lower political influence when compared to
urban Australia (Pritchard & McManus 2000). Since the 1990s the North Queensland
beef cattle industry, has experienced many features of the rural crisis including social and
environmental decay and lower political influence. It has, however, maintained relative

12

In 1998, European farmers received $A75 billion in support funds from the EU Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP) (Pritchard, 2000:95). In 2003, EU beef producers received assistance equivalent to an
estimated 77 percent of their gross incomes, Canadian producers received 18 percent, Japanese
producers 33 percent, Korean producers 68 percent and US producers 3 percent (Department of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, 2005a:27).
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economic success. The beef component of the Australian Agriculture sector has operated
on a global stage for many decades and, as has the whole sector, become more heavily
export oriented over the last twenty years (Productivity Commission, 2005:xxix). The
Australian beef cattle industry is an important global player, comprising 15 percent of
cattle meat exports in 2002 (Productivity Commission, 2005:xxxi). The main markets for
‘boxed beef13’ have been the United States (US), Japan and Korea - all of which restricted
Australian access to their markets by either high tariffs (Japan and Korea) or tariff quotas
(US) Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, 2005a:28). The Australian
farming sector has, for some decades, been considered extremely efficient and productive:
A small farming population, but with a large area of land, produces a
huge amount of high-quality food and fibre in a very labour-efficient
manner. Australian farmers have been extremely inventive. The fact that
agriculture, despite our natural disadvantages, was a major source of
national wealth for around 150 years following European settlement is
testimony to the innovations and success of our farmers, backed by a
world-class R&D effort. (Price 1999:3)
The Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (2005a:29) reports that since
1977-78 there has been an average annual gain in productivity for beef producers of 1.8
percent each year. The North Queensland beef producers have done somewhat better
averaging 2.1 percent for the same period, largely because of the emergence of a sizeable
live cattle trade (Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, 2005a:29). The
emergence of the live cattle trade has broadened the global stretch of the industry to other
nations including Indonesia, the Philippines, and the Middle East. Market negotiations for
the boxed beef market are still largely at the national level. However, for the newly
emerged live trade market, key individuals, including producers and other supply chain
participants, figure strongly in market negotiations. This is consistent with Giddens’
(1999) observations of globalisation. Giddens (1999) describes globalisation as having
“come from nowhere to be almost everywhere” (para 4); and as being “political,
technological and cultural, as well as economic” (para 12). Giddens identifies the changes
wrought by globalisation as:

13

Boxed beef are cuts of beef packed into boxes, for shipping from processor, to wholesalers or retailers.
Beef carcases are cut into primal cuts (round, loins, ribs and chuck) and subprimal cuts that are boxed
for further processing into cuts available at the butchers, supermarket and in restaurants (Meat and
Livestock Australia, 2009).
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… being propelled by a range of factors, some structural, others more
specific and historical. Economic influences are certainly among the
driving forces, especially the global financial system. Yet they aren't like
forces of nature. They have been shaped by technology, and cultural
diffusion, as well as by the decisions of governments to liberalise and
deregulate their national economies. (Giddens, 1999: para 21)
Importantly, Giddens views globalisation as heralding major changes in power centres
across the globe:
… globalisation is becoming increasingly de-centred - not under the
control of any group of nations, and still less of the large corporations. Its
effects are felt just as much in the western countries as elsewhere. …
Examples of 'reverse colonisation' are becoming more and more
common. Reverse colonisation means that non-western countries
influence developments in the west. (Giddens, 1999: para 27-28)
The era of the nation state is over. (Giddens, 1999: para 7)
Nation-states are indeed still powerful and political leaders have a large
role to play in the world. Yet at the same time the nation-state is being
reshaped before our eyes. National economic policy can't be as effective
as it once was. …. Nations today face risks and dangers rather than
enemies, a massive shift in their very nature. (Giddens, 1999: para 31)
Clearly, globalisation is multi-dimensional in its reach and impacts. It is changing the role
and nature of bureaucracies and organisations across the globe, and also the relationship
and power mix between the eastern and western world. At a certain level, smaller groups,
and even individuals, are being empowered:
Globalisation isn't only about what is ‘out there,’ remote and far away
from the individual. It is an ‘in here’ phenomenon too, influencing
intimate and personal aspects of our lives. (Giddens, 1999: para 17)
Globalisation … is a complex set of processes, not a single one. And
these operate in a contradictory or oppositional fashion. Most people
think of it as simply ‘pulling away’ power or influence from local
communities and nations into the global arena. And indeed this is one of
its consequences. Nations do lose some of the economic power they once
had. However, it also has an opposite effect. Globalisation not only pulls
upwards, it pushes downwards, creating new pressures for local
autonomy. (Giddens, 1999: para 18)
Globalisation is the reason for the revival of local cultural identities in
different parts of the world. (Giddens, 1999: para 19)
Even though outlining globalisation, Gidden’s description alludes to a twin effect that is
also encountered across the globe – glocalisation, as discussed more recently by George
Ritzer (2004). Glocalisation emphasises ‘… diversity, hybridity, and independence’ and
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the ability of cultures and groups to be creative, innovative and adaptable within the
context of globalisation (Ritzer, 2004:73, 75). These two polarised positions were earlier
identified by Buttel (1994) to understand the relationship between global restructuring
forces and the local family farm (Phillips, 1996). Glocalisation is a relatively new term,
with the term ‘relocalisation’ being previously used (Buttel, 1994; Marsden, 1997). The
definition of glocalisation was based on research emanating from the Wageningen
School, including the work of van der Ploeg (1992, 1993) and Long (1992). Referring to
Marsden’s (1997) definition, Arrowsmith (2001:2) describes relocalisation as “a process
in which increasingly distinctive, often locally produced food and drink products and
increased consumer knowledge, become more important in the agri-food economy” and
shows a way that local producers resist being subsumed by the large forces of global
capital. They are able to capitalise on the unique advantages of their localness to secure a
market share that itself may be local and/or global. Many Australian farmers have direct
contracts with a large supermarket chain which tie them to targets for product
specification and quality, delivery time, and delivery quantity. A result of recent
Australian supermarket acquisition activity has been significant supply chain
rationalisation such that market share of the Woolworths and Coles’ duolopy has
increased from approximately 35 per cent in 1975 to 80 per cent in 2006 (NARGA,2008).
In their inquiry into the competitiveness of retail prices for standard groceries the ACCC
(2008) found: “Coles, Woolworths and Metcash have significant buyer power in relation
to many packaged grocery products because many suppliers effectively have little option
other than to deal with these buyers” (ACCC, 2008:xiv). Accordingly, the Australian
supermarket retail sector, and in particular the Coles and Woolworths duopoly, has a
significant impact on Australian farmers (NFF, 2009): producers of primary products face
a narrow choice of outlets; the market-structure at the producer level is largely
decentralized; and many farmers now find direct contracting with supermarkets an
unsatisfactory alternative. There is an increasingly higher risk associated with direct
contracts as the Coles and Woolworths duopoly increasingly substitute Australian
agricultural product with low priced foreign products in their supermarkets14. Australian

14

Examples of ‘global substitution’ that Australian farmers have had to contend with in recent years
include: cherries from the California; oranges from Brazil; pork from Canada; sultanas from Greece:
canned fruit from South Africa and China; canned vegetables from Belgium and Italy; potatoes for
McDonalds ‘fries’ from New Zealand; and, potentially Cavendish bananas from the Philippines.
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farmers are starting to combat this loss of their traditional markets through two alternate
paths: agricultural diversification, and product differentiation. Both will require local
knowledge and take advantage of attributes of their locale. Some are based on the tenets
of organic farming. For the North Queensland beef cattle industry, using these strategies
has resulted in an emphasis on factors like ‘clean and green,’ ‘free-range,’ ‘grassfed,’
‘organic’ or low chemical input, as evidenced by the following examples of branded
beef15:
Opal Beef Exporters sell organic beef off properties in semi-arid parts of
Queensland. These properties are extensifying and converting to organic
farming production methods to meet market pressures and better match
production methods to the productive capacity of their land type. (Monk,
1999)
Stanbroke Pastoral Company Ltd., which operates cattle properties in
Queensland and the Northern Territory, sells beef under the ‘Diamantina’
brand which supplies three levels of product: Diamantina Gold – a
premium grainfed product; Diamantina Classic – a quality grassfed or
grain assisted product; and, Diamantina Beef – marketed through a
number of specialist outlets in Brisbane. (Meat and Livestock Australia,
2004:v)
The North Australian Pastoral Company Pty Limited sells under the
‘Stockyard Beef’ brand. The company subscribes to vertical integration:
breeding on its northern properties, growing cattle in the Channel
Country in Queensland, backgrounding in the Maranoa region and
finishing at their Waunui Feedlot. (Meat and Livestock Australia,
2004:vi)
The Acton Land and Cattle Company sells grass fed beef under the
‘Acton Super Beef’ label capitalising on their location in central and
northern Queensland. (Meat and Livestock Australia, 2004:viii)
Of the top 25 Australian Beef Producers, compiled by Hassall and Associates Pty Ltd
(Meat and Livestock Australia, 2004), 4 are reported as having established their own
branded product to take advantage of their production systems and/or their locale. Many
restaurants, butchers and supermarkets have connected with company owned branded
beef, or branded beef from producer alliances like Saltbush Beef and Blue Gum Beef.
Both are examples of producer marketing alliances capitalising on the natural resources
specific to their locale. In the case of Saltbush Beef the cattle come from properties where

15

Branded beef is a beef product specifically labelled and differentiated from other beef items by its brand
name.
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Old Man Saltbush16 plant will have been part of their diet. Blue Gum Beef comes from
remote properties in central and south-western Queensland with “Queensland’s best free
range pastures from the Belyando River in the north, through the rich Fitzroy basin, south
to the renowned McIntyre River floodplain and west to the outer Barcoo … with
environmentally clean, safe and sustainable production systems” (Bluegum Beef, 2005).
Product branding and producer alliances are marketing devices aimed at increasing
market share or increasing product desirability and price. In particular, product branding
capitalises on the growth in consumer interest in where produce comes from, and food
safety aspects of produce traceability to source. On one hand it is indicative of producers
taking control of marketing their produce and meeting consumer demands, but it is also
indicative of the systemic and managerial changes that are also taking place in rural
industries. It reflects a significant change in the thinking of beef cattle producers from
being simply producers of beef – to being producers of a product to suit niche customer
tastes as demanded in post-productivist societies. It is a good example of farmers
responding to the call from extension officers, industry associations and government,
beginning in the mid 1980s, to look beyond the farm gate17.
Like their European Union (EU) counterparts, Australian farmers are identifying
niches which have given them and their sector renewed vigour (for additional examples
see Long, 1992; van der Ploeg, 1992; Moran 1993; van der Ploeg, 1993; Buttel, 1994;
Arrowsmith, 2001). While globalisation may present significant difficulties for farmers,
researchers also link globalisation with increasing diversification, which spawns new
consumer markets. Corresponding to this change has been the advance of the culture

16

Old Man Saltbush, Atriplex nummularia, is a native Australian plant that grows across the interior of
Australia on varying soil types and under varying environmental conditions. It is extremely efficient in
converting water and nutrients into plant material. The meat produced from animals grazed on Old Man
Saltbush has a distinctive taste and a tender quality. (Inland Botanics, 2009)

17

Significant efforts have been made to have graziers understand that they have to meet customer demand
if they want to stay in business. “To look beyond the farm gate” means to understand your market and
the steps in getting you product to that market. To be successful, a farmer needs to understand that their
agricultural product, especially beef cattle, have further steps to undergo before it is ready for the
customer to purchase. It is not enough to watch fat, shiny, beef cattle being loaded onto trucks thinking,
as they drive through the farm gate, that the cattle are in the best condition that you can get them, if the
customer really wants two year old lean beef, and you are trucking off eight year old fat cattle. The
farmer needs to understand what that customer wants, how those wants are changing, and ensure that
they are meeting those requirements.
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economy approach to rural development (Ray, 1998:3), where rural areas attempt to
“localize economic control – to [re]valorize place through its cultural identity” such that:
[W]e are currently witnessing an unprecedented proliferation of
initiatives in which local cultural resources are seen as the key to
improving the social and economic well-being of local rural areas. The
range of markers includes traditional foods, regional languages, crafts,
folklore, local visual arts and drama, literary references, historical and
prehistoric sites, landscape systems and their associated flora and fauna.
(Ray, 1998:3)
According to Ray (1998:4), the culture economy approach to rural development has as
one of its concerns “the network of actors that construct a set of resources to be employed
in the pursuit of the interests of the territory.” Key to this approach is the notion of local
knowledge as local property, or the ‘commodification’ of knowledge. Citing the example
of French wines, Moran (1993:264) obviates how local knowledge can become
intellectual property. Localities in France claimed that their wine - for example
champagne from Champagne - could not be replicated elsewhere because of the unique
combination of locality characteristics and accumulated local producer knowledge.
Therefore, French wine producers successfully claimed that the term champagne could
only be utilised by producers in the Champagne region. Vineyards around the globe had
to rename the wines that they had been labeling as ‘champagne.’ This description of the
culture economy is consistent with Lowe, Murdoch and Ward’s (1995) description of
local development using actor-network theory, as consisting of relationships between
both local and extra-local forces. This description means that both localism and
globalisation can co-exist and potentially influence each other (Ray, 1998:4).
The rise of glocalisation or relocalisation, as just outlined, coincides with the
growth of a movement for the development of alternative, more natural food networks.
This has been boosted by a burgeoning movement in western societies - especially
amongst well-educated, middle class professionals - for a healthier, safer diet (Murdoch
& Miele 1999; Morgan & Murdoch 2000; Murdoch, Marsden & Banks 2000). This
represents a small segment of the market, but because they are environmentally and
ecologically aware, have both economic and cultural capital, and many of them work in
areas of influence, they carry sway well beyond their numerical weight. Their
consumption of niche products makes sense in the context of a conscious rejection of
fordist mass production techniques. There is a growing literature linking regional
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branding and food quality (Gilg & Battershill, 1998; Ilbery & Kneafsey, 1999; Murdoch
& Miele, 1999; Ilbery & Kneafsey, 2000; Holloway & Kneafsey, 2000). Increasing
numbers of consumers want to know where their food comes from, and how it was
produced. The re-emergence18 of farmers’ markets around the world is testimony to the
growth of consumer interest in buying locally grown and home-made produce, thus
allowing them to connect with the producer and the means of production. Such shortening
of the supply chain provides the consumer with more information about the product and
the production process including: information about the place of production; information
about the methods employed in producing the product; information about the people
producing the product and their values (Sage 2003, Marsden et al. 2000a). Australian
consumers are also increasingly interested in purchasing farm fresh food, and associated
value-added processed food products directly from the farmer (for a discussion of the
Australian situation19 see Lyons, 2001; Paul, 2002; Paul, 2003). Often this type of
produce is differentiated through the use of labels, such as ‘organic’ or ‘gourmet’ to
highlight the use of alternative means of production (Monk, 1999).
Much of what has just been discussed is indicative of the new era in farming that
has been the focus of much theoretical debate and research since the early 1990s: the
post-productive era. Australian Rural Industries, including the North Queensland beef
cattle industry, hold a more marginalised position with Australian Society than they did
prior to 1990. This is especially so in the setting of environmental and agricultural policy
and will be the topic of the next sub-section.

18

Public market places have been a feature of communities since early civilisation. With industrialisation,
supply of food to consumers moved to the neighbourhood grocery stores, and later, to supermarkets.
During this evolution, markets still existed in Australia, like Melbourne’s Victoria Markets, but
generally they were fresh produce markets where there are permanent stands or shops, and retailers sell
to the consumer. Farmers’, or growers’, markets are where farmers bring their produce to the market and
sell their produce direct to their customers.

19

The inaugural Australasian Farmers’ Market Conference was held at Bathurst NSW in November 2002,
and the Australasian Farmers’ Market Association (AFMA) was formed in 2003 (OFA, 2003). The
AFMA was convened to form a framework for best-practice farmers' markets operators to exchange
information, coordinate policy, and promote grower-centric farmers' markets across Australia. As at
June 2009, AFMA had 109 markets listed as members located as follows: 30 markets in New South
Wales; 2 markets in ACT; 43 markets in Victoria; 5 markets in Tasmania; 10 markets in Queensland; 11
markets in Western Australia; and, 8 markets in South Australia (Australian Farmers' Markets
Association, 2009). This list is not exhaustive as membership to the AFMA is discretionary. There is
increasing interest in fresh food markets in North Queensland: a Farmers’ Market opened in Cairns,
North Queensland, in April of 2009; and, in May 2009 the Townsville City Council commenced a
project feasibility study to gauge community interest in the proposal of a local farmers’ market.
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4.4

Changing Influence on Agricultural Policy Making

Recent years have also seen a marked change in farmer influence at all levels of
government (Winter, 1996). This is identified by Wilson (2001) as one of the
characteristics of post-productivism. Van den Ban (1999:147) encapsulates reasons why
this is occurring:
the political power farmers have is decreasing because the proportion of
the labour force working in agriculture has become less than 3% in many
industrialised countries, and farmers have become more specialised and
hence have less common interests
The number of people working in the agriculture sector has diminished, resulting in less
influence with politicians in determining rural and environmental policies. Additionally,
the various agricultural commodity groups compete for the same natural resources. Whilst
not always in direct competition for resources, in some areas where the landscape is
suitable for more than one type of agricultural pursuit, the various agricultural groups
may actually be lobbying against one another: upstream cotton farmers with irrigation
rights versus downstream market gardeners; for example, upstream graziers with irrigated
improved pastures versus downstream cane farmers. Where once the various agricultural
areas shared the fight to improve rural infrastructure, including roads and
communications, the battles have become more specific for each agricultural group.
Currently, the beef cattle producers are dealing with the mandatory implementation of a
National Livestock Identification Scheme (NLIS), whereas cropping industries debate the
use of genetically modified organism (GMO) technologies. Changes have occurred
within, and between, the various agricultural groups in terms of their ability to
successfully lobby governments to influence policies that affect them and their
businesses. Importantly, we need to acknowledge the inclusion of formerly marginal
players in the rural and environmental policy making process (Cox, Lowe & Winter,
1988, Buttel, Larson & Gillespie, 1990a, Hart & Wilson, 1998). The last decade has seen
a broadening of the interest groups involved in determining regional strategies, lobbying
and giving advice to governments, with groups like Greening Australia, World Wildlife
Fund, Wilderness Society and Australian Conservation Foundation considered
stakeholders with a mandatory right to participate. This may have led to a weakening of
the relationship between Federal and State agricultural departments and the farming lobby
(Marsden et al., 1993; Lowe et al., 1993; Winter, 1996). Graziers are increasingly
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concerned at their marginalised political influence, and the perceived difficulty of
achieving balanced outcomes when the ‘interested parties’ represent such divergent
interests.
Latterly there has been a noteworthy rise in socio-economic research by governmentfunded bodies such as CSIRO and the Queensland Department of NRM20 (Natural
Resources and Mines) (see for example Greiner, Stoeckl, Stokes, Herr & Bachmaier,
2003; Herr, Greiner & Stoeckl, 2004; Greiner, Lankester & Patterson, 2007; Gregg &
Greiner, 2009). A focus for these research efforts has been to understand farmers, and
more particularly why they are not changing the way that governments and society seem
to want them to change. Productivist research aimed at increasing productivity or
improving product quality, has taken on a lesser role. This has resulted in an increase in
both the quantity and volume of voices wanting to shape and control the farming sector
through their ability to influence policy makers and political direction regarding
landscape management and societal beliefs about the state of the environment. Holmes
(2002:372) points to this change when he suggests that the power base of postproductivist politics lies in metropolitan centres:
Particularly on the marginal lands of the northern savanna woodlands and
the arid interior, simplistic modes of resource allocation, tied to pastoral
values, have been replaced by uncertain, complex and often contradictory
modes of decision making, swayed by multiple interest groups, each with
its own distinctive set of values and ideologies, not susceptible to swift
resolution in multiple-value, multiple-use contests. (Holmes, 2002:372)
In the last decade, the relationship between governments and agricultural associations
(such as the National Farmers Federation in Australia) have been significantly weakened
and other interest groups (such as environmental and animal liberation groups) have
gained considerable influence in policy formulation and decision-making (Cox, Lowe and
Winter, 1986; Cox and Winter, 1987; Marsden et al., 1993; Murdoch and Marsden, 1995;
Wilson, 2001; Winter, 1996). The growing ambition by minority, or special interest,
groups to influence government and industry policy is typified by the actions of radical
US based animal rights group, ‘People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals’ (PETA) in
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The names and scope of both federal and state government departments change from time to time. The
Queensland Department of NRM has been superceded by the Queensland Department of NRW (Natural
Resources and Water).
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Australia in 2004-2005. Actions by PETA to persuade prominent United States and
European clothing businesses to boycott clothes containing Australian wool, until
mulesing21 was eliminated resulted in the Australian Wool Growers Association (AWGA)
agreeing to terms with PETA in August 2005. In return for the AWGA acceding to
PETA’s demands to phase out mulesing by 2010 and apply stricter rules for the live
export of sheep (The Age, 9 August 2005), PETA will halt its global campaign against the
Australian wool industry.

4.5

Changing Governance

Contemporaneous with the transition from productivism to post-productivism, has been
the move to post-productive rural governance. The thrust of post-productive governance
is for environmentally sustainable rural systems (Cocklin, 1995; Jordan, 1999; Bowler,
Bryant & Cocklin, 2002). Synthesising the relevant literatures, Wilson (2004:462-63)
characterises the transition to post-productive rural governance as encompassing
changing attitudes, new ways of facilitating stakeholder communication and participation,
government support for this new form of governance, increased access to knowledge, and
recognition of indigenous knowledge. Changing attitudes are evident from newly
empowered non-farmer stakeholders (including indigenous groups, green groups, small
business people, local governments etc.), particularly regarding their ability to influence
policies and outcomes in rural communities (Winter, 1996; Jessop, 1998; MacKinnon,
2000). Similarly, change is evident in farmers’ attitudes vis-à-vis the potential destructive
impact of some of their management practices on the environment (Goodwin & Painter,
1996; Ward, Clark, Lowe & Seymour, 1998; Marsden, Banks & Bristow, 2000a). New
and innovative institutions and practices have developed to promote stakeholder and
minority group interaction and participation in rural society (Williamson, 1996; Rhodes,
1997; Cloke & Little, 1997; Garmise & Rees, 1997; Jessop, 1998; Jessop, 2002).
Additionally, these new and innovative institutions and practices are capable of holding
the government accountable for its actions (Garmise & Rees, 1997; Jessop, 1998; Jessop,
2002). Government has enabled this new multi-participant form of rural governance by

21

Mulesing is the surgical removal of wool-bearing folds of skin around the breech and tail area of lambs
to reduce fly and maggot infestation. The resulting skin is tighter and remains cleaner and drier.
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changing its role from sole policy maker, to policy co-coordinator and facilitator
(Marsden, 1998; Little, 2001). In essence, governance has been transferred from
government to regional, government supported groups, and the whole of society has been
given access to, and the ability to have input to, both the process of governance and the
underlying system of knowledge. These changes represent a shift from ‘government’ to
‘governance’ (Berger, 2003), and a shift from top-down hierarchical decision-making to
non-hierarchical decision-making by complex networks (Bulkeley, Davies, Evans, Gibbs,
Kern & Theobald, 2003). There has also been a parallel change in who has access to
knowledge and what constitutes legitimate knowledge. ‘Grassroots actors,’ including
farmers and other newly recognised stakeholders, have easier access to higher level
knowledge networks through the new governance structures and processes. The relevance
and legitimacy of grassroots, or indigenous knowledge, has been increasingly
acknowledged by higher level actors (Jordan, 1999; Higgins, Lockie & Lawrence, 2001;
Noe & Alroe, 2004). In Australia, this progression to regional governance has three
identifiable periods since World War II (Lawrence, 2004: para 50): the first period existed
until the 1980s, and was associated with decentralisation, and traditional extension
following a productivist agenda. The second period was associated with the rise of the
Landcare movement, a type of new localism promoting community empowerment and
environmental conservation. The third period started in the mid 1990s, and required
communities to develop integrated and multilevel strategies for their bioregion22, focusing
on environmental sustainability and rehabilitation (Lawrence, 2004: para 50).
The Landcare movement has been lauded as an Australian example of
participatory, sustainable development (Alexander, 1995), and of post-productive rural
governance. Landcare has had a dual focus (Wilson, 2004:465): as an environmental
movement (Beale & Frey, 1990; Barr & Cary, 1992; Curtis & Lockwood, 2000) to
combat land degradation, which initially focused on tree planning and soil conservation
(Vanclay & Lawrence, 1995a; Curtis & De Lacy, 1995; Curtis & Lockwood, 2000;
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Roth et al. (2002:12) define bioregions to be determined by broad landscape patterns. They reflect major
structural geologies and climate as well as changes in plant and animal communities. Surrounding
Townsville are three bioregions: the Einasleigh Uplands, which includes the topography of the upper
Burdekin River; the Desert Uplands, which covers the western portion of Belyando River; and the
Brigalow Belt, which incorporates the lower Burdekin area and associated coastal plains, the Belyando
River and Suttor River, and the Bowen River and Broken River.
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Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, 2005); and as a social movement
(Martin, 1995; Martin & Halpin, 1998) that emerged as a response to the perceived rural
crisis of struggling and diminishing rural communities of the 1980s, initially focusing on
knowledge sharing and ‘whole of community’ involvement and support. Landcare groups
were established in the mid 1980s, but gained prevalence in 1989 with the declaration of
the years 1990 to 2000 as the ‘Decade of Landcare23’ by the Australian Soil Conservation
Ministers, consequential to consultation between Federal government, State governments,
the National Farmers’ Federation (NFF) and the Australian Conservation Foundation
(Lawrence, 2004). The National Land Management Programme (NLMP) was also
introduced at this time, and subsequently formalised as the National Landcare Program
(NLP) in 1992 (National Landcare Program, 2003:1). Working at the regional level,
NLP’s goal was sustainable ecosystems, with a primary focus on sustainable agriculture
and improved management of the natural resource base — soils, water and vegetation —
on farms (National Landcare Program, 2003:1). A key element of NLP was the
formalised funding of Landcare groups by the Federal government (Wilson, 2004:465).
Upon recognising that Landcare had realised some successes but needed more
significant resources to achieve the scale of community-based natural resource
management sought by society, the Federal and State governments established a fiveyear, $1.5 billion National Heritage Trust (NHT) to deliver the required ‘on ground’ work
in 1997 (Australian National Audit Office, 2002:11). NHT had a community-based
approach, and encouraged individuals, groups and all levels of government to work
together to address issues of land and water degradation and biodiversity decline (Natural
Heritage Trust, 2005:iii). The goal of NHT was to stimulate interest in achieving the
conservation, sustainable use and repair of Australia’s natural environment (Joint
Committee of Public Accounts and Audit, 2002:38). Under NHT, regional natural
resource management was found to have too narrow a reach (The Virtual Consulting
Group, 1999:2), and according to Curtis (2003), was unlikely to be able to deliver the
large scale landscape change needed to protect community assets.

23

The aim of the ‘Decade of Landcare’ was to increase awareness and participation among rural and urban
communities, in order to improve management of natural resources. The emphasis was to increase the
adoption of sustainable land management practices by land managers, using a self-help approach which
relied heavily on local community groups, within a framework recognising the responsibilities of
Commonwealth, state and local governments. (Sustainable Resource Management Committee, 1997)
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In May 2001, seeking to build on the Landcare regional organisations, but
broaden the scope to address priority national and state issues, The Australian
Commonwealth Government established the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water
Quality (NAP), to be funded by the Commonwealth and State governments with $1.4
billion, and extended NHT with an investment of $1 billion (Paton, Curtis, McDonald and
Woods, 2004:259). In the 2004 federal Budget, the total investment in the NHT was
increased to $3 billion, thereby extending NHT to 2007–08 (Natural Heritage Trust,
2005:iii,6). With the extension of NHT came “a more targeted approach to the
management of Australia’s environment and natural resources,” focusing on three key
themes: conserving biodiversity; implementing sustainable agriculture and natural
resource use; and building capacity and institutional change to support these activities
(Natural Heritage Trust, 2005:iii,6). Funding is provided at three levels – local, regional
and national – through four programs: Landcare; Bushcare; Rivercare; and Coastcare24. In
turn, these programs invest in ten priority areas of activity: threatened species; native
vegetation; aquatic ecosystems; pests and weeds; protected areas; sustainability and
productivity industries; productive purposes; sustainable management; capacity building;
and organisational frameworks25.

24

The focus of each of these four programs is outlined by the Natural Heritage Trust (2005:7): the
Landcare program invests in activities that contribute to reversing land degradation and promoting
sustainable agriculture; the Bushcare program invests in activities that contribute to conserving and
restoring habitat for the native flora and fauna that underpin the health of the landscape; the Rivercare
program invests in activities that contribute to improved water quality and environmental flows in river
systems and wetlands; and the Coastcare program invests in activities that contribute to protecting
coastal catchments, ecosystems and the marine environment.
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The scope of each of these priority areas of activity was defined by the Natural Heritage Trust (2005:7)
thus: Threatened species is concerned with the protection and restoration of the habitats of threatened
species, threatened ecological communities and migratory birds; Native vegetation promotes reversing
the long-term decline in the quantity and quality of Australia’s native vegetation; Aquatic ecosystems
stresses the protection and restoration of important freshwater, marine and estuarine ecosystems; Pests
and weeds is concerned with preventing or controlling the introduction and spread of feral animals,
aquatic pests, weeds and other biological threats to biodiversity; Protected areas is about establishing,
and effectively managing a comprehensive, adequate and representative system of protected areas;
Sustainability and productivity industries looks to improve the condition of natural resources that
underpin the sustainability and productivity of resource-based industries; Productive purposes is
concerned with securing access to natural resources for productive purposes; Sustainable management
deals with encouraging the development of sustainable and profitable management systems for
application by land-holders and other natural resource managers and users; Capacity building attempts
to provide land-holders, community groups and other natural resource managers with the understanding
and skills to contribute to biodiversity conservation and sustainable natural resource management; and
finally, Organisational frameworks looks to establishing institutional and organisational frameworks
that promote conservation and ecologically sustainable use and management of natural resources.
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NHT has been described as a ‘2nd generation Landcare programme’ (Wilson,
2004:467), and was aimed at including more urban and Indigenous (i.e. Aboriginal)
stakeholder interests (Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, 2005; Natural
Heritage Trust, 2005) in the community-based, regional, natural resource management
bodies. A new layer of regional bodies was established as umbrella organisations to coordinate the activities of Landcare groups within catchment regions, and ensure
participation of any interested parties that may have been under-represented in Landcare
groups. This has resulted in another formal tier in the regionally based rural governance
model, reflecting aspects of the model of collaborative problem solving at “multiple,
nested spatial scales” that Karkkainen (2003:220) suggests environmental governance is
moving towards. The Burdekin Dry Tropics Board (BDTB) is an example of an
additional special layer, operating at the river catchment level in North Queensland. The
BDTB spent its first couple of years developing a regional action plan that was consistent
with the priorities of the NAP, and was based on significant consultation with: subregional groups, which encouraged participation by both agricultural and non-agricultural
members of their geographic areas; local and state government authorities and agencies;
research institutions; and special interest and minority groups. Early indications were that
this multi-tiered model of rural governance was a better example of a post-productive
rural governance structure than the first generation Landcare model. However, recent
developments suggest that, while the approach was definitely bottom-up and participatory
at the start, this may be changing as governments become restless and impatient for
delivery of their desired environmental outcomes26.
For Wilson (2004:480), “Landcare [both first and second generation] is best
described as a voluntary conservation movement supported by a national partnership
between government, farmers and the conservation movement,” depicting characteristics
of both productivist rural governance and post-productivist rural governance. Whilst
successful in mobilising a range of stakeholders, raising awareness of land degradation
problems, and changing attitudes of the Australian public, Landcare has been, and is,
dependent on government for its budget and has not effectively lobbied or formed

26

This opinion is based on my involvement with the Burdekin Dry Tropics Board as a member of the
Technical Assessment Panel (for assessing Social impacts) and comments made by foundation Directors
of the Board.
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government’s rural or environmental policy (Wilson, 2004:461). Furthermore, Landcare
has also been dependent on “state-led technical advice” (Wilson, 2004:471) and thus does
not fully meet the characterisation of post-productivist rural governance. Even so, some
post-productivist attributes are evident in Australia. In the context of this research, what is
relevant is that there has been a change in rural governance, characterised by a “radical
shift in governance and institutional arrangements, including the move to regional
delivery and the formation of community-based regional groups that are now important
delivery mechanisms for substantial government programs” (Paton et al., 2004:266).

4.6

The New Players and Roles for Extension

The previous section outlined the changes in rural governance experienced in Australia in
recent decades. Many of the changes outlined above have been mirrored with parallel
changes in both the approaches and the tools used for extension. Extension27 has a long
history of giving advice to the cattle industry about trends and the latest technologies,
with a view to increasing the efficiency and productivity of farms within the language of
the current orthodoxy which champions ‘best practice.’ Although there is no one
dominant definition for extension, core to each definition is the notion of dissemination of
information/knowledge, aimed at enhancing decision making and performance (for
examples see van de Ban and Hawkins, 1996; Marsh and Pannell, 1998a; Marsh and
Pannell, 1998b; Fulton, Fulton, Tabart, Ball, Champion, Weatherley and Heinjus, 2003).
Fulton et al. (2003) comprehensively define extension as including:
any advisory, consulting, technology transfer, research, training,
marketing, industry development, learning, change, communication,
education, attitude change, collection and dissemination of information,
human resource development, facilitation, or self-development activities
that are undertaken with the aim of bringing about positive change on
farms and in agriculture. (Fulton et al., 2003: v)
In simple terms then, extension comprises of research to discover new knowledge, and
dissemination of that new knowledge to those presumed to benefit from it. Traditionally,
agricultural scientists have been the developers of knowledge for extension. Agricultural

27

In the terminology of Actor-network Theory (ANT), the subject of Chapter 3, Section 3.2.9
Presentation of findings - Actor-network theory (ANT), extension as an activity, is equivalent to
translation.
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scientists have ‘the power to research, to write, to teach and to speak as experts’ (Palmer,
2003) giving rise to forces for expert isomorphism through their power relationship with
the farmer who is a receiver of their expert knowledge. Fulton et al.’s (2003) definition is
particularly representative of extension prior to the mid 1990s when the overall focus of
extension activities in Australia, and in particular North Queensland, was to encourage
technology adoption to improve volume and efficiency of production on-farm. Prior to
the 1990s the Transfer of Technology (TOT) model and the Adoption-Diffusion paradigm
of innovation (Rogers, 1995) were the foundation of extension services offered. The TOT
model is a ‘top down’ approach (Black, 2000:493-94) where extension officers transfer
scientific knowledge to farmers via mass media, industry forums, demonstration sites and
farms, or field days. The Adoption-Diffusion paradigm of innovation (Rogers, 1995)
supposes that the perceived innovation will then diffuse throughout the wider community.
Under these models, farmers are the recipients of science based knowledge and there is no
means for farmer knowledge, or local knowledge, to have a voice or be viewed as having
legitimacy or authority (Kloppenburg, 1991). This ‘top down’ approach dominated the
productivist discourse and is consistent with the concepts of ‘doing to’ and ‘doing for’
which capture the traditional relationship of farmers to extension (Röling, 1988:55-56).
Both of these phrases are indicative of a model which seriously undervalued the skills and
knowledge of farmers, and which confined ‘life experience’ and ‘knowledge’ gained from
first-hand experience on the farm to secondary importance behind the scientific
discourses of the various government agencies:
Farmers have almost universally been sold short as both competent
scientific thinkers and researchers. The upshot of this tendency has been
to perpetuate the modern myth that research is the exclusive domain of
professional researchers and that farmers are inevitably on the receiving
end of their work. (Russell, Ison, Gamble and Williams, 1989:5)
This discourse led to the marginalisation of farming knowledge, and set up a relationship
of dependency with extension organisations. It led to a pre-occupation with identifying
‘early adopters’ and ‘laggards,’ and left unquestioned the nature of the knowledge and the
proposed method for introducing change, so preserving the dominance of the scientific
basis of the knowledge. The technology sought to be transferred was assumed to be
generalisable across different situations and landscapes.
During the course of Australia’s post-productivist transition (PPT), attention has
focused on Australia’s environmental crisis which is partly viewed to be a result of the
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failure of the extension services (Vanclay, 1994a). Under the traditional extension model,
“[m]uch of the concern of extension services has been directed at ‘deviant’ farmers (the
‘laggards’ of the new era) who fail to adopt appropriate environmental management
practices” (Vanclay, 1994a). Many extension officers believe that extension has failed,
with claims made that as few as 5% of graziers take up change at the time of roll out.
Research about extension models, extension tools and why farmers resist taking up of
technologies put forward by extension has burgeoned since the late 1980s (a
comprehensive summary of this literature is provided in Dart, Petheram & Straw, 1998;
Coutts, Roberts, Frost, Roberts & Coutts, 2002; Kilpatrick, 2002; Fulton et al., 2003;
Coutts, Roberts, Frost & Coutts, 2005). Fulton et al. (2003) reported that extension
structures are undergoing major change worldwide and in Australia. In Australia, the
changes in extension are characterised by Campbell (2006:33) as including: increases in
community engagement; increases in the role of the Commonwealth; increases in industry
involvement; but decreases in the role of State agencies in both funding and delivery of
extension. The nature of delivery and the goal of the technologies have changed
significantly in response to changing demands and expectations of a society in transition,
as outlined in previous sections of this chapter including: concern about food safety;
demand for product quality and consistency; concern about animal health and welfare;
concern about environmental protection and sustainable land management; need for pest
and disease control in flora and fauna; and demand for multiple use by multiple users of
land.
By the mid 1990s research from Australia and overseas was questioning the
usefulness of the traditional ‘top down’ approach (de Buck, van Rijn, Röling & Wossink,
2001; Vanclay, 2004) and suggesting that a more inclusive approach was more likely to
be successful (see for example White, 1998). A common criticism of the TOT model was
that extension strategies based on this model tended to promote technologies based on
their immediate, or first order benefits, without regard, or knowledge of the flow-on, or
whole-of-system, effects. This meant that while a technology might improve productivity
or efficiency it might also have other economic, environmental or social effects that were
deleterious in terms of ecological, environmental and sociological sustainability (for
example see Stockdale, 1977; Fliegel & van Es, 1983; Kloppenberg, 1991; Fliegel, 1993;
Vanclay & Lawrence, 1995). The suggested new approach for extension services
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involved ‘doing with’ (Röling, 1988:55-56). It was ‘participatory’ and bottom-up (Black,
2000):
Instead of starting with the knowledge, problems, analysis and priorities
of scientists, it starts with the knowledge, problems, analysis and
priorities of farmers and farm families. Instead of the research station as
the main locus of action, it is now the farm. Instead of the scientist as the
central experimenter, it is now the farmer, whether woman or man, and
other members of the farm family. (Chambers, Pacey & Thrupp, 1989)
Farmers are the primary actors in this farmer-led extension where: “agents should
participate in farmer-defined activities” and the power relationship rests with the farmer
(Haug, 1999). This is the model which is now being pursued by government and other
extension agencies but it has received lukewarm reception from the farming community
(Röling, 1988:55-56). Black’s (2000) review of extension in Australia concludes:
… no single model or strategy is likely to be sufficient by itself. Despite
criticisms of linear technology transfer models, there is still a need for
access to reliable scientific information, just as there is a need to provide
for active participation by farmers in research and development
processes. (Black, 2000:500)
Despite the variety of ways of disseminating and transferring change, the process is not
uniform and is a concern of extension agencies. While technology transfer can create
awareness of these issues, awareness does not easily translate to understanding or action,
nor transcend community barriers (Blacket, 1996).
The PPT and ensuing rise of environmentalism has broadened the focus of
extension to include protection of bio-diversity and sustainability of landscapes. Today
extension is as much about sustainable natural resource management as it is about
sustainable agriculture. This means that at times there is conflict between the groups
competing for use of resources because their goals, or resource uses, are opposing and
incongruent. Extension efforts must extend beyond the boundaries of individual
properties to include public and urban lands, and requires partnerships between the
owners and custodians of all these various lands. An evolving role of extension has been
that of ‘cultural translation’ (Lambert & Elix, 2003), which involves facilitating
discussion between the different interest groups and brokering a resolution. Campbell
(2006) identifies a related role – ‘knowledge brokering’- where the aim is to mediate
between sources of knowledge, and users of knowledge, to get information in the most
appropriate form for end users. Thus, there are two distinct roles for current day extension
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practitioners: as consultants or technical information providers, where the aim is to help
farmers and communities to achieve their objectives; and as facilitators of change where
they use their technical knowledge and facilitation expertise and skills to build consensus
and broker information, therefore assisting a funding organisation28 reach its goals
(Stantiall & Paine, 2000; Lambert & Elix, 2003). Both roles have a function today
(Stantiall & Paine, 2000). Lambert and Elix (2003) point out that, in their role as a
‘cultural translator,’ extension officers need to understand the geographic and social
communities in which they live and with whom they work, to be able to convey
meaningfully the cultural values and norms of each participating sub-group in a multistakeholder group.
This new role for extension organisations has led to an explosion of organisations
giving advice and providing extension services. Prior to the late 1980s, in Queensland the
Department of Primary Industries (QDPI, now Department of Primary Industries and
Fisheries – QDPI&F) was the largest provider of extension services (Teixeira, Chamala,
Cowan and Western, 2004:523). Now a growing number of providers are staking their
claim to offer extension services, as extension has become a highly politicised activity in
line with heightened public interest in rural landscapes and their use. Extension
practitioners now include:
state and federal departments of agriculture and natural resource
management; private extension providers; private agricultural businesses;
vocational education and training providers; the national training
authority; state training authorities; industry training advisory bodies;
research and development corporations; Universities; farmer
organisations; and other non-government organisations. (Fulton et al.,
2003:v)
Fulton and Kilpatrick (2005) report that different sectors of these players, or agencies, are
responsible for the three related extension areas now in operation: research and
development; sustainable natural resource management extension; and, production
extension. The private sector looks after production and business extension, while the
public sector is largely responsible for research and development and sustainable natural
resource management extension: Research and Development Corporations (RDCs) and

28

The National Heritage Trust (NHT) and the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality (NAP)
are examples of funding organisations.
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State Governments fund much of the research and development resource management.
The National Heritage Trust and National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality
fund much of the sustainable natural resource management extension (Marsh and Pannell,
2000; Campbell, 2004).
The growing plethora of extension agencies arise from different institutions with
diverse agendas and often incongruent objectives. Additionally, they give rise to practical
and institutional barriers to the integration of research and development, production
extension and NRM extension (Fulton & Kilpatrick, 2005). This produces tension as
these diverse organisations attempt to unite behind a single problem. In attempting to
solve problems in rural spaces, in a context where farming is not the sole or even a
dominant use, extension is often perceived to be at odds with the farmer’s economic
sustainability. Black (2000) hints at this conflict:
While an information-rich environment is clearly preferable to one that is
information-poor, and while one might argue that the market itself will
take care of competing sources of information and advice, concern is
sometimes expressed over the lack of coordination and cooperation
between agencies involved in information generation, validation and
exchange. (Black, 2000:498)
Additionally, the number of players involved in extension in natural resource
management (NRM) areas continues to increase at the expense of extension positions in
production areas (Coutts et al., 2002). One reason put forward for the prominence given
to NRM-related innovation is that it looks after the interests of future generations of
Australians, not just the individual adopting farmer (Kilpatrick, 2002; Vanclay &
Lawrence, 1995a). There is an assumption that adoption of beneficial environmental
innovations will benefit the public good. However, there is not always a corresponding
benefit evident for the adopting farmer, resulting in some farmers thinking that they are
being asked to bear the cost of changes that do not help them.
Corresponding to the aforementioned changes in the nature of extension, and the
providers of extension, has been a growing recognition that farmer knowledge and
scientific knowledge can be complementary sources of knowledge (King, 1998; van den
Ban, 1999). Several researchers have acknowledged the relevance of contextualised
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indigenous29 (or farmer) knowledge to sustainable development (Clarke, 1990; Agrawal,
1994; Scoones & Thompson, 1994). Anthropologist Cohen (1993) argues that for some
groups, local knowledge is treated as the orthodoxy, assuming at least equal value as
expert, or scientific knowledge. Cohen (1993) further argues that the value of local
knowledge is its ability to provide a multiplicity of ‘knowledges’: scientific knowledge is
generalised; local ‘knowledges’ can legitimate scientific knowledge by particularising it
and making it relevant to particular groups or locales. Many Australian farmers rely on
indigenous knowledge as a source of learning (Arnott, Benson, Crawford, Herbert,
Leybourne, Shaw & Speirs, 1999; Kilpatrick, Johns, Murray-Prior & Hart, 1999), and to
assess the value and relevance of scientific knowledge proposed by extension officers
(Cary et al., 2001; Lambert & Elix, 2003). This is attributed to the farmers: valuing their
own independence; being familiar with contextual learning; lacking confidence in
working in training settings; preferring information from known sources; and fearing
exposure to new knowledge and skills (Kilpatrick et al., 1999). Farmers seek innovations
that are in harmony with their environments and their indigenous knowledge. Frank
(1995a) and Kloppenburg (1991) argue that there is a corresponding need to challenge
scientific knowledge with the ‘local knowledge,’ or to ‘ground truth’ scientific knowledge
with the knowledge of farmers and agricultural workers. Kloppenburg (1991) describes
agricultural science as “the voice of decontextualised rationality” which provides neither
a complete, adequate, nor best possible account of agricultural production. He argues that
farmers and agricultural workers must be given a voice and brought into knowledge
production so that scientific knowledge can be particularised, and as yet unexplored
knowledge contained only in the heads of farmers and agricultural workers can be ‘tapped
into.’ If this occurs, he posits that a sustainable agriculture may emerge. Diffusion of
knowledge through extension is only one side of the equation. The knowledge gained
from scientific research also needs to be viewed as relevant, appropriate and capable of
being translated into meaningful action by farmers. Farmers are ‘hands on’ and not given
to reading mountains of scientific reports (Napier & Scott, 1994; Kilpatrick, 1996;
Johnson, Bone & Knight, 1996 all referenced by Black, 2000:499). Hence, indigenous
knowledge should be used to help research focus on problem solving, rather than simply

29

Indigenous knowledge is defined as local knowledge acquired through the accumulation of experiences
and an intimate understanding of the environment in a given culture (Warren, 1989; Rajasekaran, 1993).
What is Important, is that indigenous knowledge is context specific (Scoones & Thompson, 1994).
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scientific rigour (Carberry, 2001). By acknowledging the relevance of indigenous
knowledge and its ability to co-exist with, complement, and even expand scientific
knowledge (Molnar, Duffy, Cummins & von Santen, 1992), farmers are no longer just
research objects or research consumers. Instead, they are partners in the search for
scientific knowledge, relevant to the development of sustainable management systems for
a healthy environment coexisting with healthy agriculture. Knowledge brokering, as
described by Campbell (2006), provides a way of mediating between these different
domains of knowledge: ensuring that scientific research addresses problems that farmers
view as relevant to their situation; scientific knowledge is diffused in an accessible
format; and local knowledge informs scientific knowledge.
The scope of extension in the twenty-first century extends far beyond its reach in
the twentieth century. It must now have a dual focus of enhancing production, and
protecting and improving the environment; it must fulfil a facilitation role, as well as a
communication role, including and empowering all interested parties; and it must also
include all parties in the knowledge generation process acknowledging both indigenous
and scientific knowledge. In Australia, this broader role of extension is reflected in the
new definition which seems to be gathering legitimacy:
the process of engaging with individuals, groups and communities so that
people are more able to deal with issues affecting them and opportunities
open to them (Coutts et al., 2005:vii)
To achieve this broad goal, a repertoire of extension approaches is necessary. Several
extension models are currently in evidence in Australia: group-facilitation-empowerment;
programmed learning; technology development; information access; and individual
consultant/mentor (Coutts et al., 2005). These models include the diversity of approaches
already discussed in this Section: ‘top down’; ‘bottom up’; ‘doing to’; ‘doing for’; and,
‘doing with.’ A ‘toolkit’ of approaches is now available so that the extension method can
be matched to the particular learning, or knowledge diffusion situation: individual
problem solving; (self determined) group problem solving; (general) education; and,
research linked to community and industry needs. Extension has changed significantly to
meet the requirements of a post-productive society. However, more change is still
required (Campbell, 2004, Coutts et al., 2005, Campbell, 2006). Coutts, Douglas and
Campbell (2001) suggest that the development of a national extension policy framework

117
is critical to ensuring the success of extension in Australia in the future, given its broad
role, the numerous extension providers, and the complex and overlapping infrastructures.
Both the number of extension ‘actors’ and the scope of extension have broadened
to match the widened concerns of society and politics with farmers and how they use the
land. Extension has been one of the principal means of achieving expert isomorphism, as
desired by governments and statutory industry organisations. Stakeholders concerned
about mismanagement of natural resources by farmers would claim that this isomorphic
push is not only inevitable but also desirable and that it should enable both economic
levels of production and sustainable use of natural resources. The next section will précis
the various actors, including Extension, whose relationship with a primary producer may
give rise to isomorphic pressure on the primary producer.

4.7

Isomorphic Pressures on the North Queensland Beef Cattle
Industry and the Grazier Actor-Network

Halfacree (1997) suggests that post-productivism heralds the recognition of additional
actors and relationships, when addressing rural industries and rural landscapes:
[P]ost-productivism may signal a search for a new way of understanding
and structuring the countryside. A space in the imagination is opening,
whereby non-agricultural interests and actors are given an opening to
strive to create a rurality in their image. (Halfacree, 1997:72)
The previous sections of this chapter have discussed recent changes in the Australian
context and have identified the many fronts on which primary producer actors are being
pressured to take on shared values and commitments with non-primary producer actors to
achieve a sustainable consumption within a sustainable environment. Much of the
discussion has focused on human actors – individuals, groups, organisations,
governments – and the changing contours of agriculture in response to the endogenous
and exogenous changes. The pressure exerted on graziers by a non-human actor – the
climate – has also been noted. In this section, the concepts and descriptions of actornetwork theory (ANT)30 will be utilised to identify the actors and to depict possible

30

Discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.9 - Presentation of findings - Actor-Network Theory (ANT).
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grazier actor-networks to better understand the difficulty of changing the current grazier
attitudes and behaviours, to achieve sustainable use of the environment.
In the North Queensland beef cattle industry, coercive isomorphic pressure and
expert isomorphic pressure have been utilised by organisations with the red meat
production chain (and also by governments and statutory industry organisations like
MLA) in an attempt to get graziers to conform to their requirements. There is ample
evidence of isomorphic forces operating at two levels: the beef producers31 and the cattle
graziers. One of the clearest examples - an example linked to technological innovation - is
provided by the Authority for Uniform Specification of Meat and Livestock (AUSMEAT). AUS-MEAT is a standardised national description system that was introduced
by Australian Meat and Livestock Corporation (AMLC) in 1987 to measure and describe
the principle attributes of carcasses and carton meat. It provides an example of where
science and technology based coercive isomorphism is imposed “from above.” It was also
based on recognised scientific evidence – which also gave rise to expert isomorphism.
AUS-MEAT applies to abattoirs and boning rooms, and was made mandatory by the
AMLC for all export establishments. Graziers supplying livestock direct to AUS-MEAT
processors (also known as selling over-the-hook) receive “Feedback Sheets,”
comprehensively describing the carcass attributes of each animal and giving the price
paid for each animal. This feedback enables graziers to ‘tailor’ their herd to the type of
animal required by the market. At the time of its formation in 1987, AUS-MEAT
operational goals included:
− attaining credibility, domestically and internationally, as the national
organisation responsible for quality standards and for the accurate description of
meat produced Australian;
− establishing, reviewing, supervising and promoting the use of national
description languages for meat and livestock in the beef, sheep and pig
industries;
− administering the appropriate codes of practice, training and quality assurance
programs, and accreditation schemes;
− encouraging and promoting the use of over-the-hook selling, based on carcass
measurements and information feed-back to livestock graziers; and

31

A beef producer is a meatworks or abattoir.
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− working towards achieving a system of meat description which engenders
customer confidence in the consistency and reliability of the product. (ACIL
Australia Pty. Ltd., 1990:ii-ix)
The purpose of AUS-MEAT was the development of a national product description and
trading language. This language was to lead to improving communication up and down
the marketing chain, allowing a two-way flow of information between livestock graziers,
processors, wholesalers, retailers and consumers (ACIL Australia Pty. Ltd., 1990:ii). By
1990, global markets, including Korea and the US, were accepting the AUS-MEAT
descriptions, and major domestic meat purchasers were insisting on buying from AUSMEAT accredited processing plants (ACIL Australia Pty. Ltd., 1990:iii). ACIL Australia
Pty. Ltd. (1990:vi) reported that since the introduction of AUS-MEAT in 1987, the
proportion of cattle sold over-the-hook rose from 17 per cent to 41 per cent. The
corresponding provision of feed-back sheets to graziers was thought to account for an
improvement in the quality, predictability and uniformity of livestock being marketed by
graziers to processors (ACIL Australia Pty. Ltd., 1990:vi-vii).
AMCL established Computer Aided Livestock Marketing (CALM) Services in
1987 to develop and operate a national electronic livestock marketing system in Australia.
Like AUS-MEAT, it was to assist with standardised comprehensive descriptions of
livestock products (Johnston, 1994). Livestock for sale on this system was described
using the same livestock descriptions established by AUS-MEAT. One of the main
objectives of CALM, was to use computer-based technology as a tool to create a better
marketing system – online direct selling within an auction framework – for the meat and
livestock industry. This was to be achieved by exposure of grazier's stock to a national
sale yard with less transport and handling, and more rapid and comprehensive market
information and reporting on carcass classification back to participating graziers. Initially
grazier use of CALM was poor, not because of the technology, but because the online
description of stock offered for sale often proved to be unreliable. Stories of dissatisfied
buyers abounded, resulting in a lack of confidence in, and the ultimate demise of CALM.
However, in recent years a new on-line direct selling auction system, AUCTION-PLUS,
appears to have succeeded in achieving market acceptance. This success is attributable to
the more widespread acceptance of computer technologies by graziers together with more
reliable livestock descriptions by livestock agents, who have become more experienced
describing livestock according to the required national standard descriptions. The
isomorphic influence of AUS-MEAT was more pervasive than that of CALM for a
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number of reasons including: the legitimacy of AUS-MEAT was very difficult for
graziers to contravene because of its socially recognised expertise; CALM did not have
the same legitimacy, or socially recognised expertise, with graziers and was easily
avoided.
From the latter half of the 1990s, quality assurance has emerged as a key policy
and public issue. This can be seen as one of the first instances of the rise of consumer
power impacting on the production process of beef. Since the introduction of AUSMEAT there has been a steady increase in all types of standards (e.g. food safety, food
quality, animal welfare, environmental standards) in the global agrifood system
coinciding with a shift in regulation of the agrifood system (Ransom, 2007:26). Initially,
standards in the Australian beef cattle industry focused on product attributes and food
safety attributes which are easily measured in the end product (Ransom 2006). Latterly,
more stringent food safety (or product) standards have emerged in response to several
well publicized global food scares (e.g. BSE – bovine spongiform encephalopathy from
beef cattle product) to reassure consumers of the safety of beef products. At the same time
there has been a rise in quality standards where the focus is on how the product is
produced associated with the process with definitions of quality revolving around shared,
socially constructed values (such as environmental conservation or regional
characteristics) (Renard 2005). In Australia, recent efforts have focused on a National
Livestock Identification Scheme (NLIS) whereby individual cattle are ‘e-tagged’ – using
either a bolus which is swallowed and remains in the gut, or an ear tag – so that
traceability from the paddock to the plate is assured. State legislation required the use of
NLIS by July 2005. NLIS should allow contaminated product to be quickly identified and
traced back the production process to correct problems. In the Australian beef cattle
industry, concern with ‘safety’ is arguably the sole engagement point for most consumers
who seem more concerned than ever with knowing where a product originated, how the
product was grown or treated, and any other relevant data that pertains to its edibility and
food safety. There are a number of small boutique outlets that sell branded beef which is
normally beyond the budget of all, but the most economically advantaged and food
conscious consumer. Consumer engagement is limited to either farm stays (at the front
end of the production chain) or the purchase of products from these boutique outlets (at
the back end of the production chain). There is, at present, little or no chance for physical
engagement in between. Quality assurance provides the discerning consumer with a
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symbolic safety valve and connection. Additionally standards are now used as strategic
tools for accessing markets, coordinating systems, enhancing quality and safety
assurance, product branding, and creating niche markets rather than as technical tools to
achieve for market homogeneity (Reardon et al. 2001). As suggested by Zucker (1987),
isomorphism need not be viewed as a negative force. AUS-MEAT in Australia,
exemplifies isomorphic pressures which act to constrain export processing plants through
the imposition of standards, yet by doing so has provided an opportunity to label their
product as superior in terms of quality control, and thus, potentially opening up new
markets.
Whilst nation-states used to be the primary regulators of agrifood systems, global
governance organizations, (e.g., World Trade Organization (WTO)), multilateral and
regional regulatory schemes, (e.g., the European Union (EU, Meat and Livestock
Australia (MLA), Meat Standards Australia (MSA)), and private sector organizations,
including transnational corporations (e.g., Woolworths and Coles Myer) also regulate
agrifood systems (McMichael 2004; Higgins and Lawrence 2005; Ransom 2007).
Coercive and expert isomorphic forces have led to the separation of a heterogeneous
commodity into more uniform lines of products that better meet the market’s desire for a
consistent and safe product that has been produced in a sustainable manner. At the same
time there have been homogenising effects on the operations of both cattle graziers and
beef producers as they adapt to meet these product and production standards, regulations
and expectations.
Prior to analysis of data from this study, and based on a review of the literature,
the emergent players in the North Queensland beef cattle industry seemed to be those
shown in Figure 4.1: Actors interacting with the grazier to achieve isomorphism. These
actors, and a sample of their isomorphic interactions with graziers, include:
Markets (national and international)- purchase product and increasingly impose
requirements on the production process, including quality control, traceability, and ability
for the consumer to ‘connect’ with the on-farm process. This actor applies coercive
isomorphic pressure which may achieve change in grazier attitudes and behaviours.
Government (at its various levels) - impose a legal framework concerned with
environmental sustainability, integrated resource management, ethical treatment of
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animals, and workplace health and safety. This actor applies coercive isomorphic pressure
which may achieve change in grazier attitudes and behaviours.
Climate - imposes performance constraints affecting all aspects of operational decisionmaking, including: when to sell; appropriate stock carrying capacity of the land;
additional inputs required (like supplementary feeding); when to spell (or rest) the land;
and, what breed of cattle best suits the environment. This actor applies coercive
isomorphic pressure which may achieve change in grazier attitudes and behaviours.
Processors - act in concert with Markets to impose constraints on the quality and quantity
of cattle that they will purchase from graziers. For example, they pay according to age of
cattle, weight of cattle, fat thickness and colour, and market appropriateness (Japanese
market, Korean market, American market, etc). These actors are able to apply coercive
isomorphic pressure to try to achieve change in grazier attitudes and behaviours.
Other Stakeholders – political and social groups with counter points of view. These
groups lobby governments to influence political agendas and change legislation. This
actor has gained ascendancy since the 1990s. The number of pressure and their causes are
very much linked to the social milieu of the times. Currently, Environmental Groups,
Animal Welfare Groups and Indigenous Groups wield influence: via their membership on
committees and boards setting research agendas, and determining community resource
management plans; and, through successful lobbying of governments to make legislative
changes that result in constraints on grazier operations (eg changes in the Queensland
Vegetation Management Act 1999 have impacted on the ability of graziers to put in new
fence lines, develop additional watering points etc.). These actors try to exert pressure on
graziers to change by influencing social and political attitudes and changes in legislation,
which in turn result in coercive isomorphic and/or expert isomorphic pressure on the
grazier to change.
Extension and Research - provides graziers with access to technological innovations, and
provides a forum for identifying problem areas where graziers would like further research
and technological support. These actors apply expert isomorphic pressure to try to
achieve change in grazier attitudes and behaviours.
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Figure 4.1 Actors interacting with the grazier to achieve isomorphism
Extension
and
Research

Other
Stakeholders

Climate

Grazier

Markets

Government

Processors

Each of the actors in Figure 4.1 represents a class of actors32 because this is a diagram for
a generic grazier. In order to particularise the diagram to an individual grazier instances33
for each actor class have to be identified and named. Determining all of the relevant actor
classes, the full nature of their interactions with graziers, and the resultant isomorphic
pressures on graziers will be a focus for the study.

4.8

Conclusion
This brief review of literature discussing the evolution of the structure of

Australian rural industries, and the North Queensland beef cattle industry in particular,
has revealed changes in power relations between rural industries, society and
governments. Australian rural industries are described as undergoing a rural crisis

32

Throughout this thesis the term actor will be synonymous with class of actor, or actor class.

33

In the context of this thesis, an instance is an individual actor from a certain actor group or class. Each
instance of an actor class can have different values for its instance variables or descriptors.
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whereby resulting in farmers feeling alienated from urban society, frustrated that their
role in Australian Society is neither valued nor understood, and disenfranchised because
of their diminution of political influence at all levels of government. Concommitant with
the restricting of rural industries has been an increase in both the numbers actors able to
influence requirements of farmer management strategies (behaviour) and the ways in
which that influence can be manifested. Thus, there have been notable changes in the
context within which Australian rural industries operate which are reflected in the
relations which farmers have with various actors in this context. Even before analysis of
the data from the study, there are many conduits through which structural and institutional
pressures are exerted on the grazier. The remainder of this thesis will discuss at length the
examples of institutional isomorphic pressures on North Queensland graziers evident
from data analysis in Chapters 5 through 11.
This chapter has presented a context for the study that has been gleaned from the
literature. Chapter 5 develops the context for the substantive data analysis chapters that
follow it, distilled from the study interviews. It highlights: the types of change that have
occurred in the industry in the past 20 years; what has caused or influenced those
changes; what factors graziers appear to consider in taking up change; and the changing
role of women in the North Queensland beef cattle industry.

5

North Queensland Context of Change –
from the Study Participants

5.1

Introduction

In Chapter 3 the choice of research methodology, the evolution of the study and the data
collection and data analysis phases were presented. Five major themes evolved from the
data analysis and these will be discussed in Chapters 6 through 10. Many other topics
were canvassed during the semi-structured interviews and several provide a rich
background for these major themes. The last half of the 20th Century and the beginning of
the 21st Century have heralded great social change in the city and on the land, resulting in
changes in the social milieu as examined in Chapters 2 and 4. In this chapter events that
have had a considerable impact on the North Queensland beef cattle industry and signaled
the need for change in it are explored. The factors that graziers consider when evaluating
whether to implement change on their property are also investigated. Alleged ‘resistance
to change’ on the part of graziers is often given as a major reason for the isomorphic
pressure to change that graziers are subjected to from some of the actors/actor classes in
their actor-network. Finally the role and impact of women in the industry is discussed as
interviewees perceived that women had a strengthening role in both decision making and
the day to day work on cattle properties. The findings will then be synthesised to develop
the first version of the grazier’s actor-network based on analysis of data from the study
interviews.

5.2

Changes Evident in the North Queensland Beef Cattle
Industry

One of the vital topics discussed with participants was the nature of the changes that they
had seen in the North Queensland beef cattle industry since 1985. Major changes in the
North Queensland beef cattle industry had their beginnings around 1985 - many resulting
in isomorphic forces being applied to the industry. In Chapter 4, a major technological
change which has had such an impact on the North Queensland beef cattle industry was
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discussed – AUS-MEAT1. AUS-MEAT is a standardised national description system to
measure and describe the principal attributes of carcasses and carton meat. Planning and
discussion with graziers about the standard commenced about 1985, with the operational
standard being introduced by the Australian Meat and Livestock Corporation (AMLC) in
1987. Moore and Skerman (1997) identify four additional key developments that occurred
between 1985 and 1996 which also impacted the North Australia beef cattle industry.
− The growth of the live cattle industry, precipitated by the growth in demand for
feeder steers from Indonesia and the Philippines.
− The increased importance of the North Asian markets of Japan and South Korea
for exports of beef and veal, and the subsequent reduction in shipments to the
North American markets of the United States and Canada.
− The rationalisation of the meat processing industry has seen the total number of
plants in Northern Australia (excluding those in southern Queensland) fall from
20 plants in 1985 to 9 plants in 1996.
− Conclusion of bovine Brucellosis and Tuberculosis Eradication Campaign
(BTEC) in the early 1990s which allowed the management of animals on a basis
other than “TB disease status,” such as a nutritional need basis. (Moore &
Skerman, 1997:4)
These changes are at the industry level but provide an umbrella for the changes identified
and discussed by the interviewees. Interviewees described change as widespread,
permeating all areas of an individual grazier’s operation and moving up the production
and supply chain as well. Table 5.1 lists the changes at the level of the individual grazier
that were most often mentioned by interviewees. The items are not listed in any particular
order:

1

AUS-MEAT is an acronym for the Authority for Uniform Specification of Meat and Livestock.
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Table 5.1 Grazier identified changes that have occurred at the individual grazier level
− Increased operating costs – The costprice squeeze

− Improved technology

− Impacts from globalisation

− More 'control' over property management

− Marketing changes

− Improved property infrastructure

• Emphasis on beef quality

− Improved productivity

− Better cattle management and control

• Availability of different markets

• Better breeder management

• Live weight selling

• Younger herd, reduced age of turnoff

• Live export

• Heavier
cattle
through
pasture
improvement and cross breeding

• Introduction of grid buying by
meatworks (together with AUSMEAT)
− Processor rationalisation

• Better
cattle
drought
survival
technology but to pasture detriment

− Increased use of feedlots to finish cattle

− Increased survival pressure
graziers and family units

− Workplace reform

− Improved pastures

− New focus on people, skills and training

− Greater emphasis on
environmental issues

− More widespread use of technology

on

Landcare

small

and

Following is a synopsis of the points raised by interviewees as they discussed the abovementioned changes.
The effects of globalisation and post-productivism were common threads through
the discussion with all of the interviewees. There was a consistent discourse centred on
viewing the grazier as a ‘price taker,’ the concepts of the ‘cost – price squeeze’ and
‘looking beyond the farm gate.’ The ‘cost – price squeeze’ refers to graziers being
required to spend more and more on producing their product to meet global market
requirements, for no extra price. ‘Looking beyond the farm gate’ encapsulates the need
for graziers to ensure that their product meets consumer expectations and market
requirements such that the production focus was required to shift from producing what
you always had to producing what was required. Congruent with these changes, and as
part of the post-productivist transition, interviewees identified the increased influence of
environmentalism on governments, in turn resulting in ever increasing imposts and
constraints on the management practices of graziers. This period of time also saw the rise
in importance of Landcare,2 a movement which more recently focuses on natural resource
management issues including soil conservation, water conservation, nature conservation

2

The Landcare movement in Australia is discussed in Chapter 4, Section Section 4.5 – Changing
Governance.
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and biodiversity conservation. For its time, Hajkowicz (2009) describes Landcare as the
largest stand-alone public investment with conservation objectives, in Australia’s history.
Landcare’s primary success was raising awareness and engaging local communities in
conservation activities (Hajkowicz, 2009). More recently there has been a community
based bottom-up approach to the regional management of environmental strategies for
sustainability and multiple land use.
A related area of operation that experienced significant change, was the sale, or
marketing, of cattle. Marketing was something that used to be a ‘set piece.’ Many graziers
had a trust based relationship with their chosen processor whereby they had one or two
set bookings for the sale of their cattle each year. This started changing markedly in the
latter half of the 1980s with the introduction of grid selling, which was ostensibly
introduced to increase quality assurance and meet a perceived global market requirement.
Graziers were encouraged to focus on turning off3 younger and heavier cattle. The use of
feedlots became more commonplace as graziers tried to meet the market demand for
younger and heavier cattle. These marketplace changes went hand-in-hand with a severe
rationalisation of the processing industry and the closure of sale yards. For some graziers
this meant looking for new markets or at the very least having to transport their cattle
much further for marketing. Another significant change, which for some graziers
compensated somewhat for the loss of processors and competition in the marketplace,
was the introduction of the live export trade.
Corresponding to marketplace changes has been the availability of new
technologies to enhance productivity. Improved technologies are available for pasture
management, breeder management, weaner4 management, dietary supplementation5, pest
control, and property management to mention but a few. Some of the interviewees spoke

3

Turning off refers to mustering cattle and selecting the cattle that are ready to be sold, or to leave the
property. Turn off is the number of cattle sold off, or taken off, a given property in any year.

4

Weaners are young cattle only recently weaned off their mothers.

5

Supplementation (supplementary feeding) is a process whereby cattle are fed a supplement to their diet
to ensure that the bugs resident in their stomachs keep active breaking down grass and extracting protein
to keep the animal growing and in good condition. This is particularly important as grass dries off and
the amount of protein in the grass drops. As this occurs, the animal needs to consume a larger volume of
grass to get the required protein to continue growing, or even maintain condition. Supplementation
ensures that protein breakdown continues, making the animal hungry enough to consume enough grass
to maintain condition, and even continue to grow.
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of what they considered widespread use of technology, certainly in terms of dietary
supplementation and early weaning: in fact many of the technologies spoken of aim at
drought-proofing a property. Many also spoke about changes in the workplace in terms of
the difficulties in hiring people with adequate skills or training. The mining industry in
North Queensland had significantly decreased the number of people working in the
grazing industry, with graziers being unable to compete with the mines in terms of the
wages that they are able to offer employees. As in most other areas of employment,
workplace reform, and in particular workplace health and safety, has also impacted on the
industry, requiring it to become more rigorous in the implementation and maintenance of
safety standards. This introduces additional tensions as culture clashes with risk
minimisation. For example, ringers6 would resist wearing helmets when riding
motorbikes and horses, preferring the Akubras that have long been part of the bush
uniform.
A growing number of graziers reported that they are working ‘at’ their business,
as well as working ‘in’ their business. Graziers are beginning to spend time managing
their properties, not just working on their properties. They report spending more on
property infrastructure, increasing the numbers of watering points on their properties,
breaking larger paddocks into smaller paddocks, introducing squares7 for trapping cattle
at watering points, and putting in lanes8 to connect these ‘traps’ to the cattle yards. This is
for several reasons including: providing graziers with the ability to better control cattle
movement and to be able to force cattle to better utilise pastures; and to also allow the
herd to be broken up into smaller units for mustering so that fewer personnel are required
to work the cattle.
The isomorphic pressures that graziers have had imposed upon them are many
and varied. In this section a number of actors/actor classes who are agents of change for

6

Ringer is a colloquial term for a male or female stock worker on an Australian cattle station. They
usually like working on horses and the name ringer comes from the work that they do - rounding up, or
mustering, or ‘forming a ring around’ and moving, cattle.

7

A square is a small paddock used for holding cattle. It is usually located next to a set of cattle yards or a
watering point.

8

A lane is a narrow fenced area usually joining a square to either another square or a set of cattle yards.
Use of lanes decreases the number of people needed to move cattle between the two points that the lane
joins together.
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graziers because of their changing relationships with graziers have surfaced from the data:
Markets9 through processor rationalization, standardised beef specifications, and
changing customer expectations; State and Federal Governments10 through regulatory
controls of workplace health and safety, use of poisons, and spread of cattle disease; and,
Mother Nature11 through flood and droughts. The list of actors, or agents of change, and
the nature of their relationship and interactions with graziers will continue to expand in
this chapter, and following chapters. Graziers struggle to meet the resultant demand for
expertise in diverse areas including: human resource management; animal husbandry;
pasture expert; marketing; negotiation with indigenous groups, environmental groups, and
various levels of government.
A succinct summary of more notable changes that have been widely embraced by
North Queensland graziers was given by one grazier:
There's 5 Ps [of change]. There's 3 Ps that have revolutionised the beef
industry. The first one we got a decent phone, the next one we got power,
town power on now. And poly pipe. Quality pipe we can get away from
those steel pipes and you can run the poly pipe for miles and miles. And
there's another two. They're the three major P's. And then after that it was
protein feeding, which is a good thing. And the last one was poison.
That's five. And the poison is 108012. (Grazier09)
These changes have all provided significant and obvious savings in labour, time or
dollars for graziers, and by and large have been very welcome changes. Not all changes
that have been proposed, or are being proposed are as easily taken up or have such
obvious benefits. The overwhelming nature of the mix of changes now being offered or
proposed is captured by the following quote:

9

The name of an actor/actor class is capitalised whenever used throughout the thesis

10

Special interest groups including environmentalists and animal rights groups have been able to
indirectly impact on graziers as well through lobbying governments to impose regulations on graziers
concerning their use of land, control of both flora and fauna pests, and handling of animals.

11

Mother Nature in this context means the weather. North Queensland has been subjected to long periods
of drought in the 1990s and 2000s. There have also been instances of severe flooding.

12

1080 (flouroacetate) is a poison that was used for killing vertebrate pests including dingos, feral pigs
wild dogs, foxes and rabbits. 1080 is either injected into the bait material (for example offal) or rolled
with the bait material in a cement mixer. The use of 1080 is subject to strict regulatory control set down
in the Health (Drugs and Poisons) Regulations 1996 which are administered by the Queensland
Department of Health.
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I think the biggest change that's occurred in the industry is probably the
fact that we no longer just go out and run cattle, and you muster them in
[to] the yards and sell [the] fats13. Today that still occurs, but it's not
where you make your money. You make your money in understanding
the markets, in understanding that the beast you're growing, or you're
turning off, is what is required. And more to do with just general book
work. And it's not just accounts, its following market reports, following
quality assurance. Not that I'm into quality assurance that much yet. But
it's going more and more scientific rather than your general blue collar
hands on ‘let's go and muster a few cows and take off a few bullocks.’
(Grazier12)
Many of the graziers interviewed similarly spoke of the difficulty of satisfying all of the
various skill demands placed on them by the industry. They felt their own inadequacies in
meeting the new multifaceted job description.
Finally, many interviewees spoke of the increasing difficulty for many graziers
and their families on relatively small properties to survive. Droughts, globalisation,
rationalisation and a diminishing labour supply have put small operators under increasing
pressure. However, despite the forecast14 demise of the family property and the growth of
the corporate property, the family grazier remains a significant part of the sector.

5.3

What Has Caused or Influenced These Changes?

Interviewees were asked to reflect on what they saw as driving change in the North
Queensland beef cattle industry. In the following sections two main factors are identified
from the data, and discussed: government enforcement of change and threat to grazing
enterprise survival.
5.3.1

The BTEC Program Spearheads Era of Change

A number of interviewees cited the bovine Brucellosis and Tuberculosis Eradication
Campaign (BTEC) as an extremely significant agent of imposed change, and probably the
first major change occurring in the North Queensland beef cattle industry. This program
required graziers to conduct musters that collected 100 percent of the cattle of their

13

Fats are fat cattle ready to be sold for slaughter. They can be either bullocks or cows.

14

In the 1990s there was widespread belief amongst extension officers, advisors and other industry experts
that in order to survive graziers had to get bigger or get out.
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properties, for testing. Cattle were required to test ‘disease free’ before a property would
be declared to have disease free status. All cattle on a property had to be tested and if any
infected animals were found on a property then those cattle were destroyed. Testing then
continued until all of the cattle tested brucellosis and tuberculosis free three times.
Ultimately this necessitated significant investment in infrastructure to enable management
and control of stock on a paddock basis; keeping your stock within your own boundaries,
and keeping the neighbour’s stock off your property.
The BTEC program caused people to move away from “cattle
harvesting” into managed production of cattle to meet a particular
market. (Market05)
BTEC forced better management on a number of herds because
properties that were open range had to be fenced up. … Cattle
management on the whole, particularly between 1975 and 1985,
improved out of sight to the extent now that we have between 24 and 25
million cattle and we're producing more beef now from 25 million cattle
than what we were from 31 million cattle in the mid 70s.
(IndustryOrg05)
So really I think the North Queensland land holder [has] become more
efficient over the last 20 years because he's had to. … [B]ecause of [the
BTEC program] now we've got more markets overseas. So that sort of
played its part to help people manage their cattle control, and to manage
their paddocks and fences, and disease in a lot of cases. (Extension10)
Some interviewees went so far as to say that if it were not for the government imposed
and funded BTEC program many graziers would still be running cattle harvesting type
operations and not have changed at all:
Some people are most reluctant then, and it's unfortunate that this
pressure has to be taken in respect [of achieving the required changes].
We've gone through the BTEC program and some graziers were forced to
do it, and that's when government issues come into power and made them
do them. But I mean there are definitely some graziers most reluctant to
align themselves with the standards required. (Grazier07)
Another change that many people relate to the BTEC program is the introduction of Bos
Indicus, or Brahman, cattle into North Queensland. Many properties destocked through
the BTEC program and when the properties were restocked a lot of the graziers moved to
Brahman cattle. This was done on the basis that the Brahmans were thought to be more
drought, heat and tick resistant, and better suited in general to the North Queensland
conditions.
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By the end of the BTEC program in the early 1990s many graziers had moved or
were moving to managing the herd on a nutritional and physiological needs basis rather
than a disease management basis, resulting in more productive and better quality herds.
Many other changes were also in process:
So that all came around the same [time], mid 80s to probably or early 80s
too. And helicopters came in instead of horses. And then people were
using trap yards more often where they didn't have to use the labour and
that sort of stuff. And I think and also the tick. You know the tick policy
changed. In a lot of cases because people were forced to dip and that sort
of stuff where they shouldn't have and we got better products with pourons where you didn't have to have dipping facilities. … Trucks could
move quicker, roads were better. (Extension10)
Undoubtedly, the BTEC program was instrumental in initiating enforced change on a
grand scale, but what factors have influenced graziers to take up change in the wake of
the BTEC program, or to take up change that is not mandatory?
5.3.2

The Beef Downturn of the 1970s

Another key industry event identified by interviewees as having a significant impact on
the North Queensland beef cattle industry was the major downturn in the industry in the
1970s, and in particular the beef crash in 1974 caused by the collapse of the United States
export market. The crash resulted in prices being slashed from a high of 44 cents/lb to
less than 11 cents/lb for bullocks (Grazier01; Moffat, 1989:115). Some described it as the
biggest depression in the history of the industry (Heussler, 1975). This had an obvious
and significant adverse impact on the industry’s fortunes:
[T]he former often seeming to threaten the very existence of the pastoral
industry in central and northern Queensland and would bring about the
demise of the grazier’s traditional way of life with the disappearance of
the large domestic and station staff once employed on the stations
(Moffat, 1989:113)
The beef crash heralded the decimation of the rural workforce, as graziers were unable to
pay for labour, or for much else. For most family owned properties, there were no longer
any permanent employees as husbands became more ‘hands on’, and wives and children
became a necessary part of the workforce. During this time one important change was an
increase in the use of helicopter mustering. The loss of the rural workforce and the need
for owners to minimise their management activities as their efforts were required to
replace those of their lost workers, meant that many properties had to halt their programs
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of improvement and change. Consequently, with the exception of restructuring in the
workforce, most other areas of change were frozen until the crash ended in 1979.
5.3.3

Threat to Grazing Entity Survival

Graziers themselves cited ‘having their backs to the wall’ as the principal cause of
change. There was a consensus that graziers would continue on, even with diminishing
returns and a diminishing standard of living until they had little option other than to
change, or they were under extreme pressure to change:
So the change has been forced on us there again, because people have
realised that they can't keep going on the way you're going. (Grazier02)
We're an extremely conservative group, aren't we? You know. I mean the
thing that sort of made me wake up was the fact that we were going
down the gurgler and I think … yeah, I think that's just dead right. I mean
if we hadn't had the slump and the drought we'd be, well the district
would still be ten years behind I think. (Grazier11)
That's how it started with me, when my back was to the wall so to speak,
and very much so. … I started from the rock bottom actually. I had to
buy me way out of it - but that sort of to me now has opened the way up.
…. When you've found out yeah, you can do this, you can do that, and
you’ve found your way around it - you found out well we'll keep on with
this, [then] you know, you're always looking for new ideas. [Now] even
though your back is not to the wall, you're always constantly on the
lookout. Yeah, [it’s] because I [had] battled. I believe that [the] battling I
did in the early years really helped. It’s probably why other graziers you
see, they don't make change because they've probably never been in that
tight a situation. (Grazier16)
Amongst the non-grazier interviewees this was also thought to be the case, although
expressed somewhat differently. Generally it was expressed in terms of graziers resisting
changes if they were able to remain within their comfort zone, and only changing if they
were being forced out of that comfort zone:
I think it's the potential financial improvement. It's either that, or if
they've really hit the wall and there aren't any alternatives. It's either do it
or get out. And they'll live in almost abject poverty but then suddenly
they'll really hit the wall and the wife will say - ‘This isn't on any more.
Do something or get out.’ That was my experience, right throughout
agriculture. (IndustryOrg09)
If people are comfortable – they seem to resist change (Market03)
Adversity for the majority of them. They get forced to either by the
market or by falling prices or whatever. (Extension03)
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When the pain of change is less than the pain of remaining the same.
(Extension05)
So it is a very funny thing, they have got. ... I mean, it takes something to
push them over the edge to do it. They gotta have their backs to the wall.
They gotta be absolutely convinced. They almost gotta be shamed into
doing it. (Extension-17)
I think there's got to be some sort of pressure has come onto them, either
perceived or real. I mean some of the pressures that come on may not
necessarily be real but if they're perceived well I suppose they're as good
as real for the person who's got the pressure on them. It won't necessarily
be financial. (Extension01)
So if graziers are not forced to change by the government, they will only change if they
fear for their survival as a grazing entity. As with the BTEC program, this factor portrays
graziers as reactive in terms of change, only taking it when they have no other option.
5.3.4

Living on Nothing

Other factors were peripherally raised as causing or influencing change including: crisis
caused by drought, disease or market changes; lack of labour and rising labour costs.
However, even these factors ultimately distilled to being factors that might reduce the
grazier to the stage that their back is to the wall whereby they have no option other than to
change if they want to survive. As Grazier16 put it: “We’re at the beginning of where it
all starts and it's up to us. … I don't care about droughts or downturns in markets that
doesn't worry me anymore. Because I know how to [live on nothing].” They have learnt
to be self sufficient. Consequently, hardship is not a problem that requires a solution until
they might be forced to walk off their property. According to the interviewees the
overriding factors, then, in causing or influencing change were thought to be: government
requirement for change; or the threat that the grazing entity will not survive without the
change:
[P]eople that are economically viable and are quite happy with the way
things are, aren't going to change until they're forced to I guess. Because
it just means more work for them. So by and large they'll say ‘Well I'm
getting on all right, so I'll continue on [the same way].’ (Extension19)
The next section will look at the factors that graziers will consider once they have decided
to make a change.
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5.4

Factors Considered in Deciding Whether to Take Up
Change

Interviewees were asked to identify the factors that they believed graziers considered
when deciding whether to adopt a particular change or not. A wide range of factors were
canvassed ranging from economic factors - including a desire to improve their income,
and the availability of finance to fund the change - to non-economic factors, including
peer pressure, how well it fits the current management strategy, the level of resource
capacity, and the level of ‘comfort’ with current operations. Consistent with the finding in
the previous section, some described graziers as being reactive and only interested in
change if it addressed a problem that they wanted to solve.
5.4.1

Financial Gain

Financial aspects were considered important and were looked at from the point of view of
the cost of the technology compared to the financial gain expected as a result of the
change.
It's whether [it's going to affect your profit], and a lot of times it's not
what I earn out of these cattle, it's what I spend, what it costs. It's not
much use if I got $1,000 for my bullocks when it cost $999 to produce
them. Well that's how I look at it you know. It's whether the return is
there for what you're putting out. (Grazier16)
The technologies which are adopted most readily are the ones with
shortest payback period! The other factor is, if the grazier incurs the cost
then he gets the benefit. (IndustryOrg02)
Graziers were not perceived to be interested in implementing changes that did not result
in an improvement in their economic circumstances. Instances were quoted of changes
promoted with graziers that were not taken up until there was either a price penalty
associated with not taking up the change, or a price premium for taking up the change:
But certainly, the live export market was a classic example, when we had
a couple of buyers come around about five years ago and said “We won’t
buy cattle with horns.” Suddenly everybody sprouted de-horners and to
me, it was so obvious to de-horn cattle because you can fit two more on a
deck, and that saved you money. But it wasn’t until that happened that
there was a total acceptance of de-horning. As soon as somebody
wouldn’t buy them. (Grazier08)
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A recent example (2005) of this reluctance to incur costs with potential future benefit, but
no immediate benefit, is the contentiousness around the mandatory introduction of a
National Livestock Identification Scheme (NLIS) for the beef cattle industry. On its
introduction in the latter half of 2005, graziers incurred the cost of identifying each beast
with either a scanable ear tag or stomach (rumen) bolus. While there is the hope of a
competitive advantage in export markets by being able to trace beef product from the
plate back to the paddock, as the market becomes more focused on traceability of food
items, there are no immediate flow-on benefits to the grazier for this added cost of
production for either the means of identification or the labour overhead of implanting it.
In the first few years of use there have been some quality control issues with the NLIS
tags and bolus and the equipment used to scan the information held on them. For example
some graziers have experienced losses of up to one third of scanable ear tags from their
cattle’s ears. This has meant additional work as cattle that have lost their NLIS ear tag
have to have tail tags put on them before they can be trucked off properties for sale. As
with any new technology these problems are slowly being resolved.
Nethertheless, there are examples of graziers who have actively implemented
change with significant immediate costs and no immediate benefit, but with future
benefits in mind. Whilst not always the case, many such changes are consistent with a
desire to achieve good stewardship of the land consistent with “a farmer’s personal desire
to pass on his land to his heirs in as good or better condition than it came to him”
(Campbell, 1980:203; Vanclay, 2004:214). Further support for this view was given by
graziers themselves:
I was going to say that dollars will always make the change, but you
don’t always have to have dollars. I’ve seen a lot of people spend a lot of
money on pasture improvement and they don’t even get anything back
for it. (Grazier08)
Roger Landsberg (1998) reports such an example on his family property, Trafalgar
Station. During the period 1979-1995 he changed his property management strategy such
that he lowered his stock levels by 33 percent. Stock levels dropped from 4280 during
1979-86 to 2876 during 1992-95. The gross margin per hectare during the same period
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dropped very slightly from $3.48 to $3.35.15 However during that period of time the gross
margin per head of cattle rose dramatically by 38 percent, from $26.80 to $37.00. He
reports that his new management strategy “requires a great deal of careful herd and
pasture management and strategic marketing strategies.” On the other hand he notes that
the result of the new conservative stocking rates is a more environmentally sustainable
management regime that is easier to sustain in an area prone to unreliable weather
patterns.
The willingness of some graziers to undertake this type of change, where
immediate financial gain is not the driving criteria, is discussed further in Chapter 6
where the measurement of success, or performance, is considered.
5.4.2

Ability and Willingness to Change

The compatibility of a technology with a landholder’s existing beliefs and values (Pannell
et al., 2006) and with a landholder’s existing set of technologies and resources (Kaine &
Lees 1994) influences whether it will be adopted. In this study a key factor considered by
graziers when analysing whether to take up a change or not was how well the change
fitted in with what they were currently doing, and their current capacity: “I think where
they are going as a family probably has a big bearing on whether they change … that’s
going to prompt the change” (Grazier08). It was essential that the change fitted in with
where the grazier was ‘going’: whether the change complemented the existing operations
on the property; whether it could be undertaken within the existing human, time and
financial capacity; whether it would make life easier in terms of work to be done.
The most common impediment to taking up change that was given by graziers
was lack of time. Many graziers expressed the opinion that they are so busy doing what
they have to do that they do not have time to do what they want to do. They do not have
the capacity to either evaluate more change or make changes. One grazier, who has spent
many years actively involved in on-property research, explained why he thought that
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Values are expressed in 1979 dollars using prices received (beef) and prices paid indices (from The
Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource - Economics - ABARE) to remove inflationary effects
and fluctuating beef commodity prices.
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technology was not taken up at the levels that government, researchers and extension
agents believed it should be:
We tend to be always complaining and navel gazing as to the fact that
producers aren’t accepting technology. I don’t think that’s quite right. I
think we’ve overdone it a bit. I think a lot of them - they’ve got their
day’s work there, and it’s fairly busy and I don’t know whether they are
really prepared to take the time off. To actually take the time and sit back
and say “I want to get a bit more interest in this area.” (Grazier08)
He stressed that we have to acknowledge that everyone has capacity limitations.
Grazier02 was in a similar situation:
I am so busy doing what I already have to do that I don’t have time to do
anything extra, or even consider doing anything different what I want to
do. If I don’t have enough time to doing what I am currently supposed to
be doing properly, how can I do more?
Even in cases where a grazier could see the benefit of an Extension technology they
might not take it up because of lack of capacity or lack of sufficient benefit to justify the
investment:
People say “Why don’t we get more people taking up certain
technology,” but there is a limit. I know there is a lot of things that I
should do at home and I don’t do. I know with bull breeding - we breed
our own bulls and I have been talking for years “I’d like to actually start
identifying them” and have a crude beef plan. Every time I go to
implement it, I think “Where am I going to find time to do this?” I am
already not doing a lot of other things. We just eye-ball them - I still want
to do it. It is still on the back burner and if one of my kids showed any
interest, I would encourage them. But that hasn’t happened yet. …. I
think a lot of it is just a lack of time. Probably time management is
something that we probably don’t do that well. I know I don’t and I am
sure that most people don’t, as well. (Grazier08)
Another grazier spoke of how he often went to field days and came home ‘fired up’ about
what he had seen and was planning to do, only to wake up the next morning to find there
was a fence to fix, cattle to get back from the neighbours or a water problem to resolve.
Swallowed up with the day to day tasks, his impetus and capacity to implement the
change was lost.
Look as I walk out the door [of the Extension workshop or seminar] I'm
absolutely convinced that this is what I've got to do. But I get home and
the pump down the flat needs fixing, and then something else needs
doing, and the cows have got to be mustered. And by the time I get
around to doing it, I'm back so busy being busy again and immersed in
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my life that unless something shoves me, I just end up not doing it. It's
not because I don't mean to do it, or don't want to do it, it's just that I
never somehow manage to get time to do it. (Grazier09)
A negative consequence of the loss of workers on grazing properties, as discussed in
Section 5.3.2, is that the grazier is too busy working on the property to be able to spend
time working at their business and evaluating potential change. As a result, the less a land
manager has to spend, change, adapt, learn and risk, the more likely they are to adopt a
given practice (Webb, 2004). Similarly the innovation’s complexity, or whether it will
increase the complexity of the farm system, also influences whether it will be adopted
(Wilkinson 1989; Rogers 2003).
Most primary producers, including graziers, feel that they are stretched to their
limit. Their incapacity to add anything that requires resources was perceived as a very real
limitation to their ability to change.
I think the main one [factor considered when making a change] is, how
comfortable they are with their present situation. I don't think people
change just for change’s sake. (Extension01)
Graziers are not going to change if there is not a very good reason to, and the change
must fit in with their current regime without requiring additional resources. Additionally,
the innovation should not negatively impact on the family lifestyle (Pannell et al., 2006).
5.4.3

Risk Minimisation

Graziers were variously described by themselves and by non-graziers as a conservative
bunch, with a conservative attitude to change. In general they were described as being
risk adverse, preferring to take on ‘risk-free’ change. One grazier put this in context by
outlining that every grazier operated in a high risk environment in having to deal with the
vagaries of Mother Nature and global markets. They could minimise their vulnerability to
these risks, but not eliminate them. This grazier’s view was that this operating
environment meant that graziers were loath to take additional risk voluntarily.
[W]hat people have got to realise is that there is an average variability in
the Australian climate of 30 percent of rainfall for 30 percent of the time
and that's a risk that people take every year regardless of any other
activity. When you couple this with the fact that the beef industry has
traditionally, like all commodities, been a cyclical industry and that there
is an obvious price cycle based on the supply and demand throughout the
year. The wild card of the variability of season and the problems that it
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can force in marketing means that people are taking fairly high risks.
They are already in every year in a fairly high risk situation. So I think in
order to cope with that a lot of people do try to minimise risk in other
areas. (Grazier01)
This means that graziers are more likely to take up change that is proven. When presented
with a new technology graziers are keen to know whether it has been tested on their soil
type, their pasture type, their type of cattle, or even better, whether it works on the
property next door:
Seeing is believing. (Market09)
Seeing peers do something successfully. (Extension05)
[T]he reality is, the industry is fairly conservative and they all would like
to see somebody else try it first. ... at least, somebody they know so they
can watch over the fence. (IndustryOrg02)
And if the guy next door has done it for five years and hasn't gone broke
then they think well maybe I'll give it a try. (Extension16)
This factor is linked to the maturity of the change. Graziers were thought to look more
favourably at changes where there were proven results in the field, not just from
experimental plots, and that had been around for a while and stood the test of time.
Lambert and Elix (2003) similarly suggest that for a landholder, “knowing someone who
has done it successfully on their own place is a powerful recommendation.”
Related criteria raised were how long it took for benefits to be achieved –
immediacy of the benefit is important, and the ease of linking the change with its
associated benefit – causation needs to be clear. Given the length of the beef cattle
production cycle (based on the age of cattle at time of sale and discussed in Chapter 7)
there are potentially many intervening factors and alternative factors that could explain a
benefit, making changes with clear and proximate returns more readily adopted by
graziers. Extension-05 described graziers as desirous of “seeing fairly immediate benefits
of a change” before they would adopt it.
The views expressed by the interviewees regarding attitude to risk are entirely
consistent with reported research. Risk has often been considered to be a major factor
reducing the rate of adoption of a new technology (e.g. Lindner, 1987; Shapiro, Brorsen
& Doster, 1992; Feder & Umali, 1993; Abadi Ghadim, Pannell & Burton, 2005) and
Marra, Pannell and Abadi Ghadim (2003) support the view that adoption processes are
strongly affected by risk-related issues.
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5.4.4

Peer Pressure

Farming subcultures are thought to have a strong effect on the behaviour of individual
farmers through peer pressure (Vanclay & Lawrence, 1995a:87; Rogers, 1995). Vanclay
and Lawrence (1995a:87) identify some of the attitudes and behaviours expected of
people in the Australian farming subculture: the ‘uniform’ of double pocketed, long
sleeve check shirt, moleskin trousers or wrangler jeans, elastic sided riding boots, and an
Akubra hat; a preference for country and western music; agrarianism, including political
conservatism, stewardship and farming as a way of life (see also Craig & Phillips, 1983).
Several interviewees in this study believed that the farming subculture, or peer pressure,
was a factor influencing whether a particular change would be embraced. IndustryOrg01
firmly believed that a grazier’s decision on whether or not to adopt change involved
consideration of what they thought their neighbours would think of them. Stehlik,
Lawrence and Gray (1997) noted that rural communities can “attach stigma to events
which offend traditional values” (p.182). This possible influence of peer pressure was
highlighted by a grazier’s account of how he had been feeding his cattle lick16 all year
round for three years before he told any of his neighbours because he knew that they
would laugh at him. Time has shown his decision to be sound as more graziers now do
the same, recognising the benefits of maintaining a consistent nutrient level for growth in
cattle, but when he initially made the change he was going against the tide and felt that
his peers would have ridiculed his choice. Peer pressure meant that this grazier made the
change but kept the fact that he had made a change hidden until the change became an
accepted practice within his grazing community. Most graziers will not flaunt the
accepted practice like this grazier; they will only make the change when it is accepted
practice.
Examples were also given of graziers acting to gain peer acceptance or to elevate their
status amongst their peers:
I think there is [peer pressure]. I always quote old [grazier] because he
would have to be the worst operator that ever was, but probably made
more money than anyone else. Even [grazier], who would complain
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Cattle lick is a supplement which can supply protein, energy and trace elements which may be lacking
in the pasture. This supplement can also help cattle by aiding their digestion. It is supplied as either a
loose dry lick or in blocks.
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bitterly about buying his bulls, he’d make sure he would buy the best
bulls because when they bought them in Townsville and they came up on
the rail, he’d want everybody to like the look of the bulls that he bought.
That’s the thing. Even though he was a real rough old diamond, he was
very conscious of his image. I think it is a big factor - bigger than
probably we give credit for. (Grazier08)
Disturbingly, peer pressure was not thought to be a positive influence in promoting
change:
“Peer pressure works but it seems to work to keep everybody down to the
norm.” (Extension03)
It's a funny kind of a peer pressure I think. It's more a, if your neighbor is
doing it and it works, or enough leaders in the industry are doing it, and it
works, I think there's that kind of peer pressure. I don't know I never
actually got the feeling that there would be a change in environmental
practice in grazing or any other industry simply because their neighbours
did. Or their neighbours around them did. I did never get the feeling that
a producer might be embarrassed because they weren't kind of keeping
up the side. (IndustryOrg09)
Many of the non graziers expressed this view, believing that peer pressure was not
successful in achieving change. With time this may change, but at the time of the
interviews, peer pressure was perceived to be an inhibitor of change rather than an agent
of change, for any change other than those directly resulting in financial gain. This
finding is consistent with the observation of Gerrish (1999) of the existence in rural
communities of fear of change because of fear of loss of respect by one's peers by going
against the grazing subculture. The grazier subculture is more likely to determine a
grazier’s behaviour in terms of adopting change, than an individual grazier’s attitude
(Vanclay & Lawrence, 1995a:87; Rogers, 1995). Once a change has gained acceptance
within the grazier subculture, the majority of graziers can be expected to adopt the change
(Vanclay & Lawrence, 1995a:87). Until that time “mostly only ‘maverick’,
entrepreneurial or innovative farmers closely aligned with extension are prepared to take
a chance with new technology” (Vanclay, 1992a).
5.4.5

Graziers’ Discerning Attitude to Change

A number of graziers cautioned that it would be wrong to assume that all of the change
proposed by Extension was either appropriate or relevant to each and every grazier. A
prudent grazier needs to be selective, cautious and questioning when confronted with
change:
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I'm very much keen to hear what they've [CSIRO and DPI&F] got to say,
bearing in mind that a lot of their advice has got to be put … in your
context, not the context that they're trying to sell it in. I've grown up
hearing stories of - there are a number of properties in this area, nearly
driven themselves broke by taking, valued, the advice from people that
don't have to pay for [implementing] the advice. The people, who have
done a good job of getting advice, put it in their context. (Grazier02)
Grazier03 cautioned that ‘traditional’ did not equate to negative or backward, there has to
be good reason to take on change:
I think we've got to be careful too that we don't sort of always interpret
tradition as being a negative thing. I mean that is an advantage to some of
the people who come in and they may take up most modern thinking but
some of the traditionalists that have survived in the industry have done so
because of traditional ways for years. There's some very sound solid
reasons for that and quite often you'll find one of the reasons that families
have been there for three generations and are still there now is exactly
that they have not picked up every modern whim and fancy and tried to
test it. They've stuck to the tried and true and they haven't fallen victim to
a lot of sort of perhaps things that are a bit more whimsical. I mean if
every time you did something because the DPI said it was a good idea
you'd be well and truly broke you know. Because not all their ideas do
work out. I think you've got to keep your mind open and also you've got
to recognise what works.
The picture that emerges from these graziers is that a good grazier needs the intellectual
skill to weigh up evidence from Extension and make an assessment as to its applicability
in the grazier’s own specific context.
Vanclay (1992a) argues that farmers are not defiantly resistant to change but that,
importantly, there is a desire to be in control of the pace of change. In this study graziers
similarly wanted the freedom to adopt changes when they had the willingness and
capacity to do so:
[Change comes slowly.] That's important. You can actually monitor, you
can regulate, the change in our game. Why I say that is if you're in the
main street in Charters Towers and someone puts up a glass front on his
shop and the carpet and air conditions it, you must do that or you don't
have customers. You are forced to do what the bloke next door to you
does. But in our game you can watch him for a while and then do it. But
you can't watch too long in a business in town once the other fellow
changes it, because everyone goes in. No, we make all that change, but
we've got a bit more time to make it in. (Grazier09)
It's one of my pet peeves that the recognition of research is based, the
acceptability of research is based, purely on how many people have taken
it up. The majority of producers are very, very slow adopters. There are
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very few innovators. And to expect people to actually take up this
research that's there, it's flogging a dead horse. I can see researchers the
likes of CSIRO getting very exasperated because there's a perfectly good
idea out there that's proven to work but producers aren't taking it up. I
tend to think leave it. Let it flow through by word of mouth. Start
targeting the people who actually are going to do it. Don't try and target
the percent you're never going to get. Target the 30 or 40 percent that are
really going to pick it up and take it, and then it will flow down from
there. (Grazier14)
This is not to be construed as meaning that graziers are ill-informed or backwards. There
are however, many defensible reasons why graziers do not adopt new technologies
immediately they are released. Graziers have their own accumulated knowledge from
generations of grazing – sometimes that knowledge is at odds with the views of
Extension. There are also a number of examples of graziers having taken up changes
proposed by Extension only to find that they did not achieve the results forecast.
Additionally the Extension endorsed change may not fit with the goals and objectives of
the grazier’s management strategy because it may mean staffing changes, or a reordering
of priorities. Essentially the grazier has got to believe in the change and also believe it is
necessary for them. Dave Forgey’s (1996) study of dairy farmers similarly found that
“you can lead people to change, but before they'll make the change, they've got to realize
they have a problem.” We might add; the grazier needs to be convinced that the proposed
solution will work.
5.4.6

Types of Change Preferred

In terms of the types of change that a grazier was perceived most likely to be interested in
adopting, there was a range of opinions varying from thinking that graziers were
interested in beneficial changes across the breadth of the grazing operation; to graziers
focusing on technologies related to the production side of the business such as herd
improvement and market suitability; and still others thinking that changes related to
infrastructure and property improvement including pasture improvement were the most
likely to be taken up by graziers. The list of changes or technologies that were thought
most likely to be taken up included:
− anything that provides financial gain;
− anything that impacts all aspects of their business;
− infrastructure and property improvement;
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− better herd management or herd improvement;
− low cost technologies;
− those with obvious benefits;
− improving market suitability of cattle;
− those that have been around a while;
− those with proven results; and,
− those improving production.
Whilst there seemed to be a feeling that graziers would look at any type of change, some
interviewees did indicate that they perceived the impact of the change on the grazier’s
herd as a key determining factor: changes to improve the overall quality of the herd, or
aimed at improving characteristics to better meet their target market were perceived to be
viewed positively by graziers.
Lastly, as in Section 5.3, many interviewees thought graziers were reactive in
their adoption of change, only looking to implement a change when they recognised that
they had a problem that needed addressing, rather than opportunistically or proactively
taking advantage of a change aimed at improving some aspect of their operation.
In this study data were only collected about interviewee perceptions of whether
graziers were more likely to take up certain types of change in preference to other types
of change. Data are not available as to whether and how processes of change differed
when graziers were confronted with preferred types of change relative to less preferred
kind s of change. This is an important area for future research, to determine whether and
how the grazier-network varies in relation to different kinds of change (e.g. sustainability
innovations, productivity innovations, quality innovations etc.)
5.4.7

When They Change

In summary, graziers appeared to be interested in changes that are not counter to their
current management strategy, can be implemented with current resources, are proven, and
which provide a clearly associated return on investment: “The easiest ones. Yeah, quick
returns. Ones that aren't going to alter their management much” (Extension19). In
addition, preferred changes are those which do not run counter to what industry peers are
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doing. These findings are entirely consistent with, and expand on, earlier research
conducted with North Queensland beef cattle industry producers17 by Bruce Frank
(1995a, 1995b, 1997). Frank (1995a) found that North Queensland beef cattle industry
producers’ decisions to innovate occurred only when declining financial returns
threatened their milieu, or their situational harmony. He further found that where
managers perceived no reason to change, they made an active decision not to adopt an
innovation (Frank, 1995b). Finally, North Queensland beef cattle industry producers were
considered by him to be ‘modern’ because their decision as to whether to adopt an
innovation was linked to lifestyle choices, rather than economic betterment:
They choose to maintain a medium level of adoption behaviour in
harmony with their environment, rather than adopt innovations which
scientists implicitly have perceived as desirable, profitable and suitable.
If they have a sufficient level of managerial skill and resources, and they
experience a declining return per production unit, they adopt innovations
which offer a means of arresting that decline. … The only common
dimension for all innovations was ‘social acceptance’, associated with
environmental stability. This was an expression of the community's
choice to maintain a satisfying lifestyle, rather than conform to the
implicit assumption that economic growth was a necessary part of
modernization. (Frank, 1997:347)
Implicit in these findings is that graziers adopt technologies that suit the environmental
outcomes that they desire, rather than simply accepting any innovation that scientists
allege is suitable. It is important to graziers that the whole context of their existence is
maintained: including their lifestyle.
In Section 5.4 additional actors/actor classes in the grazier’s actor-network have
been identified: Extension by developing new technologies and making graziers aware of
the technologies through field days and so on; the Grazier Subculture through peer
pressure to conform the industry management norms; Family Tradition through filters
proposed change and comparing it to what has always been done before; Spouse and
Children through wanting to provide a good family environment and future for the
graziers family. The role of the grazier’s spouse is examined in more detail in the
following section.

17

A producer is a grazier.
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5.5

Role of women in the Beef Cattle Industry

Many respondents saw women as key players in the beef cattle industry and its future.
There have always been successful women graziers, but traditionally the industry has
been seen as male dominated. Many interviewees saw the role of women in the beef cattle
industry as changing dramatically and quickly in recent years. There were two main areas
identified as being subject to change: the composition of the rural workforce, and decision
making. Both are discussed in the following sections.
5.5.1

Women as Part of the Grazing Workforce

Since the 1970s when Aboriginal stockmen were given the same wage as non-Aboriginal
stockmen (May, 1994), and the 1974 beef crash when graziers could not afford to pay for
labour, there has been a steady decline in both the number of employees on cattle
properties, and the number of people looking for work on cattle properties. A parallel
change has been the dependence on family members to supplement the workforce. This
has resulted in changes in the roles of family members in running the family cattle
property. The property owners have become core to carrying out the day-to-day work on
the properties and less available for management and control activities. Women, generally
out of necessity, have increasingly taken on pivotal roles as part of the labour force and
the decision-making and managerial team. The nature of these changes, which see women
working alongside their partners and earning the right to have a significant role in
decision making, was outlined by the following.
In Cape York Peninsula it's pretty much … both parents, the man and the
woman, the husband and the wife, they tend to work pretty much
together. There's a big sharing, perhaps with a slight tendency to a
matriarchal thing even. Because it's the women who are more active in
the Cattlemen's Union, and in the community, and the race club, and the
rodeo committee, and that sort of thing. Yeah and they certainly, they
may not pronounce the bloody decisions, but they certainly have a big
influence on what decisions are made. (Extension03)
Yeah, well, see one of the things about the Peninsula in particular is that
for the properties to function and have any chance of surviving, the
women need to be out there working with the men. So they're very
important to the labour force. Therefore they earn the right to be
important to the decision making side of things I guess. (Extension03)
The above interviewee outlined the need for women to contribute to the workforce
because of the diminishing number of people available to work in the bush and the higher
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costs of employing people in the bush. Other respondents spoke of changes in the actual
skills required to successfully operate a beef cattle property. Many of the interviewees
highlighted the need for graziers to be businessmen who worked at their business, as
opposed to working in their business. They identified the need for the successful modernday grazier to be able to deal with herd issues, land and pasture issues, business planning
and marketing. Working hard from daylight to dusk was no longer a guaranteed recipe for
success.
Something else that I think has happened too, because the world is
changing so much, is that the skills that were desperately needed even
back in the 50s were skills that were natural for men. So it was you
would have strength, have determination, guts, stickability. They
[graziers] needed that to survive. That's what was valued and probably
for the last 4,000 years that's been the case. But if you think of how the
market, and when I say the market I mean the environment, has changed,
look who are the people who run the business side of the business, the
computers. [It’s] the women. And I've seen a huge shift in a lot of
families in more recent times. It's actually the women who have the
capacity to think laterally. Genetically they have the capacity anyway
because females have a better linkage between left and right brain. But I
think it's also because they've gone into the fields that weren't considered
women’s fields to be in you know - riding horses and motorbikes and all
that. … If you can't work the internet you’re not going to be enlightened
and I've seen a big thing at the moment because many of our clients are
also older that they're terrified of computers. … And it's often the women
in families who will explore other products. The men almost get trapped
in a prison of the past. And [it] was considered real men's work, to
remain the same. (Extension13)
Here the view expressed was that some of the skills now required were better matched to
the capabilities of women. Also women were perceived to be better able to adapt to the
changing skill mix required and the changing environment.
5.5.2

Women Are the Key to Achieving Change

The view that women are more amenable to change was elaborated by other respondents
to the extent that they felt that women were, in fact, fundamental to achieving the changes
that many deem necessary for an environmentally and economically sustainable beef
cattle industry in North Queensland. Interviewees from several different non-grazier
groups espoused this view:
[O]ne of my key beliefs at this point: [is] that it's the women who are
going to make the change, not the men. Because what happens when
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things get tougher [is that] the men focus more and more on the doing.
They go out [from] daylight to dark and they are seen to work harder,
although I argue less effectively. And it's the wife who often will be the
one who addresses the problems [and] tries to solve them. And it's the
wife who generally will have a network that will help her make those
decisions. You know these are generalisations but I think they're
reasonable generalisations. … No, I can't see the men quite frankly; I
can't see the men making the change that's needed. And that's why my
personal sort of effort is going more to the women, because there I can
see them making a change. (Advisor01)
[E]verywhere I've gone now, the women are [there]. They're active in
decisions, management and the like. I love going somewhere where the
wife, the daughter, or someone's, running the, handling the books
because then at least I know we've got a chance of doing something.
Yeah and they’re, what's the word, pragmatic. Just in the way they read
it. Because I've got two instances recently where, when I go out to talk to
a family I've got to, try to sort of look them all in the eye. And this last
one especially, I got Dad and the two boys want to - I think they'll, they'll
go down the drain before they walk away. But mum wants me to bring
out something positive on what might happen if they move. And another
reason [for the disagreement] was the boys wanted to look to expand and
Mum wanted to take the opportunity to knock off some of the debt. Dad
wanted to do whatever made Mum happy I think. And the other thing is
that they're [the women] probably far more hands on than I think people
actually realise. (Advisor09)
Women are having a greater say in what happens on the farm now than
would have happened 20 years ago. They are becoming a lot more
involved. ... It is probably creating greater awareness. … Yes. The blokes
... I’m sure he will be reluctant to go and admit that what he has done is
not a success. He would be more inclined to hang about there … he’d
rather than go down with the ship. … In a lot of cases you will find that
the women are doing the books. They know the truth. (Market03)
Some families incorporate the wife in what is going on, others don’t. …
The woman will be in there and they will be trying to implement change.
I think the women look at it more for the kids’ sake. (Market02)
I guess that it is the females that are doing more decision making in the
household. Not only that [are they more prepared to make decisions] but
I find that women out there are probably more perceptive to change - and
to future change rather than past happenings. I have just noticed this
across industry groups. … They seem to be able to pick up a heck of a lot
quicker than [the men]. (Extension07)
Where women have traditionally supported their partner, whatever decision the partner
made, they are now viewed as active decision making participants. Unlike the men, they
were viewed as being more able to dispassionately consider options that included, at the
very least, changing time-honoured farming practices, and the most, sale of the family
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property if that meant a better future for the family. They were generally seen as more
capable, or more prepared, to take hard decisions that involved a break with tradition.
One of the extension officers (Extension07) cited corroborating examples of how women
were influencing decision-making. In particular he focussed on examples where he had
witnessed wives seeking to have younger members of the family replace “current leaders”
because they saw the younger generation as being “more able to confront and deal with
change.” One of the processors (Market05) also highlighted this changing role of women,
in particular noting that he had seen a lot of innovation driven by the wives. He also
spoke of the genuine growing interest from women and the younger generation in
understanding the financial aspects of the business and knowing how to work out what
the bottom line was. Johnsen (2003) established similar findings in a case study of New
Zealand farmers reporting that:
Some women suggested that farming women’s ‘resilience’ and
‘practicality’ made them quicker and more willing to adapt to change
than their male colleagues. … For a number of actors, then, gender was
not just the principal axis of social division shaping farm men’s and
women’s labour roles and identities , but was also a key determinant of
their perceptions of, and reactions to agricultural change. (Johnsen,
2003:139)
This also corresponds with similar findings that women, especially young women, are
placing the individual and the family above the farm (Villa, 1999:339).
5.5.3

Marrying Spouses From Outside the Industry

An explanation given for why women play such a pivotal role in achieving change, and
also the new roles that they now occupy, was the different backgrounds and experiences
that they bring to many grazing families. As noted by one buyer for a meat processor,
nowadays a growing number of grazier wives were from ‘outside the beef cattle industry.’
In previous generations it had been common for graziers to marry women from grazing
families, often from grazing families in their local area. Today grazing families travel a
lot more, for education, experience and recreation, building friendships and information
networks beyond their own geographic regions. Importantly, graziers frequently marry
outside their local community and outside the industry. Many of the spouses are from
non-rural backgrounds, apparently making it easier for them to look at the grazing
enterprise as a business, whose operation they can question, and about which they are
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able to make pragmatic stay or sell decisions. The following interview segment
encapsulates this view:
Marrying women from outside the industry [has helped graziers separate
their own identity from the success of their own property]. Yes I think it's
one of the most pervasive [reasons for change]. Bringing in different
viewpoints which usually causes a clash of some sort but I mean, you can
think of places in North Queensland where up until say 40 years ago
there was very little chance of people from that area marrying anybody
but in that area because of communication and transport. So you had a
perpetuation of the same sort of ideas. But I think young female nurses
and school teachers have done a hell of a lot for probably broadening the
minds and challenging the ideas of males that have been brought up on
properties. (IndustryOrg08)
From the interview data it is clear that the role of women in grazing families is perceived
to have changed significantly in recent decades. Women’s sphere of influence and their
roles extend well beyond the kitchen and the classroom. On many properties they stand,
or ride, shoulder to shoulder with the menfolk; extensive contributors to the workforce
and also the management team. Women marrying into the industry are perceived to be
coming in with a better education than their spouses, exposure to a breadth of ideas from
different areas, and not shackled by either the tradition of the industry, or of the family.
They are thus perceived to be freer and better informed to make more dispassionate,
pragmatic decisions relating to the future of their family unit.

5.6

Conclusion

This chapter has developed the context within which the interviewees framed their
thoughts about how, when, where and why graziers adopt change. The changes that have
taken place have been influenced by social, cultural, political and economic forces.
Graziers’ motivations also have a bearing on whether they will adopt or will not adopt
new management practices.
Also discussed in this chapter were the factors that graziers consider when
deciding whether to adopt a change, and the types of changes most likely to be adopted.
The interviewee responses are entirely consistent with published research reporting the
characteristics of the most readily adopted technologies:
In general, technologies that were: add-on, commensurate with other
farm activities; clearly profitable; did not require a substantial capital or
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intellectual outlay: involved little risk; did not require a major change in
farm management; were simple; could be adopted in parts; were widely
and uniformly supported by extension agencies, other farmers and farm
literature; and did not reduce farm flexibility, were more likely to be
adopted than those that did not exhibit these features. Many productionoriented innovations were likely to be adopted; conservation practices
were less likely to be adopted. (Vanclay & Lawrence, 1995b)
Finally, even though a grazier may have the right attitude to, or believe in a particular
change, that does not mean that the grazier will enact the change. Stanley, Clouston and
Baker (2006) similarly note that while having a positive attitude towards change may be a
necessary condition for change it may not be a sufficient condition for change. In order
for the change to be enacted by an individual, Myers (1989:548) believes three conditions
must be met: all other influences must be minimal; there must be few other alternative
actions to consider; and, the individual must be aware of their attitude to the change. For
graziers, generally these three conditions are not met: there are usually many other
influences and many other possible actions; a wide range of behaviours could be adopted
that align with the grazier’s attitude; and, many times graziers are not consciously aware
of their attitudes (Vanclay & Lawrence, 1995a:80). Additionally, a grazier may not be
able to take up the change because they have a multiplicity of goals, some of which may
be conflicting, relating to: use of their time; use of their capital; or, the ideal way to
manage their farm (Vanclay & Lawrence, 1995a:90).
The data analysis presented in this chapter shows strong connections between the
grazier and several actors/actor classes who try to achieve change in the North
Queensland beef cattle industry, or influence the grazier’s decision-making regarding take
up of change. These actors are sources of many of the isomorphic pressures applied to
graziers. The actors who apply pressure to graziers to change, present change
opportunities to graziers, or influence the grazier’s decision to change are: Extension;
Family Tradition; Grazier Subculture; Markets; Grazier’s Spouse and children;
Government; and, Mother Nature. The grazier’s actor-network identified in this chapter is
shown in Figure 5.1
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Figure 5.1 The grazier actor-network relating to change
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The connection, or relationship, between the grazier and another actor in the network
details the means of enrolling18 the other actor into the grazier’s network. It is through the
process of enrolment that the interests of actors in the network are aligned, or translated,
into a social or technical arrangement. Each connection between an actor and the grazier
is numbered. A description of each numbered connection is provided in a correspondingly
numbered table in Figure 5.2 Aspects of enrolment into the grazier actor-network relating
to change.
Considering the table 1 Extension – Grazier Connection from Figure 5.2, the
actor Extension, is enrolled into the grazier’s network by the enrolment instrument ‘Take
up change.’ The manner in which the actor Extension will be enrolled into the graziernetwork will be moderated by other actors in the grazier-network including: Family
Tradition; Grazier Subculture; Markets; Grazier’s Spouse; Government; and, Mother
Nature. Each connection between the grazier and an actor will be elaborated through the
data analysis chapters – Chapters 6 through 10. The enrolment of an actor into the

18

“In the context of Actor-Network theory enrolling means that an object is mobilised and translated into
the actor-network as an actor or actant” (Noe & Alroe, 2004:10). Actants, or actors, are entities that
“achieve their forms as a consequence of the relations in which they are located. But this means that it
also tells us that they are performed in, by, and through these relations” (Law 1999:4). Thus actants do
not exist outside the actor-networks. Their definition is dependent on how they are enrolled.
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grazier-network can be enacted through a number of co-existing, but contingent,
instruments. The way in which the instrument is executed may vary from one grazier to
another, and it is not a mandatory instrument of enrolment.
Figure 5.2 Aspects of enrolment into the grazier actor-network relating to change

1. Extension - Grazier Connection
Enrolment Instruments
Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Grazier’s Spouse
• Government
• Mother Nature
2. Family Tradition - Grazier Connection
Enrolment Instruments Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Markets
• Grazier’s Spouse
• Government
• Mother Nature
4. Spouse/Children - Grazier Connection
Enrolment Instruments
Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
5. Grazier Subculture - Grazier Connection
Enrolment Instruments
Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Extension
• Markets
• Grazier’s Spouse
• Government
• Mother Nature

3.
Markets – Grazier Connection
Enrolment Instruments
Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Grazier’s Spouse
• Government
• Mother Nature
6. Government - Grazier Connection
Enrolment Instruments
Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Grazier Spouse
• Markets
• Mother Nature
7. Mother Nature - Grazier Connection
Enrolment Instruments
Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Grazier Spouse
• Markets
• Government

All of the actors/actor classes identified in Figure 5.1 are possible sources of
ideas for change. Furthermore each actor/actor class can influence a grazier’s decision as
to whether to take up change proposed by another actor/actor class in the network. The
actors identified in this chapter are only a subset of the actors in a grazier’s actor-network.
Similarly ‘take up of change’ is only one means of enrolling an actor into the grazier’s
network. Within the context outlined in this chapter, Chapters 6 through 10 will analyse
in detail the main themes that surfaced when coding the interviews to answer the
question: ‘Why do farmers behave the way they do?’ This analysis will also identify and
explore further actors/actor classes and enrolment choices in the grazier’s actor-network.

Section 3

Individual Differences

The previous section developed the context for this study. Existing literature was
surveyed, the research question developed, the research methodology described, and, the
milieu for the in-depth data analysis set.
Public expectations of the environment have expanded to include aesthetic,
recreational and heritage values in addition to food production. This section comprises
three chapters which analyse individual differences that illuminate why North Queensland
graziers do not, or are slow to, adopt change. Chapter 6 addresses what graziers perceive
as success. Chapter 7 then examines what motivates graziers. Finally Chapter 8 focuses
on the meaning of lifestyle, a concept that was commonly mentioned by the interviewees
when discussing grazier success and motivation.

6

Measures of Success

Most barriers to your success are man-made. And most often, you’re the man who made them.
Frank Tyger

6.1

Introduction

It has long been a concern that farmers are not taking up change as quickly or as widely
as change agents believe they should. In fact, “[t]he rural sociology research tradition
shaped the paradigm for diffusion research, and has produced the largest number of
diffusion studies” (Rogers, 1995:52) indicating how long there has been interest in
understanding how to achieve acceptance and implementation of new technologies by
farmers. To understand farmer behaviour it is necessary to understand and be aware of
social processes and the operating environment in which farming occurs, including
historical, cultural, institutional, political and economic factors (Synapse Research and
Consulting and CapitalAg Consulting, 2001). Supporting this, Vanclay (2000) posits
that extension of sustainable agricultural practices methods has failed because farming
has not been acknowledged as a social and cultural activity. We also need to better
understand what farming means to the farmer, how farmers perceive the world, and
their relationship with the environment and society (Burton, 2004).
Within

Economics

paradigms,

Management

Science

paradigms,

and

Agricultural Science paradigms, it has been assumed that change will be taken up if it
improves outcomes, or performance, or makes the ‘implementer’ more successful.
Understanding what constitutes success from a farmer’s point of view will thus
illuminate their reaction to pressure for change and may lead to a better understanding
of why technology uptake, change, or innovation, is still viewed as slower than
expected. This chapter identifies and discusses indicators of success and how
performance might be assessed by graziers in the North Queensland beef cattle
industry.

157

6.2

Measures of Success – Performance

Phillips (1996:275) states that good farming practice today "embodies the ability to
change and adapt, to increase productivity, to manage our farm well both agronomically
and financially, and to keep on top of the ever increasing demands of changing
technology." Until environmentalism, sustainability and safe food emerged as political
issues in the 1980s and 1990s, a good farmer was characterised as one who maximised
their food production (Burton, 2004; Wilson, 2001; Winter, 1997). Good farming was
characterised "in terms of doing a 'solid' job, working hard and sticking with what you
knew" (Phillips, 1996:275). Farmers were afforded a high social position as the
caretakers of food supply (Burton, 2004). Extension efforts were aimed at improving
productivity and maximising profits. The expectation was that all graziers would be
most interested in improving their bottom-line or improving the price that they received
for their cattle. However a review of extension literature (Anosike & Coughenour,
1990; Bartlett, 1993; Buttel et al., 1990b; Gasson, 1973; Mooney, 1988; Nowak, 1987;
Turvey, 1991; Vanclay, 1994a) shows that this clearly has not been the case:
Fortunately for Australia’s environment, however, farmers are not
economically rational actors, and like all people, they have many noneconomic goals and objectives in life. (Vanclay, 1998:12)
[F]armers tend not to act in an economically ‘rational’ way; they
respond, instead, to farming culture and the notions of good farm
management that exist within their community. (Vanclay & Lawrence,
1995a)
McEachern (1992) suggests that farmers identify successful farming in terms of
nurturing, or productivity, rather than economic criteria (see also Gasson, 1973;
Gillmor, 1986; Ilbery, 1983). Vanclay (1992a, 1997 and 2000) and Coughenour and
Chamala (2000) similarly suggest that the concept of ‘good farm management’ is
socially constructed. Burton (2004) proposes that a reason why farmers may base
success on non-economic measures rather than economic measures is that price, and
hence:
[Profit is] dependent on forces outside of the farmer’s immediate
control, ‘yield’ itself measures only the husbandry ability of the farmer
and therefore represents a better indicator of a ‘good’ farmer than any
economic measure. (Burton, 2004:203)

158
Analysis of the interview data from this study supports these premises and raises a wide
variety of potential measures of success including financial measures, quality of
production, quality of management, and measures of status. All measures will be
addressed in the following sections of this chapter.
Interviewees from all categories did identify ways in which they think that
grazier success, or performance, is measured. However, some did not think that rating
performance was of interest to graziers:
Oh no, graziers don’t rate their own performance. Why would they
want to rate their performance? You know if they're happy doing what
they're doing … No, totally not [an issue for them.] You know, they
would say that I work as I want to work and … yeah. (Market09)
Several interviewees similarly prefaced their comments with the concern that they did
not believe that some graziers even thought about whether they were successful, or
were concerned about their performance compared to other graziers, or even compared
to their performance in previous years (Extension07, Advisor10).
Throughout the interviews, assessing performance was variously described as
being based on a simplistic visual assessment of cattle, through to skills assessment,
financial or economic success, and ultimately environmental sustainability. Indicators
ranged between: objective and subjective; tangible and intangible; public and private;
and finally, current orientation and future orientation. Important throughout was the
focus on differences between these individual goals. This was summed up by
IndustryOrg02:
Variable, this is quite variable [how they would rate their
performance]. I mean there are some producers who want to get their
photo in the Country Life, or the North Queensland Register, with the
highest price Bullock, not having any idea what it cost them to get
them there! ….
Yes, there are individual goals. If you want the highest price per
individual animal, does that necessarily translate to optimal profit? [It
is] very much an individual goal issue. I mean, it is completely based
on aspirations of the individual.
This highlights the fact that grazier goals, and how they might assess their success, is
perceived to be highly personal: ranging from narrow, sharply focused and tangible
business goals, to more abstract, subjective and intangible lifestyle goals. In their study
of graziers in the tropical savannas of Australia, Gregg and Greiner (2009) found that
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graziers held heterogeneous motivations/goals thus lending support to this perception.
Subsequently this study identifies a rich tapestry of possible indicators of success, or
performance. These indicators are now identified and elaborated.
6.2.1

The Roadside Paddock and Public Cattle-based Indicators

Extrapolating from the perspective represented by the symbolic interactionist school
(Mead, 1934) one might expect graziers to form a farmers’ subculture, with a shared
meaning and understanding of what constitutes good farming behaviours. Mead’s
proposition is supported by the conclusions drawn in Chapter 5 where it was found that
the grazier subculture can assert peer pressure to influence whether an individual
grazier takes up a particular change. Burton’s 1996 study of Marston Vale farmers
(reported in Burton, 2004) that a farmer’s position within their community, or an
assessment of whether they were a good farmer, was largely determined by two things:
the quality of the crops and livestock produced as judged by two
principal criteria being the physical appearance or attractiveness of the
crop [or animal] and crop yield per acre/hectare [or weight/quality per
animal] … [and]
the skills evident in the production of agricultural commodities that
could be visibly assessed from the road by neighbouring farmers and
the transferral of status information through looking over neighbouring
hedges (Burton, 2004:200-1).
Specifically Burton (2004) found that farmers gauge the performance of their fellow
farmers based on their ‘front stage’1 activity, as defined by Goffman (1959). A farmer’s
fields, or a grazier’s paddocks, are open and highly visible to both the farmer and nonfarmer. Consequently, a farmer or grazier’s front stage activity can be constantly

1

Front stage activities are those activities that easily observed by members of the farmers’ subculture
or the world at large. Front stage activities provide public evidence of the grazier’s performance. Back
stage activities are those activities that are not visible to members of the farmers’ subculture or the
world at large. Back stage activities can include activities that may be counter to the behaviours
condoned by the subculture. They may also include activities that the grazier is not ready to have
evaluated by the world at large. Such activities may become front stage activities once they are
accepted by the subculture, or the grazier is sufficiently confident to be seen to be acting counter to
the subculture.
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assessed and leads to what Burton (2004) and others refer to as ‘roadside farming’2. As
will be shown in this section and the next, North Queensland beef cattle industry
graziers form a grazier subculture. Their performance is similarly gauged by members
of that subculture and the general public through their front stage activities and their
roadside farming. Additionally, back stage activities, as discussed in the next section,
figure in measuring performance from the grazier’s own perspective.
The most common indicators of grazier success identified in this study related
to the condition of the grazier’s cattle and other visible signs related to the means of
producing those cattle. This finding was consistent across all of the stakeholder groups:
graziers; extension officers; advisors; marketing representatives; and, industry
organisation representatives. Many of these indicators are somewhat subjective in
nature. Some indicators are perceived as bestowing public status on the grazier: having
the heaviest cattle in the sale yard or getting the highest price per animal at the sale yard
gives the grazier status as a good grazier and someone whose management practices
were worth finding out about. First and foremost, a successful grazier is described by
many interviewees as being a “good cattleman,” or as having good cattle.
There’s a big one [indicator] – quality of cattle. (Extension04)
People can appreciate a good horseman and can appreciate a good
cattleman and they'll give due where due should be given. … Like
[grazier] has the good cattle, even though he's not out there doing it
himself but it's a good successful operation and [grazier] leads it. He is
seen as very successful. But like the good cattleman, even though other
things might be shoddy, they'll still get recognition for the fact that he's
a good cattleman and he has good cattle. (Grazier10)
Well I've noticed, if you look at the industry on how they regard certain
personalities, [I] always [hear] ‘got good cattle.’ ... I've never heard
anyone really say, ‘great business manager, very successful.’
(Extension18)
Yeah on the cattle I suppose. They like to be considered, “he's got good
cattle that bloke.” I say “geez that bloke runs a good place, that's why
he's got good cattle.” Something like that. And I think people feel, like,
to be thought of as a good cattleman. So I think, your self- importance
about, I think to be thought of as a good cattleman, a good manager,

2

Burton (2004:199) refers to roadside farming as a practice whereby the farmer invests additional
resources into maintaining roadside fields and their produce (crops or livestock) and the passerby
(other graziers or the world at large) who drives slowly through the countryside can observe the
condition of their farm and the results of their farming abilities.
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and I suppose to go with it, as a businessman. Nowadays it's becoming
more business orientated so I suppose people like to think of
themselves in that light too. But I think in the long term, I think cattle.
Probably like to be thought of as a good cattleman. (Market07)
I think it's all in terms of cattle. Yeah and my cattle look better than his.
… How good are the cattle you run? How many cattle have you got?
And sort of, how big are the properties? (Extension21)
Producing good cattle is seen as paramount, to the extent that producing good cattle
may mean that a grazier will be viewed as successful even though they underachieve on
other indicators such as financial indicators or the condition of their property as
Grazier10 indicates above.
A number of requisite characteristics for good cattle are identified in this study.
Many interviewees alluded to the physical appearance or attractiveness of cattle being
important.
I think they tend, as a group, to look at a heavy mob of bullocks.
There’s a lot like [grazier]. If he had a 10 year old bullock that weighed
800 kg - he’s a top man. (Grazier08)
It appears in, you know, the beast that eventually goes off to market
which is probably as good a one as any. Yes price per the kilo and
people know that he entered so many head of cattle in and gee they
were a good line bang, bang, bang. That goes well in this industry.
(Advisor04)
In the old days it was the quantity of cattle in the yard. And the price
they were getting for them, but now its quality [of the cattle in the
yard]. (IndustryOrg07)
It is what the cattle look like - their traits. The daughter said the other
day “We have these ugly cattle in the feed lot at the moment. They’re
all Brahmans.” Because they have red cattle, with an Angus/Santa
cross - they have crossed the Santa’s with the Angus. But they have
some of these “ugly cattle,” as she calls them. (IndustryOrg12)
Many spoke of liking to see a ‘good even pen3 of cattle’ (Grazier06). What
characterised a ‘good even pen of cattle’ varied somewhat between interviewees but it
always included the following indicators: size of cattle in terms of weight for age;
evenness of the cattle in the pen; and, finish of the cattle. Degree of finish is determined

3

A pen of cattle is a group of cattle that have been put together in a small yard – usually at a feedlot or
cattle saleyard.
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by whether: bullocks are ‘codded up’4; the brisket is full5; the hind-quarter is ‘hammed
up’6; and the cattle have a shiny coat. Evenness of a pen of cattle refers to how well
matched the cattle are in terms of breed, colour7, polled8 or horned, and size. Yield is
also an indicator of farming ability (Burton, 2004; Seabrook & Higgins, 1988; Wilson,
2001; Winter 1997) and in this study many interviewees selected indicators of yield as a
measure of success, including: having the heaviest bullock at the bullock sale; having
the heaviest pen of cattle at the sale yards; and, carcass yield at the meatworks9. Some of
the ‘look’ and yield characteristics are publicly viewable characteristics, as identified in
this section. Others are characteristics that are not publicly viewable and will be
discussed in the next section. Publicly viewable characteristics include those that either
are a matter of public record or can be determined by the public at the cattle sale yards
or by driving through a grazier’s property.
In addition to being a good cattleman, or producing good cattle, some
additional characteristics were identified for successful graziers. These characteristics
include ‘cowboy culture’ characteristics like: horsemanship; camp drafting ability;
cattle management ability, and “the tidiness of their operation” (Grazier05).
I think [success is] mainly related to their quality of the cattle that they
turnoff10. They look at quality of the cattle they turnoff and their
horsemanship and some of those sorts of things. …. And they'll talk

4

The bullock’s scrotum is visibly filled out. This is taken to indicate that the bullock is in good
condition as this is one of the last areas of the bullock to ‘fill with fat.’

5

The brisket is that part of the breastbone visible between the front legs of the animal. When the animal
is finished, this area will be well rounded from one leg across to the other giving the appearance of
fullness.

6

The hind-quarter of the animal contains the main commercial cuts including rump, topside, silverside
and knuckle. The hind-quarter is considered to be hammed-up if the legs look like two legs of ham.

7

Evenness in colour means that all of the cattle in the pen have the same hair colour. They are all dark
red, or black, or cream and so on.

8

Polled cattle do not have horns. Polled cattle are generally more desirable because they are easier to
load on trucks without injury to themselves or other cattle and are not as dangerous to handle as a
horned animal of the same breed.

9

There are two elements to carcass yield: deadweight as a proportion of liveweight; and, commercial
yield as a proportion of deadweight. Liveweight is the weight of the animal at the point of sale.
Deadweight is the weight of the carcass as it leaves the slaughter floor. Commercial yield is the
weight of the saleable meat cuts taken from the carcass.

10

Cattle turnoff is the proportion of the herd that is sold yearly.
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about not only the quality of their cattle, but I'm talking in terms of the
quietness of the cattle, and the way they're handled, and all of those
sorts of things. (Extension15)
I also had to try and compete to be the best horseman because that was
also a measure of status, a measure of my success. My success would
be measured by the cultural things rather than the fact that I ran a good
property and I made more money than other people. (Grazier01)
The tidiness of their operation, how they produce, the production that
they turnoff of their block of land. It is only natural if you have got a
poor block of land you are going to have more trouble turning off cattle
than someone like [grazier] who has good country. You see some
fellows who have got the mongrelest bit of country of all time but, gee
they are making a good job of it. You think – well how do they do that?
He must be a really good operator to do that. …And then you come
across someone has been probably left a really good block of land and
you go around and everything is run down. You only have to get
around a bit to see that sort of thing. (Grazier05)
I think they rate cash in the bank and the look of cattle and
improvements. You know if the fences are straight and the yards look
flash and so on. (Advisor03)
It's an industry that's driven by status. ‘How many cattle do you own?
How many did you brand? How much do you get for your cattle?’ It's
all those status sort of things. (Extension18)
Producing good temperament in cattle was mentioned as an indicator of a good grazier.
Whilst temperament is associated with breed of cattle, it is can be significantly
influenced by the cattle management regime in place. Cattle that are used to people,
regularly mustered and worked through cattle yards, and handled gently rather than
harshly, tend to have a more even and predictable temperament. Other indicators
identified above related to the state of the property as an indicator of success. This is
supported by Brush, Chenoweth and Barman (2000), Burton (2004), McEachern (1992)
and Young, Morris and Andrews (1995) who found that the physical appearance of the
product in the field, together with the state of the fields, are indicators of a good farmer.
Farmers with untidy farms are often viewed as poor farmers (Nassauer, 1997; Burgess,
Clark & Harrison, 2000; Oreszczyn & Land, 2000; Egoz, Bowring & Perkins, 2001)
because of their perceived poor stewardship, even though they may have been
profitable.
Public affirmation of a grazier’s success is gained by topping cattle sales and
winning cattle competitions.
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Well for a start, I guess it can just be visual appearance [of cattle]. But
then it goes more than that. A lot of I think is that if you have the
courage to have a go at something like the Beef Expo, and if you can
win it more than once, if you can be consistent. In our case, by going to
store sales, I think my father has topped the store sales in this part of
Queensland for 17 years. And then there's a couple of other people in
the area like [grazier], who are also good. And then there's a big fight
between Dad and [grazier] to see who can take what [prizes]. … A lot
of people go to the [Beef] Classic and you’re able to see every year
what they're doing with the cattle. (Grazier19)
For some graziers it is still being at the sale yards and having your
name called out as the best bullock of the sale. (Extension07)
Prizes that they won at the cattle show. It is what the cattle look like –
their traits. (IndustryOrg12)
Now their bullocks are what they present to the sale yards. And that's
the ‘visible them [grazier]11’ to their neighbours when their neighbours
go to the sale yards. So if they can produce bigger and better bullocks,
then their neighbours will see them in a better light. That's the way I
see it anyway. (Extension03)
The prices at the sales yard and they'll only remember the best price.
But the general sort of symbol of their success is sort of the weight of
the bullocks and the price they got. (Extension06)
Oh yes, yes they're very competitive in their own way. They always
want to get, they want to get top dollar and have the best beasts etc. …
But I do know that producers are very, very competitive although often
they don't talk about it. That's right, if they top the sale, now they'll be
the first to tell you. (Extension20)
This provides an institutionalised means of judging grazier performance. Bell and
Newby (1974) and Coughenour (1976) similarly found that judgment of farming
performance is often through institutionalised means such as agricultural shows.
In summary, the cattle product is viewed as the number one indicator of success
and there are both subjective and objective means of assessing the cattle product. The
cattle management skills of the grazier and ‘cowboy’ skills of the grazier are also
viewed as closely related indicators of success. These findings are consistent with the
findings of Burton (2004).

11

The interviewee believes that the cattle are a representation of the grazier and his work. If the cattle
present well, then the grazier will be thought of as successful.

165
6.2.2

The Back Paddock and Private Cattle-based Indicators

In the previous section it was noted that interviewees identified a number of cattlebased performance indicators and production related activities that are not publicly
viewable. Using Goffman’s (1959) terminology these are known as ‘back stage’
activities. For a farmer this would include all of those activities that are not visible to
the rest of their social group, but that might impact on their future ‘front stage’
activities. Most of these indicators were the more objective indicators of success.
All of the indicators that are identified below relate to appraising the grazier’s
cattle management regime. The indicators highlighted are: cattle turnoff12; branding or
calving rates13;
Factors considered when they rate their own performance - that’s a bit
of a tough one you know. Because getting them to talk about their own
performance is a pretty touchy subject. I think a lot of them talk about,
still talk about, turnoff. (IndustryOrg11)
What their turnoff was. Yeah. (Extension06)
Well I look at the cattle. Like calving percentage is probably pretty
important. Then your turnoff times - how quick you can turn those
cattle off. (Grazier16)
And the way I see that is [the grazier thinks] they have to have an
acceptable branding rate. They have to have a branding rate that other
people will see as being a good branding rate. (Extension03)
These indicators of success are the indicators that graziers themselves are most likely to
talk about with their peers. As IndustryOrg11 states, “a lot of them don’t talk about
returns, like how much they made on stuff” and it is difficult to get graziers to share
information. However, most graziers do have their own peer networks within which
they share some information, and in those cases, turnoff, calving and branding rates are
the information most likely shared.
Another indicator that was identified was the grading of the cattle when they
were processed at the meatworks, or ‘how the cattle killed’14. Some graziers always

12

The market generally sets minimum weights for cattle depending on the sale category. Higher turnoff
percentages generally indicate that the grazier has been able to achieve market levels with younger
age cattle, and is therefore improving productivity.

13

Calving rate and branding rate are used interchangeably. Calving rate is generally understood to be
the proportion of ‘the female herd joined with a bull’ that gave birth to a calf that year.
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viewed their cattle as they moved through the meatworks to see how their cattle were
rated.
You know, you still get quite a few that come in and want to have a
look at their cattle being killed and see what they are weighing so they
know what sort of yield they're getting. (Market04)
In addition to yield, graziers have the opportunity to monitor bruising, fat thickness and
colour, and meat colour. It also allows the grazier the opportunity to compare the
carcasses of their cattle with whatever other carcasses are on the floor of the meat
works at the same time.
The indicators of success identified in this section broaden the concept to
include aspects of the cattle product that are not public indicators. These are examples
of Goffman’s (1959) back stage activities. All of the indicators identified in this section
relate to increasing productivity either in terms of improving the number of live calves
branded or cattle sold off the property each year.
6.2.3

Financial – Business Indicators

In the last decade considerable resources have been directed to promoting the
importance of being profitable. The DPI&F15, rural consultants, financial consultants,
banks, have all worked towards having graziers focus on making a profit. There was
sufficient evidence in the interviews to establish that graziers have indeed taken on
board this idea, although there is some debate as to whether they are acting it out fully.
In more recent years, through the influence of the Landcare movement, and state
agencies like the Environment Protection Agency (EPA), efforts to convince graziers to
incorporate non-financial environmental indicators as indicators of their success have
also intensified.

14

This is an indication of the beef product yielded by the cattle. It includes the grading of the beef:
Japan export; Korea Export; America export; and domestic market. It also concerns: amount of
bruising; fat depth and colour; meat colour; and yield, (as described in footnote 8).

15

(Queensland) Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries - known as the Queensland Department
of Primary Industries (DPI) when data collection for this thesis commenced. I use the acronym
DPI&F to cover both DPI&F and its predecessor department DPI. When quoting an interviewee, if
the interviewee used DPI, I have left the acronym as used by the interviewee.
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The belief that economic success is, or should be, a key indicator of success is
pervasive through the interviews. For some it was clear-cut and their obvious first
choice as an indicator of success.
You'd have to have the chap who's making the dollars. (Grazier09)
Basically it boils down to profit. (Grazier06)
And I think all of them would consider how much money they're
making, what their return is. I think whether their general situation is
improving or not. Yeah that would be [it]. (IndustryOrg09)
Financial position. (Extension05)
Financial. (IndustryOrg08)
It has to be [the] bottom line. ((IndustryOrg12)
But I believe that the primary … everything is judged against, you
know, sort of, ultimately … profitability. (Market09)
However, for many of the interviewees it was not so clear-cut. Below is just one
example.
It's a hard one I mean I guess they have to rate their performance on
their bottom line I would've thought. I think they also rate their
performance on how they perceive their cattle herd and how their peers
perceive their cattle herd. I don't know whether they consciously rate
their performance on how they are perceived by their peers but I
suspect subconsciously they probably do. (Extension16)
Whilst they plainly thought that profit should be an indicator, they were not convinced
that graziers did treat it as an indicator of success. Interviewee use of words like ‘guess’
and ‘think’ suggests that they are tentative in their answers. Given the current social
milieu and the push for primary producers to be more businesslike, profitability may be
the answer, that interviewees felt that they ought to give. It is not necessarily the factor
that many graziers really rely on to gauge success in practice.
A number of interviewees started to talk about money-related measures of
success, and ultimately settled on the notions of ‘having enough,’ ‘being viable’ and
‘being able to stay on the farm.’ Robinson (1983) also found that farmers had a profit
objective, but similarly it was to make ‘sufficient’ profit. Rather than focusing solely on
maximising profits, farmers balance it against other objectives. The interviewees
indicate that some of a grazier’s success was measured in terms of the grazier producing
enough profit to manage to ‘stay on the farm’ and provide a reasonable life for their
family.
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I think it gets down to whether they're making money or not,
particularly now. Probably job satisfaction is there in lots of cases. But
I think if you get down to the number one, its viability. (Market08)
[F]rom my personal point of view, success for me is being able to live
the lifestyle I want. While, I might never be able to lead the lifestyle I
want, but … yeah, be comfortable. Make sure my mum and dad are
happy, and you know, I've got a fair income. That the kids get
educated. But that is secondary to looking after the integrity of the
natural resource. ... I judge success, I just feel good when I drive
around and just see the amount of ground cover. That's my success.
(Grazier20)
Yeah and most people are probably saying well you know, we had a
good year, we paid the bills and we've got enough to buy a new vehicle
and keep the kids at school. (IndustryOrg08)
Here, interviewees identify a link between success and maintaining the grazier’s way of
life - allowing the grazier and their family to continue living and working on their
property in the future. Phillips (1996) similarly identified this link:
[W]hile notions of 'good farming' clearly reproduce global structures in
their increasing emphasis on farming …. For many of the farmers
interviewed 'good farming' is just as much about maintaining and
reproducing the relations of production of family farming and
preserving a way of life. (p.276)
However two interviewees did not include maintaining a way of life as part of staying
on the property. Both interviewees believed that for at least some graziers, their desire
to stay on the farm outweighs other measures of success to the extent that they will
reduce other areas of expenditure to match their income. For them, viability meant
staying even though you had to drop your standard of living.
[I]f that person [grazier] is firmly committed to staying on that place
and that’s the top of the list there’s no use you talking to them about
low returns on that place, or selling it and invest somewhere else
because that’s not going to work towards their goal … the earning of
the living is a secondary thing. And they do make accommodation in
their living standard to stay there, right. When the money isn’t coming
in, you know, like they don’t buy a car. They don’t, you know, they
take the kids out of the private schools and they do all these things
right. And they start skimping and scraping and you don’t have
holidays and you don’t, you know, get other things. And all that sort of
stuff. And then you let your insurance go on the house. But what you
do is you just, you know, try and maintain an image as it were.
(IndustryOrg11)
I don't think they really do rate their performance per se. I think they
rate it [in terms of] if they have enough. They're not greedy. So they've
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got this viable expectation, this [survival] expectation, not a [profit]
expectation. So they, I think, they rate it against that. The ability to just
be there. I don't know if it's a carry on from the old pioneering days
where it was enough to just be there, to survive. To survive was to win.
Just to survive. (Advisor10)
Longworth and Riethmuller (1993) support this finding and postulate that some farmers
are willing to accept low income levels because they are more interested in farming as a
way of life than as a business operation. Gray, Lawrence and Dunn (1993) note that
“No matter what price signals they receive, many will choose to remain in agriculture
even under conditions of severe economic stress and personal and family deprivation”
(Gray et al, 1993). Barlett (1993) also found that many family farmers based their sense
of success on their ability to maintain their farming lifestyle rather than on their
consumption level or income. For farmers in this group retaining the farm for future
generations is more important than profit maximisation.
Financial position is clearly identified by many interviewees as an indicator of
success. Previous research concurs that farmers especially, tend to characterise a
successful farmer using economic indicators (Casebow, 1981; Gasson, 1973; Gasson,
1974; Gillmor, 1986; Ilbery, 1985). It must be noted though, that in this study only
IndustryOrg09, identified this as the sole indicator. The remainder identified a dual
focus on the cattle product and financial position:
Quality of cattle. Yeah. That was the next one I think, returns. I think
there's a little bit of that. (Extension04)
Profitability - how profitable you are. Maybe a good sound commercial
herd. (Grazier17)
I like to see a good even herd/pen of cattle. But it basically boils down
to profit. (Grazier06)
Financial position and how their cattle look. (Extension05)
[T]hey have to rate their performance on their bottom line I would've
thought. I think they also rate their performance on how they perceive
their cattle herd and how their peers perceive their cattle herd.
(Extension16)
Yeah on the cattle I suppose they like to be considered, he's got good
cattle that bloke. … And I suppose to do with it as a businessman.
Nowadays it's becoming more business orientated so I suppose people
like to think of themselves in that light too. (Market07)
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Whilst financial position figures in graziers rating their success, in the minds of many it
runs second to cattle based indicators: “But I think in the long term I think [its their ]
cattle, [they] probably like to be thought of as a good cattleman.” (Market07)
6.2.4

Holistic Management and Sustainability Indicators

Several graziers identified a successful grazier as being someone who was successful in
a holistic sense. Over recent years the DPI&F through its workshops like ‘Planning for
Future Profit,’ Resource Consulting Services (RCS) through its training programs and
services, and other holistic management proponents and consultants, have all
encouraged graziers to take a more sustainable and business-like approach to running
their properties. Graziers are encouraged to have: good improvements16 on their
property; country in good condition; good cattle; and to make a profit. Graziers who
have attended the seminars or participated in the workshops all understand this
definition of success, and espouse it.
It's the holistic person that gets the biggest accolade. The whole
package is managed well. And they'll still always give credit to the
person who's good with horses or good with cattle or whatever it is. He
doesn't get the same accolades. (Grazier09)
People can appreciate a good horseman and can appreciate a good
cattleman and they'll give due where due should be given. But I think
holistically to be successful they see it as having the money, not to be
successful and just be a good cattleman but to have everything shoddy
and be in debt and all that. They don't really seem a successful
package. (Grazier10)
Several graziers not only ‘talk the talk,’ but also ‘walk the walk’ on this issue having
taken an holistic farming approach and achieved good outcomes in all aspects –
improvements, land, cattle and profit. The lynchpin for success is sustainability of the
natural resource.

16

Property improvements include good infrastructure and good land management. Infrastructure
includes: fencing, gates and grids; watering points including dams, bores and troughs, and natural
waterways; cattle yards with appropriate facilities for branding, dipping, trucking, and other animal
husbandry requirements. Good land management includes: appropriate pest control for both invasive
plant species and feral pests including pigs; improved pastures including over sowing paddocks to
improve grass species and to reintroduce native grasses; management of riparian areas so that erosion
and degradation is minimised; safe stocking levels so that pastures maintain diversity of grass species
and sufficient bio-mass to survive drought and low-rainfall years.
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[S]ome blokes reckon the only way you're going to measure success
[is] by the amount of money in your bank. And that's a load of rubbish.
I think you measure success by that, in conjunction with [how much
grass] have you got out in your paddock. What's your perennial base?
And that sort of thing. (Grazier20)
Still other graziers spoke of how their notion of success is evolving, and changing with
the new public expectations and their own changing family situations. They are making
the changeover in terms of what they view as ‘success.’ Whereas profits and good cattle
used to be paramount, sustainability and staying on the farm are now more important.
I'm starting to, and I didn't before, look at probably the condition of my
land, things like that. I think we've got to do that a lot more. It's all
right to say well I've got the most money in the bank and the biggest
bullocks in the district but if [my son] and [my daughter] can't carry on
then I'm a failure. So I've got to look at these things which I probably
didn't do as much and that's one of the big things that I reckon has
happened in our industry in the last 10 years. It's changed. Probably it's
not Landcare because I don't like some of the things they're doing, but
it stems from that Landcare thing. It made me aware of, yeah; I've got
to do something. (Grazier18)
[Family tradition] owned me. Also I felt it controlled the process,
because the tradition controlled the way I did business. The way I was
able to do business, the way I was able to behave in the community. In
the sense that I was not free to try and be the best manager in the
district. I also had to try and compete to be the best horseman because
that was also a measure of status, a measure of my success. My success
would be measured by the cultural things rather than the fact that I ran
a good property and I made more money than other people. So in the
earlier part of my life I saw that as a major constraint. As I've grown
older, … one of the reasons that I've retained the properties, [is]
because I wanted my children to have the opportunities that I had. But I
think, as I've grown older it has become much less focused on process
and much more focused on outcome, in trying to achieve what I've
wanted to achieve. And that is to be financially successful and
environmentally sustainable. And I don't mean that just in the catch
phrase. I mean I felt that I had to run the place so that I was not
destroying the environment. I was wanting to maintain the same
opportunity for my kids. So if I was basically ripping the property up
and the landscape was paying for it, that I wasn't achieving, so I felt I
had to. That was my real challenge, to be financially successful but not
to degrade the asset I was going to hand on to my kids. (Grazier01)
Some graziers are clearly expanding their measures of success to take a long term view
of their operations. For them, good cattle and profits have to be balanced against the
long term viability of their grazing enterprise in terms of their natural resource base and
financial capacity.
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Interestingly, graziers were the only group who directly addressed success from
a holistic perspective or as including the notion of sustainability. Only one non-grazier
mentioned sustainability as a measure of success - however it was mentioned in a
negative sense in that they thought that graziers did not consider land condition and
sustainability as indicators of success:
But the graziers pay little attention to the environmental state of other
graziers’ properties. That’s what saddens me that - they don't say, ‘Oh
so and so, he's a bloody flogger and I'm not going to talk to him.’
(Extension21)
The other stakeholder groups did not appear to believe that sustainability, or holistic
management, is part of many grazier’s mindset when evaluating performance or
success. Rather, Extension21 gives a sense that even if a grazier is mismanaging their
environment, other graziers will not say anything regardless of how they view
sustainability themselves. Within the grazier group the norm is to applaud good cattle
(see Sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.2) but not to stop over-grazing.
Referring to Rogers’ (1995:162-3) innovation-decision process model, many
graziers are aware of sustainability issues, the related changes in public expectations,
and technologies and management practices that they are expected to take-up to address
these. These graziers are at the ‘knowledge stage’ of the innovation-decision process
model. Some graziers have progressed to the ‘persuasion stage,’ having formed an
attitude to managing their operation as a business, and some have even progressed to
the ‘decision stage’ and have decided to run their operation sustainably (Rogers,
1995:162). However, the interview data did not provide much evidence that many
graziers had moved to the ‘implementation stage’ of the innovation-decision process
model for sustainability or holistic management of their cattle enterprise.
6.2.5

Other Indicators

Several additional indicators of success were identified by non-grazier interviewees.
The indicators typically relate to the graziers’ perceived social standing, or status,
within the grazier subculture. The first indicator covered visible assets.
But if you live a normal life and you're successful and people see good
quality cattle coming off, you've got a nice home, you drive probably a
nice car or probably a nice plush four wheel drive. I mean all those are
the trappings of a reasonable amount of success. (Market09)
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I think they probably when they go to the sales and whatever, if
somebody's got a big hat and a shiny Toyota well they reckon he's
probably successful so you can believe what he says and that's
probably about the depth of it. (Advisor03)
What their turnoff was. Yeah. The prices at the sales yard and they'll
only remember the best price. But the general sort of symbol of their
success is sort of the weight of the bullocks and the price they got. And
whether or not they got a new Landcruiser. No, lesser extent that. It's
meeting the bills as well. (Extension06)
They rate amongst themselves. They score themselves against how
their neighbours are going. Not really on the look of the cattle but they
base it on their success. The visible signs of success – like their cars etc
as we were talking about before. (Market03)
The visible signs of success like: the correct big white hat; the four
wheel drive for each member of the family. There are still a fair
number of graziers who have to have those outward symbols of success
even though they cannot afford them. (Extension07)
While visible assets were rarely cited as the only measure of success, they were clearly
perceived to be a significant measure. These symbols of success are part of the grazing
subculture. The Australian farming subculture also has an expected style of dress, music
preferences, ideology and political preference (Vanclay & Lawrence, 1995a; Craig &
Phillips, 1983). Together with the obligatory four wheel drive, these are the outward
indicators of members of the grazing subculture. Expectations of the farming subculture
are more likely to determine an individual farmer’s behaviour, rather than an individual
farmer’s attitude (Vanclay & Lawrence, 1995a:87; Rogers, 1995). This explains why
this type of indicator of success persists, along with the other indicators identified in the
preceding sections: good cattle; good cattleman; good yield; profitable; and sustainable.
Two further indicators of success were identified. One grazier noted that
community service was also viewed favourably in determining the success of a grazier.
And [success] also [involves] things like whether they are on the Shire
Council, or the Show, or the show committees, and things like that.
(Grazier19)
Phillips (1996) also found that contribution to community was a means of ranking
farmers in their community.
… the concept of farming ability or the 'good farmer' was far more
important, coupled with varying degrees of emphasis on community
respectability (measured by factors such as reputation of the extended
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family, the number of generations of farming in the district, and
participation in community activities). (p.273)
The final indicator also relates to farmer behaviour. IndustryOrg08 thought that
innovative farmers were viewed positively by their peers:
And I think, yes, and things like that community perception and we've
talked about it, about whether you're game to try something new.
(IndustryOrg08)
Whilst this view was expressed by several interviewees, it runs counter to the findings
of other research which has reported that early adopters of farming new practices may
be subjected to criticism and loss of acceptance within their farming subculture
(Conacher & Conacher, 1996; Guerin & Guerin, 1994; Richards, Lawrence & Kelly,
2005). And in this study Grazier16 explained how he had kept some innovative
activities as back stage activities (as defined by Goffman, 1959) because at the time of
the interview this practice had not gained widespread acceptance in the grazing
subculture. In particular he was feeding his cattle a lick supplement17 365 days of the
year to ensure that their digestive systems were kept in good working order. At the time
of the interview spike supplementation18 was a widely accepted practice in the grazier
subculture, but year-round supplementation was considered an unnecessary expense. He
specifically did not let his peers know what he was doing because it was not accepted
behaviour by his grazier subgroup. Once a ‘change’ has gained acceptance within a
farming subculture, the majority of farmers can be expected to adopt the change
(Vanclay & Lawrence, 1995a:87). The practice of year-round supplementation has
gained more widespread acceptance since the date of Grazier16’s interview and many
graziers now practice it as a front stage activity. It should be noted that from the
interview data analysed in this study it appears that innovation may be more acceptable

17

Supplementation was defined in Chapter 5, page 128.

18

Spike supplementation is where cattle are fed a supplement only when protein levels of the grass drop
below that required to maintain condition and growth. The difficulty with spike feeding is that you
must commence supplementation before the cattle start to lose condition. This can be error prone
because cattle may actually lose weight and condition for some time before it is easily identified
visually. Year round supplement overcomes this problem, and generally cattle only consume the lick
when their stomach needs it to keep in good working condition, and so the process is self-regulating.
Spike supplementation has been accepted as good grazing behaviour since the 1970s. Year round
supplementation is currently practiced by a small proportion of graziers, and is not generally accepted
as necessary to be thought a good grazier.
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if taken on by a grazier who is already considered successful within their grazier
subculture whilst it is frowned on if a struggling grazier is innovative. It was clear from
the interviews that Grazier20 was widely considered as successful and the fact that they
were innovative was considered positive: whilst at the time that Grazier16 was talking
about they were relatively new graziers and struggling to get ahead. In this sense,
innovativeness may be considered as co-indicator of success, rather than an indicator in
its own right.
The new indicators of success identified in this section add to the complexity of
what constitutes good grazier behaviour, specifically supplying indicators related to
status, or social standing within the grazier subculture.

6.3

Differing Performance Indicators and Belief Sets

In the previous section a wide variety of indicators of grazier success were identified
and discussed. Are all indicators relevant to all graziers? This question was addressed
by several of the interviewees who articulated the differences that they saw in the
grazier subculture. They saw the grazier subculture as made up of a number of
subgroups, each having different foci for measuring performance or success, and indeed
different belief sets and expected behaviours. Two subgroups were alluded to: the
innovators and graziers with a business focus; and the rest who were largely seen as
having a cattle focus. The innovators were seen as more interested in the bottom line or
outputs whereas the rest focused on producing good heavy cattle (Market05).
I think there's undoubtedly different groups within the [grazing]
community and different groups rank themselves on different criteria. I
think it's almost like different tribes. I mean there are definitely people
such as myself who see themselves primarily as beef producers and
business people and then there are certainly other people within the
community who rank themselves on the quality of the cattle that they
see themselves as producing: the characteristics that they like; tick
resistance; heat resistance; size. You know, a lot of cultural things that
they like about cattle. And also their horsemanship, their ability to
survive in a harsh climate. I mean, I think there are a number of people
in the community who certainly look at that sort of criteria and see
themselves belonging to that group of people: cattleman; people who
are focused on cattle. (Grazier01)
Speaking about the 30 percent - 40 percent of graziers that have a
business focus: I think there's a group on this end [that] probably really
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respect each other as business people, as running an integrated sort of a
show. Whether or not he goes and throws, you know as an individual
they go and throw a bull19. Or they employ [someone]; if a bull needs
throwing they employ somebody to throw it. Or if they run it properly,
they wouldn't need to throw a bull would they? And I think there is a
group like that. … [T]hey'd be certainly interested in what sort of cattle
they buy and whether they're good types or are they a bit out of hand.
All those things, they'd be interested in those sorts of issues. But as far
as they'd be more interested in the skills or the marketing strategies like
- you know "He sells his bullocks when they're 5 year old, but gee
they're big. But so and so he sells his when they're young and he's
probably averaged a bit better per kilo." They'd be looking at those
sorts of things (Extension02)
Speaking about the 60 percent - 70 percent of graziers that have a
cattle focus: A tradition if you like, cattle skills or throwing a bull, like
a buck jumper20 or whatever - you know the man things if you like. But
they're very important to them and they're really where lifestyle is you
know. … [I]t would probably be about 60 or 70 percent [in this group].
… And these fellas would be looking a bit at: big bullocks, but it's very
handy; if you can fix a truck; and you know, do all those things as well,
you know. These fellas go and say "Gee he's running a good show, and
he's pretty handy as well." As these fellas say, you know, they say,
"Hell he's a bloody good cattleman. He's good with horses." You know,
but wouldn't say anything about his business you know. (Extension02)
I mean because [grazier-a] – and I judge him as a business man - makes
no bones about the fact that he couldn't give a stuff what his cattle look
like, if he's making money. Whereas [grazier-b] up at [property name]
loves seeing his cattle come down through the Bohle [cattle sale yards]
topping the market. And he'll do all sorts of things to get his name on
the, you know, market report for saying that the top price there was
[grazier-b]. So that's where he, that's worth a lot of money to him
apparently. (Extension19)
Other studies have similarly identified farmer subgroups based on their goals, or how
they measure success. In the late 1980s and the 1990s a major area of research
developed to both understand rural people and develop tools and techniques to help
develop successful extension programs. This research centred on understanding the
differences between individual farmers and the different farming strategies that they
employed; or farming styles. The concept of farm style was first raised in this thesis in

19

To throw a bull is be able to catch the bull and to immobilise the bull by throwing it off balance and
forcing it to the ground.

20

A buck jumper is a horse that bucks habitually. A horseperson who is able to remain seated on a buck
jumper is considered to be a competent rider.
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Chapter 6.3 where a comprehensive list of farm style researchers from across the world
was given. The point of adopting the concept of styles of farming or farm style is to
acknowledge farmer heterogeneity which is evidenced through and their different: ways
of understanding farming practice; ways of adapting to change; and discourses for
understanding their life on the land. Farm style is defined by van der Ploeg (1993) as:
… a cultural repertoire, a composite of normative and strategic ideas about
how farming should be done. A style involves a specific way of organizing
the farm enterprise: farmer practice and development are shaped by cultural
repertoire, which in turn are tested, affirmed and, if necessary, adjusted
through practice. Therefore, a style of farming is a concrete form of praxis,
a particular unity of thinking and doing, of theory and practice." (1993: 241)
There is substantive literature on farming subgroups (Beus & Dunlap, 1990; Crase &
Maybery, 2002; Gray, 1998; Gray, 1999; Howden, Vanclay, Lemerle, & Kent, 1998;
Howden & Vanclay 2000; Noe & Alroe, 2004; Salamon, 1985; Salamon & DavisBrown, 1986; Salamon, 1992; Salamon, 1993; Thompson, 2001; Vanclay, Mesiti &
Howden, 1998; Vanclay, 1992a; van der Ploeg, 1990; van der Ploeg, 1992; van der
Ploeg, 1993; van der Ploeg, 1994; Walker & Schubert, 1989.) Whilst the number of
farming styles varies between the various authors, two extremes are common to all
authors: Beus and Dunlap (1990) identify agribusiness and sustainable agriculture
paradigms; the van der Ploeg School (van der Ploeg, 1994) identifies I-farmers whose
focus is long term and their interest is in sustainability and a ‘beautiful farm,’ and Efarmers whose focus is on profit and doing the minimum that is necessary to suffice; the
Salamon School identifies Yeoman farmers, for whom farming is a way of life and land
is a sacred family trust, and Yankee or Entrepreneurial farmers, for whom farming must
be commercially oriented and land is unsentimentally treated as a commodity to be
traded to maximise profits (Austin, Deary, Gibson, McGregor & Dent , 1996).
In the Australian context, Vanclay and his colleagues have written extensively
on farming style (Vanclay, 1992a, 1992b, 1994b, Glyde & Vanclay, 1996; Mesiti &
Vanclay, 1996, 1997; Vanclay et al,. 1998) finding it useful in understanding farmer
resistance to change (Vanclay, 1998) and in understanding diversity amongst farmers
and the way that they engage in technological transfer (Howden et al. 1998 p. 124).
Thompson (2001) asserted the relevance of the farming style approach to developing a
qualitatively based approach to understanding farmer behaviour based on farmer
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perceptions rather than as a way of assigning a farmer to a static category (as
conceptualised by Howden, Vanclay, Lemerle & Kent, 1998):
The farming styles approach is more meaningful and useful than
reductionist classifications based on structural, demographic or behavioural
variables….The importance of this research is the acknowledgment of
‘multiple realities’ and the rejection of the assumption of homogeneity in
attitudes and motives of farmers. (Thomson 2001)
‘Farm style,’ as a social category, should be viewed as dynamic, contested, everchanging, and as taking place within a context. Grazier subgroups are identified in this
chapter and following chapters. Grazier subgroups, or subcultures, are also identified by
interviewees and will be discussed more fully in Chapter 8 – Branding the Grazier – the
Battle over Lifestyle and in Chapter 9 – Regional Effects.

6.4

Method of Measurement

Interviewees identified a range of success indicators and also indicated ways in which
they could be assessed. Success can be gauged by static measurements such as making
a profit or being viable, or by a comparative measure like winning a cattle competition.
Graziers are seen as being naturally competitive (Advisor01, Extension20) and
benchmarking is seen as a way to achieve grazing industry progress because of this
natural competitiveness.
[T]hings like benchmarking and those sorts of things, if we can
introduce those schemes that will have a far more powerful impact than
just trying to sell people technologies. Because if I can say you're doing
30 percent better than me in that particular area immediately it stirs my
competitive juices and I start saying well why are you doing that? What
are you doing that I need to do? (Advisor01)
Generally a form of benchmarking is the way in which performance, or success,
measurement was discussed by the interviewees. There are a variety of ways in which
performance indicators are actually benchmarked by graziers ranging from: private
measures to public measures; objective measures to subjective measures; crosssectional measures or peer comparison, to comparison of the graziers own performance
from year to year – time-series benchmarking.
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6.4.1

Cross-sectional Benchmarking Against Other Graziers

Comparison with your peers, or cross-sectional benchmarking, is the most obvious way
to gauge your own performance, and ‘looking over the fence’ is the easiest way to do
this.
Well I suppose you can always look over the fence and see that, okay
this guy's got the same type of pasture as me, and look at his animals
there. (Extension10)
Always, always, it's your neighbour. I mean if your cost of production
is 90c a kilo but you got 87 at the sale and your neighbour only got 86
you've had a good day. It just means that he drowned a little bit more
quickly than you did. (IndustryOrg08)
Many of the types that graziers use for cross-sectional benchmarking were identified in
Section 6.2. There are a number of objective measures that are readily available,
including cattle saleyard averages such as weight for age of bullocks and price per kilo
live-weight.
Most graziers want to compare favourably with their neighbour, and are not
above adjusting the facts a little to achieve this.
[T]hey have to have an acceptable branding rate. They have to have a
branding rate that other people will see as being a good branding rate.
Now their bullocks are what they present to the sale yards. And that's
the visible them to their neighbours when their neighbours go to the
sale yards. So if they can produce bigger and better bullocks then their
neighbours will see them in a better light. …. [Y]ou have to talk about
it [branding rates] because you know your neighbour will say “How
many calves did you brand this year?” And you've got to say “Well
yeah, I branded this many calves.” And he might say, “Well what's
your branding rate?” And you've got to say, oh well something about
the same as his branding rate sort of thing, you know. He's lied about
his branding rate, you’re lying about you’re branding rate.
(Extension03)
Alternatively, if they do not rate as well as the grazier that they are comparing
themselves to, they will generally justify their difference in performance in terms of
differences in their natural resource base, or some other factor that they have minimal
control over, thus minimising the effects of their own activities.
Well they'd judge him [the best grazier] by his cattle. And then they
might qualify their judgement by saying, but he's got better country
than I have. (Extension03)
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Cross-sectional benchmarking is something that occurs naturally in all aspects of our
everyday life. It is also the method of benchmarking that extension agencies like
CSIRO21 and the DPI&F have used for decades to extend new technologies.
I certainly believe in the producer demonstration site type of approach
which the Meat Research Corporation developed whilst I was involved
in it. I think it's very important. You know, I think that we basically
like to look over one another's shoulders to see how you're doing and
we like to compare ourselves. I think that's just a natural [thing], albeit
maybe a male thing. (Advisor01)
This means of assessing performance has been widely practised for many years. Many
of the indicators are available via the roadside paddock, and from front stage activities,
as discussed in Section 6.2. Cross-sectional benchmarking tends to be non-threatening
as it is generally carried out by the graziers themselves. It must be noted that this type
of benchmarking is inclined to provide geographically dependent measurements for the
indicator of success, rather than industry-wide measurements. What constitute success
becomes relative to the region. The relevance of geography, or geographical
differences, will be addressed in Chapter 9 – Regional Effects.
6.4.2

Time-series Benchmarking

Interviewees also indicated ways that some graziers benchmarked themselves by
comparing their performance each year to their own performance in the previous year,
or years: a form of time-series benchmarking. Advisor07 thought that it would be hard
for graziers to compare themselves to neighbours, especially if their measure of success
is a financial indicator, because “really there's not a lot of benchmarking out there that's
available from general industry. It's not as if you can go to AMLC22 or something and
get grazier benchmarking that's really relevant to your own case.” Instead he thought
graziers would benchmark against their past performance:
[M]ost of them would be benchmarking against themselves. Like “last
year we sold 300 head of cattle and we got $250,000, this year we sold
230 cattle and we got $100,000.” Like, I would think that would be
most of the benchmarking they do. (Advisor07)

21

(Australian) Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation.

22

Australian Meat and Livestock Corporation – now known as Meat and Livestock Australia (MLA).
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Additional examples of how graziers benchmarked against their past performance were
also provided:
My most, number one prerequisite for cattle in my case was fertility.
And any cow or heifer that didn't fall pregnant by 2 years old was
bushed23. And once you've got your fertility up then we concentrated
on temperament, and then after temperament came your various other
things like your colour and conformation and everything else.
(Grazier12)
I always look at the kill sheets that the meatworks provide each time
that I sell them cattle. It is important to make sure that the yield figures
are at least as good as they were for last year’s bullocks. Better still if
they have improved. (Grazier01)
The benchmark they use [for their own performance] is how many
calves I've branded [this year compared to last year]. That's about their
main benchmark. (Extension03)
Time-series benchmarking is typically conducted on private cattle-based indicators, or
back-stage back paddock activities.
6.4.3

Limitations of Benchmarking

Not all interviewees thought that benchmarking was a viable means of assessing
performance. Some interviewees did not think that graziers were meaningfully able to
benchmark themselves against their peers, because they did not have an objective
means of doing so.
Most people have no idea whether their own businesses are successful
or not, let alone other people’s. (Advisor03)
What factors do graziers consider when they rate their own
performance? I thought it's better if someone else rates your
performance. If you rate your own performance then it depends upon
the level of intelligence that you have because you know one quick
example is that there's a place for sale south Cloncurry and the
improvements are just absolutely hopeless but the old guy who's selling
it he's never been anywhere else he thinks his improvements are really
good and he can't see that what he's got is like a half finished eagle
hawk’s nest it's just very untidy and you know. (Grazier04)

23

Bushed means that the cow or heifer will be removed from the graziers herd. Generally this will be
achieved by selling the cow or heifer to the meatworks.
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If graziers have limited exposure to the performance of their peers, and their own
experiences are bounded or limited, it is hard for them to be able to realistically
benchmark their performance. It was also felt that at least some graziers were not open
to benchmarking as a means of assessing performance.
I was talking to someone [a grazier] the other day about benchmarking
and getting in a group and benchmarking people's financial
performance and that. And the lady in question was very, very
defensive about it. And didn't want to know about it and thought it was
a stupid idea. (Extension 21)
Finally the use of benchmarking was seen as limited because graziers are simply too
busy ‘doing,’ to have the time to assess what they have done.
I don’t think they can see the forest for the trees, most of the time.
They are too busy with the production and the doing. How many are
actually benchmarking themselves? I’d say very few. Very few would
even know what the return on capital is, let alone what anyone else is
doing. (Grazier08)
Benchmarking is one means of objectively assessing performance. Clearly it is not the
only means used by graziers. In fact, based on the interviewee responses, it is not even
the most common method.

6.5

Link Between Quality of Product and Self-affirmation

Analysis of the data pertaining to success and performance reveals that for many
graziers there is a strong association between the quality of the grazier’s cattle product
and their self-image. A number of interviewees indicated that all graziers thought that
their own cattle were very good. They take pride in their cattle and criticism of their
cattle is taken as criticism of themselves.
Well our kids laugh every time and they say, if someone comes and
tells [grazier] his cattle are lovely well straight away he shines, he puffs
up. And if someone comes in and says detrimental things, you notice
the reaction. (Grazier10)
Everybody's got the best cattle. … But it's always the cattle and the
way they manage the cattle. That's what they're good at. And I think the
big change has got to come when they go beyond that. (Extension17)
People tend to think: that what they are doing is the right way; and that
their cattle are the best cattle, theirs are better than their neighbour’s
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cattle; what they are doing is better than their neighbour anyway. They
are very blinkered. (Market03)
People define themselves through the goods and services that they hold and put on
show (see for example Beck, 1992; Giddens, 1991). Graziers are defined by the cattle
that they produce. Their natural aspiration to succeed means that at times grazier
assessment of their own cattle can be optimistic at best and unrealistic at worst. To be
realistic, graziers need to assess their cattle on more than just visual appeal.
Additionally, because the graziers’ own self-image is so tied to the quality of their
cattle, it can be difficult to give graziers constructive feedback as the criticism is often
taken personally.
[While graziers] are all striving to produce something that will earn
them the most money, some of them shortcut themselves by not
knowing enough about what they are actually producing by way of
dentition, or fat, or type. (Market02)
An instance is a producer came to the meatworks one time and his
bullocks were hanging up. He said to me “[cattle buyer], that is a good
bullock.” I said “No he is not really, because of these faults.” And they
were basic faults you know. The next one came along and he said
“[cattle buyer], he is a good bullock.” I said “No, he still has a problem
there.” I explained the problem to him. He went home and he said to
his neigbours “Buggar selling cattle to [cattle buyer], he has stood there
and rubbished my cattle.” We did not buy any more cattle off that man
for three years. So now when he says “What are my cattle like?” I say
“They are pretty useful.” He is happy – he goes away happy. And we
have to kill cattle – so you have to water it down a bit. (Market02)
But another instance: a terribly wealthy producer was there [third
generation producer] and he is 60 now, and he said “[cattle buyer],
these are beautiful bullocks.” And they were 800-900 lb with yellow fat
just inches thick. He said, “My father said that this is a proper bullock.”
I said “What did you father do with his bullocks?” He said that he used
to walk them to Townsville and render them down for tallow. I said
“Well we are trying to cut some meat off these cattle now – that is the
difference.” Another grazier went down the road [to another
processor]. (Market02)
Despite the fact that he had lost business by pointing out to these graziers how their
cattle could be improved, Market02 did so because he believed that one of his roles was
to help the grazier improve their product.
I should tell them the truth about what their cattle are, so that if they are
keen they can go home and improve or whatever. They don’t like being
told. The bulk of them do want to hear, but there is a percentage that
don’t. (Market02)
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However, some graziers do not want the faults of their cattle pointed out, and their
belief system challenged. They view their product as a validation of themselves, and
seek verbal confirmation of its value, and so their own worth. Even though they may be
receiving fair market value, they will take their product elsewhere, rather than brook
constructive criticism. This problem illuminates one of the root causes for the slowness
of technology uptake: innovation challenges their belief that they are currently
producing the best possible product, which reflects on their self worth. There is a very
tight association between the quality of a grazier’s herd and their own identity.

6.6

Conclusion

The changing public expectations of rural landscapes, rural activities and rural people
and associated changes in what constitutes good farming were identified and discussed
in Chapter 2. An important related question is - Has there been a corresponding change
in farmer’s views of what constitutes good farming?
This chapter clearly shows that there is a diversity of views as to whether
graziers even assess their own success or the success or other graziers. If they do assess
success, how do they measure it? A multiplicity of indicators of good graziers have
been identified and elaborated upon - some being front stage and highly visible to
others, and others being back stage and very private or even personal. The list of
identified indicators include: front stage – the quality of the ‘cattle product,’ cattle
management skills, and ‘cowboy skills;’ back stage – productivity of cattle management
regime through increasing turnoff, calving percentages and branding rates, financial
position; sustainability, and, use of a holistic approach to management; social standing
– through visible assets, contribution to the community, and innovativeness. These
indicators could be grouped as follows: breed of cattle; cattle management regime
including turnoff, branding rates and calving percentages; land management regime
including sustainability and good infrastructure; good grazier behaviour including
contribution to community, innovativeness and acceptance by grazier subculture; selfimage including social standing and visible assets; and, financial management regime
including making a profit and financial position. These groupings will be used to
identify the enrolment instruments that ‘join’ actors to the grazier’s actor-network.
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There is no universally accepted measure of success that is common to all
graziers. Some of these indicators may even be conflicting: profitability verses good
cattle, verses sustainability, verses good grazing practice. Measurement of any indicator
is also problematic, as benchmarks are not available for the industry. A number of
graziers do try to benchmark their performance by comparing themselves with their
peers, or by comparing their current performance with past performance. However, by
far the most commonly mentioned form of assessment was performance in the sale
yards - achieving ‘the heaviest pen of bullocks,’ ‘the highest priced pen of bullocks,’ or,
‘the top rate for the date’ gives a grazier instant recognition of their success, and public
affirmation of their abilities as a good grazier.
The data analysis presented in this chapter shows strong connections between
the grazier and several other actors/actor classes, which must be understood in
determining whether a grazier is successful. The Actor-Network for each grazier’s
enterprise will be different because of the manner in which each actor is enrolled in the
network. The differences in how an actor is enrolled in a grazier’s actor-network
accounts for the differences between grazing enterprises: one grazier may enroll their
cattle through continuous supplementation and controlled mating24; another grazier may
enroll their cattle through spike feeding supplements25 and leaving the bulls with the
cows all year round. The actor-network that describes a particular grazing enterprise is
contingent on the instruments enacted by that particular grazier. This concept of
contingency is central to Actor-Network theory (Biejker & Law, 1992). It allows
exploration of “the heterogeneity of farming strategies among different farm
enterprises” (Noe & Alroe, 2004:10).

24

Controlled mating is where bulls are kept away from breeding age cows, until the farmer wants the
bulls to impregnate the cows. This practice means that the farmer is able to control the period of time
when calves will be born. This can significantly lower the cost and time required to manage cow-calf
pairs. Most calves will be ‘dropped’ at the time of the year when there is still a good body of grass in
paddocks and protein levels in grass are also adequate. From a staffing point of view, it means that
management of the cow-calf pairs is not spread across the whole year.

25

Spike feeding supplements is explained in footnote 18.
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The actors/actor classes relevant to Chapter 6, and their connections with the
Grazier are shown in Figure 6.1, together with the actors/actor classes and connetcions
already identified in Chapter 5. Five of the actors/actor classes identified in Chapter 5 Extension, Family Tradition, Grazier Subculture, and Markets - have also been
highlighted in this chapter as influencing the grazier’s perception of success. Two new
actors/actor classes were identified in this chapter - ‘Cattle’ and ‘Property’. In Figure
6.1 new actors and grazier-actor connections that relate to grazier measurement of
success are bolded. The actors shown in Figure 6.1 are sources of isomorphic pressure
on graziers relating to take up of change and measurement of success.
Figure 6.1 The grazier actor-network relating to change and success

Family
Tradition

Extension

Property
1.

3.

9.

Grazier
Cattle

Spouse/
Children

2.

4.
Grazier
Subculture

8.
5.
7.
6.
Mother
Nature

Markets
Government

The details of each connection (or enrolment) have been elaborated by
numbering each actor/actor class enrolment shown in Figure 6.1, and including a
similarly numbered table in the Figure 6.2 which shows only the new information: new
connections; or, new information for an existing connection. Connections for which
there is no new information are not shown in Figure 6.2.
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Figure.6.2 Aspects of enrolment into the grazier actor-network relating to success
1. Extension - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Cattle Management • Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
Land Management • Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
Financial
• Family Tradition
Management Regime
2. Family Tradition - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Breed of Cattle
• Grazier Subculture
Cattle Management • Grazier Subculture
Regime
• Extension
Land
Management • Grazier Subculture
Regime
• Extension
Good
Grazier • Grazier Subculture
Behaviour
4. Grazier Subculture - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Breed of Cattle
• Family Tradition
Cattle Management • Family Tradition
Regime
• Extension
Land Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Extension
Good Grazier
• Family Tradition
Behaviour

5. Markets – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
Financial
Management Regime
Self Image

Moderating Actor/s
• Family Tradition
• Advisors
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture

8. Cattle - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Breed of Cattle
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
Cattle Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
9. Property – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Land Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets

The complete specification of each connection (or enrolment) is given in Figures D1 in
Appendix D. In Figure D1 the following details are given for each actor-grazier
connection: individual instruments of enrolment; and other actors/actor classes who
may moderate the implementation of that instrument of enrolment. Analysis of
interview data relating to how grazier’s measure success, identified six new enrolment
instruments which connect actors to the graziers and provide additional ways of
applying isomorphic pressure on graziers: the cattle management regime; the land
management regime; the financial management regime; the breed of cattle; self image;
and, what constitutes good grazier behaviour.
The descriptions of all of the actor-network connections are merged in Table
6.1 which allows easy identification of all actors enrolled by a particular instrument.
This table also allows easy identification of all of the enrolment instruments for a
particular actor/actor class, and the other actors/actor classes who may moderate or
influence that actor’s connection to the grazier.

Table 6.1 – Matrix representation26 of the Grazier actor-network showing instruments that enrol27 actors into the grazier’s network.
Extension

Take up of
change

Spouse/
Children
• Family Tradition
• Extension
• Extension
• Spouse/Children • Spouse/Children • Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture • Grazier Subculture • Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Markets
• Markets
• Government
• Government
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Mother Nature
• Mother Nature
• Family Tradition • Extension
• Grazier
• Grazier
Subculture
Subculture

Breed of Cattle

Land
Management
Regime

• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture

Financial
Management
Regime
Good Grazier
Behaviour
Self Image

• Family Tradition

Grazier
Subculture
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Extension
• Family Tradition

• Grazier
Subculture

• Family Tradition

• Extension
• Grazier
Subculture

• Extension
• Family Tradition

Enrolled Actors
Markets
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Government
• Mother Nature

Government
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Mother Nature

Mother Nature

Cattle

Property

• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
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Enrolment Instruments

Cattle
Management
Regime

Family Tradition

• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Extension
• Family Tradition

• Grazier
Subculture

• Family Tradition
• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture

• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Markets

• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Markets

26

Columns represent Actors who are enrolled into the grazier’s network. Rows represent the Enrolment Instrument that enrols individual Actors into the grazier’s network. Actors who moderate,
or influence, how a particular instrument will enrol an actor into a grazier’s network are shown in the intersecting squares.

27

Each enrolment instrument may facilitate the enrolment of more than one actor into the grazier’s network. For example, Good Grazier Behaviour enrols both Family Tradition and Subculture
into the grazier’s network. Additionally, the grazier’s relationship with the actor Grazier Subculture influences how the instrument Good Grazier Behaviour enrols Family Tradition into the
grazier’s network and vice versa.
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The actors/actor classes Extension, Family Tradition, Grazier Subculture, and
Markets, define and regulate behaviours and attitudes expected of a good grazier. As
discussed in Chapters 2 and 4, for Extension, the behaviours and attitudes consistent
with being a good grazier evolve with scientific beliefs and public perceptions. Markets
are driven by consumer demands, and as outlined in Chapter 2, the requirements and
expectations of consumers are changing dramatically as they have heightened
awareness of food quality and safety, and require product traceability and sustainability
of the production process. How the prescribed good grazier behaviours and attitudes
from the point of view of the Grazier Subculture and Family Tradition change is not as
apparent from this research and requires further investigation. The two new actors/actor
classes, Cattle and Property, both have an important connection to the Grazier because
of the significant impact they have on the grazier’s self-image, and the grazier’s
standing within the Grazier Subculture and Family Tradition. The connections between
Grazier and the other actors, or how those actors are enrolled into the grazier’s network,
are further illuminated in Chapters 7 through 10.
From the interviewee data it has been established that there are subgroups
within the Grazier Subculture. Specifically, at least two different groups exist:
innovators and graziers with a business focus; and the rest who were largely seen as
having a cattle focus. Each group has different goals and orientations, which will vary
the indicators of success that are more likely to be relevant to the grazier. Grazier goals
are the topic of the next chapter, Chapter 7 - Why graziers stay on the land.

7

7.1

Why They Stay

Introduction

The heterogeneous nature of the North Queensland beef cattle industry grazier subculture
was highlighted in Chapter 6. In attempting to define what success was for a North
Queensland beef cattle industry grazier, a multiplicity of indicators of success were
identified and elaborated. No one measure of success sufficiently encapsulates these
multiple indicators or is able to be described as predominant. In order to adequately
portray the diverse attitudes to success and the array of grazier behaviours that contribute
to success, many actors are enrolled into each grazier’s actor-network. Ultimately success
is a measure of achievement; a measure of whether the grazier is achieving their goals.
A farm is understood as a system of activities or practice, linked to the
goals of the actor(s) involved. (Noe & Alroe; 2004:4)
Focusing on both the sociological and psychological aspects of farming styles, Crase and
Maybery (2002) identify three measures of farmer goals, or objectives, and values;
economic, conservation and lifestyle. They found that the economic factor was
independent but there was some overlap between conservation and lifestyle factors:
In sum, there is a clear distinction between those farmers that hold
economic values and/or objectives compared to those that hold lifestyle
and conservation values and/or objectives. Moreover, the clear
differentiation of economic from lifestyle and conservation values and
objectives is an important finding with considerable implications for
policy. This indicates policies such as ‘economic’ and ‘common good’
approaches, may impact differentially depending on the values and
objectives of the landholder concerned. (Crase & Maybery 2002 p. 52)
Research literature suggests that an appreciation of farmer goals, preferences and values
is the key to understanding whether a farmer will adopt an innovation in agricultural
practices (Crase & Maybery, 2002; Maybery, Crase & Gullifer, 2005; Pannell et al. 2006;
Torkamani 2005; Greiner, Gregg & Miller, 2008). Goals can be defined as ‘conceptions
of desired ends – conditions that participants attempt to effect through their performance
of task activities’ (Scott, 1992:19). At the level of the individual, goals can be labelled as
motives (Simon, 1964; Simon, 1976). In their study of graziers in the tropical savannas of
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Australia, Gregg and Greiner (2009) found them likely to have heterogenous goals and
motivations. Poor financial returns and changing social requirements are faced by primary
producers in many Australian rural industries. Chapter 7 seeks to understand the
motivations for North Queensland beef cattle graziers, in particular, to stay on their
properties under these conditions. Facilitating this understanding will further illuminate
the heterogeneity evident among graziers and the way that they organise their grazing
enterprises.
Two competing discourses emerge as graziers are variously discussed in terms of
their response to pressure to take on ‘best practice1 techniques and technologies; or the
negative impacts that their grazing practices are having on the landscape. The two
discourses are running parallel: one driven by the post-productivist requirement that rural
landscapes develop and sustain multiple uses; the other by productivist ideals of
maximising productivity from grazing enterprises. In a 2003 Australian study of farmer
and non-farmer understanding of sustainability, Palmer (2003) similarly identified two
main discourses: an environmentalist discourse centering on the use of natural resources
in a way that maintains the community resources for the future and does not damage the
environment or deplete natural resources; and a productivist discourse centering on level
of production, including the costs of production, the issues of markets, marketing, prices
and demand. There are clear similarities in meaning between the two pairs of discourses
and in this chapter I will similarly label the two discourses as ‘environmental’ and
‘productivist.’ An alternative nomenclature might be to describe them as ‘long term’
(instead of environmentalist) and ‘long term’ (instead of productivist) discourses. Both
discourses can be seen being used by graziers and non-graziers in the following discourse
analysis.

1 The concept of best practice suggests that for at a particular point in time, given the current agricultural
knowledges, some agricultural practices are demonstrably more desirable than others:
“Best-practice” has been seen as necessary not only to ensure the competitiveness of
agricultural industries, but to limit the extent to which negative impacts, or externalities,
are generated that place at risk: the health and safety of communities living in close
proximity to sites of agricultural production; the safety of end-consumers of agricultural
produce; and the environmental sustainability of agricultural production. (Lockie,
1998:244)
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Section 2 of this chapter discusses the typical yearly production cycle of a North
Queensland beef cattle industry grazing enterprise. It also explores the theme which
emerged in the study that the industry is a ‘hard’ industry. The characteristics of the work
and how graziers come to see their life and work are examined in Section 3. The issue of
lifestyle arises - an issue which is often used by outsiders and insiders to explain the
intransigence of graziers in adapting to change. In Section 4 graziers are portrayed as
being unskilled for other occupations. Section 5 investigates the role of place attachment,
while Section 6 investigates the role of cattle attachment. The importance of heritage and
intergenerational succession is addressed in Section 7. The nature of social networks and
the ever elusive search for ‘community’ within the local surrounding is the final
motivation topic, and is analysed in Section 8. In the concluding Section, the findings are
discussed in terms of the evolving grazing enterprise actor-network, and how actors are
enrolled into the network.

7.2

The Challenge of Working the Land

Consistent with the findings of the previous chapter, graziers were generally not
perceived to be motivated by economic or financial reasons to stay on the land.
I mean the returns on grazing are fairly small and I think a lot of
enterprises, if they took everything into account, including depreciation,
opportunity costs all that type of thing, they'd be going sort of fairly
slowly but steadily backwards. (Extension01)
You know that old joke about the farmer who won Gold Lotto and what
are you going to do with it and he said, "I'll keep farming until it's all
gone.” (Extension06)
To me, a lot of people were on the land because it was a “way of life,”
not because they wanted to make money. (IndustryOrg12)
Well [they stay because of] what they call their lifestyle I guess. …. I
mean I can't see much other reason for a lot of people. It's certainly not
for profit. If they sold that place and invested they'd get much more
money back. (Extension17)
Based on the size of the capital investment required to own a cattle property, interviewees
expressed the view that the North Queensland beef cattle industry did not currently
provide a good return on investment. There was a perception that the financial upside was
only realised at the time of selling a cattle property. The rate of return for Australian
broadacre farm businesses between 2001 and 2006 is shown in Table 7.1.
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Table 7.1 - Rate of return for Australian broadacre farm businesses
Annual average per farm

2001–
02

2002–
03

2003–
04

2004–
05

2005–
06

Rate of return (incl. capital appreciation)a

8.3%

7.5%

10.8%

7.8%

7.3%

Rate of return (excl. capital appreciation)a

3.7%

–0.3%

1.3%

1.1%

1.3%

a

Computed by expressing profit at full equity as a percentage of total opening capital.
Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2008a:481)

From this data it is clear that the rate of return rises significantly when the capital
appreciation of the asset – the farm property – is included in the calculation. This supports
the perception of the interviewees. Data specifically for beef grazing broadacre farm
businesses is given in Table 7.2.
Table 7.2 - Rate of return for Australian beef grazing broadacre farm businesses
Annual average per farm

Unit

1983-84

1993-94

2003–04

Capital Investment

$’000

1,405

1,718

2,466

Rate of return (excl. capital appreciation)a

%

1.0

0.6

-0.5

a

Computed by expressing profit at full equity as a percentage of total opening capital.
Source: Department of Agriculture Fisheries and Forestry. (2005a:29)

This data is consistent with that for all Australian broadacre farm businesses in terms of
the rate of return excluding capital appreciation and it is expected that the same is true of
the rate of return including capital appreciation.
Some interviewees struggled to give a pragmatic explanation of why graziers stay
when some of them are clearly experiencing hardship.
I don't know. Got a hold on them isn't it, because they've got rocks in
their head. It's hard to make a break isn't it? I mean you can work it out.
(Extension19)
Grazier17 described it as “not an easy life” and at least in economic terms had told their
children “I’d have been better selling out and going to find a job.”
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Despite negative comments regarding profits and financial returns, several of the
non-grazier interviewees related that if they had the opportunity, they would be a grazier
too.
I'd be there too if I could afford it! Well, that's the issue if you sat down
looked at what's invested there.... The returns are not good for the amount
of money invested, and the risks involved. Having been born and bred on
the land, sure it's a great way of life, but it's a bloody hard business.
(IndustryOrg02)
If I had the money I'd own a property because I'd be happy at that sort of
thing. (Market07)
Clearly there is much more at play than just money. Grazier16 starts to illuminate what
motivates graziers when he describes them, himself included, as a rare breed:
Actually you're in this for life, it's not really for the money. You know if
we were in it for the money side of it, we'd be gone. You do it because
you love it. You're a rare breed. You've got to admit it, you know.
(Grazier16)
It would seem that lifestyle is a key motivator in graziers staying on the land. What, then
does this ‘lifestyle’ entail? Though not expressly articulated in these terms, one of the
underlying themes in interviewee’s descriptions of the lifestyle is the freedom of working
outdoors rather than in confined office, factory or shop spaces, without the need to clock
on and off. In this context, the long days worked by graziers were not portrayed as
unnecessarily burdensome. There are freedoms but there was consensus that this is an
industry where you work hard for your money: “It's, not a bad existence really, if they're
prepared to work. I mean if you're a lazy bugger and you want to be a grazier, forget it.”
(Market09)
To contextualise the remainder of this chapter, a generic yearly work program for
a North Queensland beef cattle industry enterprise will be given in broad brush strokes.
At the outset I restate that such enterprises are not homogeneous. There is no such thing
as a typical enterprise and there is no such thing in this industry as a ‘typical day.’
However, their production cycle includes typical activities which will now be outlined.
Grazing work involves a yearly program within a two to five year production cycle. The
year’s activities can be roughly aggregated into three periods: the wet; the season; and the
hot dry.
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The first period, January to March, is identified as ‘the wet’ or ‘the monsoon’ and
covers the period when properties in North Queensland generally receive the majority of
their rainfall. This time of the year is regarded by some graziers as the ‘core’ part of the
cattle growing season – if the cattle don’t grow during these months, it is generally
considered to be a failed season. Calving2 continues during this period, usually tapering
off towards the beginning of March. If the season is indeed wet, this can be a quiet period,
allowing non-cattle work to be carried out, including planned infrastructure maintenance,
horse breaking, and pest control. It is also the time of the year when staff take holidays. In
years where the wet fails, the story is very different, as supplementary feeding and
intensive care of cows and calves fill the days.
The second period, April to September, is known as ‘the season3.’ The arrival of
autumn signals the end of the wet. Non-cattle work tends to be limited to essential
maintenance and cattle work begins in earnest. The cattle may continue to grow and gain
weight until the first frost or until the dry conditions reduce pasture quality to below
critical levels. July through to early August is often the coldest period leading to sudden
and serious deterioration of feed quality and signals the end of the cattle growing period.
This period may include two rounds of mustering. The primary purposes of the first round
of mustering are to: brand, earmark, and tag4 all calves; dehorn calves as necessary;
castrate male calves; cull dry females; and reallocate breeders across paddocks, so that
‘like condition’ cattle are placed together for easier management5. Depending on seasonal
conditions, the first muster may also include weaning of calves and the mustering of
bullocks for sale. The main purposes of the second round of mustering are to: complete

2

Calving is the period when the calves are born. During this period the cow-calf pairs need much closer
and intense management to ensure that the health and condition of both the cow and the calf are
maintained. It may include: supplementary feeding (as discussed in Chapter 5); early weaning of calves
if cow condition is at risk, together with special feeding and care of the early weaned calves. Cow
condition must be maintained to ensure that the cow will be able to be bred from again the next year.
Calf condition must be maintained to ensure that it grows to optimum weight for sale in the quickest
possible time.

3

This is the period of time when most of the cattle work including mustering, weaning, branding,
segregating cattle and selecting cattle for sale is done. Cattle are segregated according to care required
and purpose: breeders; cull cows; weaners; heifers; and, steers.

4

Tagging calves involves either implanting a rumen bolus or electronic ear tag to comply with the
requirements of the National Livestock Identification Scheme.

5

Cows with older and bigger calves will be placed together as their calves will be weaned first. Weak
cows and cows with very young or weak calves will be placed together as they will need closer
management in order to minimise loss of cows and calves.

196
handling of calves including branding, earmarking, and tagging remaining calves; dehorn
calves as necessary; castrate remaining male calves; wean calves; complete culling of
cows and reallocation to paddocks; and muster and sell bullocks and the fattened cull
cows. To condition newly weaned calves to human handling in preparation for future
mustering, they are kept in yards overnight, and then let out to graze during the day,
before being mustered back to the yards at night. This process takes approximately two
weeks. Calves are then returned to paddocks to mature; heifers are normally kept separate
from bulls until they are approximately 2 years of age. Most graziers have a two to five
year cycle for growing out their bullocks, depending on the age and weight that they put
their cattle to market; and the quality of the growing seasons.
The third period, the ‘hot-dry’ period lasts from October through December.
During this period time may be spent on building and maintaining infrastructure, and pest
control. Calving normally commences in late November or early December. Once a calf
is born it stays with its mother until it is weaned at approximately six months. During this
time close management is needed. During the hot-dry, cattle condition generally
deteriorates until the first storms. If weather conditions are drier than normal, cattle
husbandry becomes a priority with work centering around: supplementation of feed; late
weaning6 and early branding of unseasonal calves; and additional sales of bullocks.
It should be noted that everything is controlled by the timing and extent of the
wet season. The period when cattle grow and gain weight may finish as early as late May
and not start again until the end of January. Equally, good early storm rain in September
or October will allow for early weaning and early cattle sales in February or March of the
following year, followed by an early calf drop and high calving percentages. Conversely
the failure of storms and a late start to the wet can mean that sale cattle are not ready until
much later, weaning weights are poor and next season’s fertility is poor.
An additional feature of grazing operations is the development and maintenance
of the infrastructure including fencing, yards, roads and watering points. While fencing
lasts somewhere between 20 and 30 years, changes in property management including
rotational grazing and protection of riparian zones has meant that significant additional

6

In dry years calves that are born late in the season may have to be weaned during the hot-dry rather than
held over till next year in order to save the cow.
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fencing has taken place in the last decade. Additionally, more watering points are a
feature of properties in the last decade. With the exception of gazetted roads, graziers are
responsible for maintaining their own roads. Road maintenance varies depending on soil
types and susceptibility to damage by water from heavy tropical downpours. Water for
stock will be supplied by either dams or bores, both of which may require outside
contractors to complete. Pest control of feral animals and noxious weeds also requires
considerable time and money.
Some other notable changes to working practices on grazing properties in recent
times relate to staffing levels. By and large, properties operate with less labour than
historically considered optimal. Availability of suitably skilled stockmen and managers
has become an increasing problem and combined with financial limitations, has
necessitated greater involvement of family members and external contractors. Contractors
can be used for mustering and, increasingly, fencing and other development work such as
dam building and maintenance.
Fire is a significant problem as graziers become more ‘grass aware’ and try to
minimise the loss of pasture due to fire events. Fires also result in significant damage to
fence as well as power and telephone lines. Regions have rural fire brigades and it is
considered customary for graziers to assist in the containment of fires on surrounding
properties. In such circumstances, any labour that is available will be directed to assisting
with putting the fire out, with only a skeleton staff kept back to manage the day-to-day
affairs and guard against fires on their own property.
As is evident from this brief description of activities involved in grazing, there is
no ‘normal’ daily set of tasks which must be completed. However, at any time a grazier
will be required to draw upon a broad set of skills to complete whatever tasks are
presented. It is a challenging and hard business. The challenging nature of the business
was identified as one of the factors that motivated graziers:
The challenge is a big part, in me. (Grazier11)
It's the challenges. Challenges and I like working with my hands.
(Grazier20)
I think others stay because they can make a dollar out of it and make a go
of it and enjoy the challenge (IndustryOrg09)
Competing with the elements, you know. … (IndustryOrg11)
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Graziers and non-graziers alike view the industry as one for strong, able people. A grazier
has to be robust, be able to take a tumble, dust off and get on with the job, and be able to
deal with challenges from many different fronts. To successfully manage their enterprise,
a grazier needs knowledge in many disparate areas including: cattle husbandry and
management; pasture management; pest control and eradication; financial management;
human resource management; marketing; impacts of variable climate; and, infrastructure
and equipment maintenance. The next section elucidates the aspects of grazier’s work that
motivate them.

7.3

Like What They Do

Recent literature from within the tradition of rural sociology invokes the concept of
farmer agency7 (Busck, 2002; Buttel, 2001; Higgins, 2006; Latour, 1999; Lockie & Kitto,
2000; Long, 1992; Long, 1997; Verschoor, 1997) in order to give voice to the farming
community. Farmers do not simply absorb messages, discourses or management practices
from ‘expert’ doctrines without critical thought and evaluation. Rather, though a mixture
of experience, folk wisdom and a critical reading of current discourses on management
change, graziers actively ‘choose’ one course of action over another. In this study the
interviewees firmly expressed the opinion that a grazier’s decision to stay on the property
was strongly linked to their desire to do the work associated with running a beef cattle
property.
[You are] doing what you do best. (Grazier11)

7

Human agency is defined as a human being “a purposive agent who both has reasons for his or her
activities and is able, if asked, to elaborate discursively upon these reasons” (Giddens, 1984:3). Bessant
and Watts (1999, 118) elucidate that this choice will be guided by feelings, desires, and a range of
ethical values. Actor-network theory (ANT) is described by Law (1992:380) as a theory of agency, but
in this theory agency does not reside in the human. Within ANT, agency is effected whenever an actor
enrolls or manipulates another entity (or actor) into their network in line with a plan (Latour, 1986:264).
As an entity is enrolled into an actor-network, the actor redefines their interests and objectives, at the
same time as do other actors with overlapping networks (Herbert-Cheshire, 2003:460). This process of
network construction gives rise to constant displacement, transformation and negotiation which Callon
(1986:223) calls translation. Thus agency does not reside within an actor; it is performative (Verschoor,
1997:261) and arises through the relations between an actor and the other entities in their network
(Callon & Law, 1995; Lockie & Kitto, 2000). All entities, or members, of a network are active and
influence the claims or artifacts of the network, and such member agency is treated as equal (Latour,
1986:268). According to ANT, then, a grazier’s agency is constituted by the relations that the grazier
has with the other entities in their network. Grazier influence should equal that of any other entity in
their individual network.
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Because they like it. (Grazier20)
A lot of it's to do with satisfaction, job satisfaction I reckon, I really do.
… It's satisfying, it's good, it's challenging, … But [most of all] it's the
satisfaction I think, satisfying. (Grazier09)
I mean because they like it. (Advisor03)
I'm doing what I'm good at. (Extension08)
I like being where I am; I enjoy what I'm doing; I think, I'm sure a lot of
people thoroughly enjoy it. (Extension20)
[A] lot of them are there because they like it. They like their stuff.
(Market07)
I have here affinity; enjoy it [as my reasons why graziers stay on the
land]. (IndustryOrg03)
Words like ‘good at,’ ‘satisfying’ and ‘affinity’ also suggest that not only is this what
graziers want to do, they are also well matched to the requirements of the industry and
life on the land. Many family farmers see farming as a way of life characterised by a
sense of purpose, spiritual values, and a feeling that what one is doing is the right way to
live (Rosenblatt, 1990:73). These farmers also value the freedom from supervision,
flexibility of work pace, independence, and the challenges farming offers (Barlett, 1993;
Salamon, 1992). As outlined in the section above, there are many different aspects to the
work involved in running a beef cattle enterprise.
In general farmers are viewed as having a strong work ethic to the extent that
‘[s]ome farmers feel that unless they are doing something productive, like driving
tractors, they are not working and many farmers are not used to the idea of leisure’
(Vanclay & Lawrence, 1995a:88). Advisor05 told of how he was rarely ever able to find a
grazier at home after 7 in the morning or before 6 at night, and if he did the grazier would
be apologetic because any good grazier would usually be out on the job from daylight till
dark. This was corroborated by many of the other interviewees with two representative
quotes given below:
I think most people think; yeah they've got to be [busy]. I've got a
neighbour who's a perfect example of that. It's because they just think
they can't afford not to [be busy]. I reckon [my neighbour] would have
guilt feelings sleeping at night, you know. They've got to be working,
working, working all the time. And they don't see any benefit in going
and seeking [knowledge]. (Grazier20)
[T]hey're like in a treadmill. I think they run so fast they haven't got time
to stop and view the situation. I mean they're just saying I've got to get
this work done. I mean they're doing the work but they haven't stopped to
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think: is it really necessary that I do it this way; is there a better way that
I can do it and get away with it? (Extension17)
The main objective, according to these accounts, therefore seems to be to work hard for
its own sake regardless of its correlation to productivity. Extension18 spoke of how some
graziers undertook unnecessary activities that kept them busy and made them feel as if
they were doing the right thing regardless of whether they were actually improving their
outcomes:
[T]here was a lot of people pouring a lot of chemicals on or into cattle
that they really didn't have to. Why? I think one bloke really hit the nail
on the head. He said ‘I sleep better at night knowing that I've done
something.’ The thing was that he needn't have done it. The risk wasn't
large enough and yet there are other risks in his business that he could
sort of see, but he hadn't even thought about. And they were the ones that
were really going to bite him. Well you'll probably notice that there's a
notice on my door. It's a Japanese proverb. It's basically about action and
vision. ‘Vision without action is but a daydream. Action without vision is
a nightmare.’ And in a sort of way you could probably sum up the
industry [that way]. (Extension18)
Many graziers then, are process driven, focusing on keeping busy, working hard, and
doing the activities that a good farmer would do. Few appear to be outcome driven.
Rather than stepping back from the day to day work on the farm and spending time in the
office planning, they tend to focus on what they can do rather than what they should do.
Most are so busy working in their business that they have little time to work at their
business, such as by developing business plans. This supports the findings of the previous
chapter that grazier success is measured more by what they do than by their financial
success. It is not surprising then, that the aspects of the beef cattle industry that most
attract graziers are those that relate to job satisfaction and self image, and not necessarily
achieving financial success.
Associated with the idea of agency is the view that individual graziers have a set
of values which impact on the way they make decisions, develop plans and adopt change
strategies (Busck 2002, 235). A significant number of interviewees across all the different
groupings accessed for this research, make frequent reference to lifestyle as an
explanation for why graziers continued to stay on the land. Having just stated that
graziers are agentic, ‘lifestyle’ was invoked by interviewees as an umbrella concept for
the “feelings, desires, and a range of ethical values” (Bessant & Watts, 1999:118) that
guide a graziers agentic choices. Examples of this include the following:

201
Lifestyle, that's at the end of it isn't it? …. It's a way of life that's unique
that can't be experienced anywhere else, what you have in the bush …
(Grazier04)
To me it's lifestyle still. So yeah it's the lifestyle which is, I'm my own
boss. No one tells me what to do, I'm outside, I'm doing what I'm good
at, I've always been brought up, I don't know how to do anything else.
Yeah, the social side of it. If I want to I can go for a week holiday, it's
easier than some other businesses. And yeah it's just safe. I've always
done it. This is what I know how to live. They're probably the lifestyle
things I'd point to. (Extension08)
They love the lifestyle. (Extension05)
Oh I think lifestyle [is why they stay]. I mean the returns on grazing are
fairly small and I think a lot of enterprises, if they took everything into
account, including depreciation, opportunity costs all that type of thing,
they'd be going sort of fairly slowly but steadily backwards. So I think a
lot of them are there for the lifestyle. I mean I think you can be there for
both. I think it is possible to be there to make a profit and have the
lifestyle. (Extension01)
Well first thing
(IndustryOrg05)

that

motivates

them

is

obviously

lifestyle.

No, look I think graziers, I mean, they really are a fantastic bunch of
people. Because I mean, they really, I mean in so many cases they're
price takers, in so many cases they're at the end of the chain. They're not
only being hit by market change, they're being hit by seasonal change,
and they’re being hit by everything else. There's just not a hell of [a lot
of] things under their control. And I think, I mean the lifestyle must be
pretty damn good to continue on under those circumstances. … So I
think lifestyle has a very big part of it. (Advisor02)
And they don’t have to put up with people… it’s to do with what they
want to do, when they want to do it. (Extension02)
I’m my own boss. No one tells me what to do. (Extension05)
Well [they stay because of] what they call their lifestyle I guess. I mean
they hate cities; a lot of them hate the cities. (Extension17)
They like the lifestyle. They all consider themselves to be ruggedly
individual. (Extension20)
Actually you're in this for life; it's not really for the money. ... You do it
because you live it. You're a rare breed. (Grazier16)
[T]hey don’t have this great pressure of people on them. They can be
their own person and they can be as eccentric as they like and you know
they’re free from those pressures of conformity. (IndustryOrg11)
One of my main loves is to be able to share our country lifestyle with my
family, take the kids mustering, watch them [especially my 10 year old
daughter] yard up cattle better than a lot of the ringers I have employed.
To me, it’s worth a cut in income of tens of thousands of dollars to be
able to do this. (Grazier18)
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Just a general like of being outdoors where the action is in the outback
and all this sort of stuff. I mean they just go for that. It's a lot of isolation
but they're prepared to go away. Yeah I think they're proud of the fact
that they're out there. Not in the big smoke where all these other people
are, that causes them all the problems. … They love the land in general.
(Extension17)
A number of important themes emerge from these quotes. First, the issue of control over
their livelihood emerges as a crucial theme. While being one’s own boss is a consistent
theme, Advisor02 talked of larger forces, such as weather, being out of their control, as
well as the important market price for produce. Living this tension means surrendering
control to market forces which certainly produces real economic and psychological
pressure, the freedom of being able to control the day-to-day tasks, in many ways
overrides this. Regardless of the reality of extreme external constraints, graziers still seem
to regard themselves as ‘independent’ and this characteristic is noted by many of the
study participants as key to a grazier’s lifestyle, and why they stay.
Second, the lifestyle was described by graziers themselves as ‘unique.’ Graziers
and others sometimes stated the graziers were comfortable with the isolation and with not
being ‘in the big smoke.’ Some even explicitly stated that they ‘hate cities’ and had a
disdain for big crowds, preferring to do as they pleased, within reason, without the
pressure to conform. They, not infrequently, described themselves as a ‘rare breed’ and
Extension20 specifically referred to them as ‘rugged individuals.’
Third, money or finance was a theme of concern, and while graziers frequently
found it difficult to make ends meet, they were not obsessed with accumulating capital.
They were painfully aware that the returns on capital investment were minimal, yet
justified their decision to stay on the land as one based on an idyllic, family-centred way
of life. One grazier went so far as valuing working beside his children as being worth
‘tens of thousands of dollars.’ One outsider spoke with envy of graziers’ ability to work
on the land where ‘two generations could work side by side as equals’ fostering family
togetherness and unity.
Lifestyle emerged as a concept with many and varied meanings amongst the
interviewees. In the context of this chapter, lifestyle is relevant as it is an umbrella term
used to capture the feelings, desires, and ethical values that guide graziers in determining
whether they will stay on the property. The strong link between lifestyle, motivation and
agency found in this study explains why some graziers will not implement a change if it is
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at variance with their desired lifestyle (Byron, Curtis & Mackay, 2004) even though they
may believe that the recommended change is economically and environmentally sound.
The nuances of ‘lifestyle’ for graziers are explored further in Chapter 8. In the following
section grazier passivity, as opposed to agency, is raised as a possible alternative reason
for why graziers stay.

7.4

‘They Know Nothing Else’

A noteworthy alternative theme to emerge from the fieldwork, including participant
observation and the in-depth interviews, was the feeling amongst some outside the
industry, and even a few graziers themselves, that graziers are passive actors having few
alternatives. Graziers were viewed as simply reacting to outside forces of globalisation,
recent pushes for environmental sustainability and government-imposed change; they
were fearful of change, and in the context of this chapter, particularly fearful of leaving
their properties. This was particularly the case among those interviewee categories whose
main role is to achieve change in grazier behaviours: Extension; Advisor; and
IndustryOrg.
It’s the only thing they know. It’s fear of taking that next step. It’s their
age. They feel secure. They feel comfortable where they are. They’re
making a living to survive. Yeah, they’ve got you know, they’re not
making a living but they’re living… (Extension10)
They know no better, a lot of them, they know no better and it's fear. A
lot of it is fear. (Advisor10)
I think a lot of people stay on the land because you know, they're afraid
to change. ... I'm here because it's safe; and I don't have to test myself out
in another area. (Extension20)
For some it is a security blanket because they feel they can't do anything
else. So they'll stay there even under duress. (IndustryOrd08)
Here, language such as ‘fear,’ ‘age,’ ‘know no better,’ ‘safe’ and other phrases is used to
convey the perceived inherent conservatism of graziers. Johnsen (2003:140) similarly
reports that New Zealand farmers were reluctant to sell the farm and move into a different
career because of their fear of the unknown and their perception that they lacked
transferable skills or other skills.
As stated in the introduction to this chapter, two discourses were evident in the
interviews: an environmental discourse and a productivist discourse. The environmental
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discourse constructs the grazier as disempowered and incapable of meeting the challenge
of gaining new skills, whether it is within the North Queensland beef cattle industry, or
another industry.
I think just the alternatives aren't really there to do something else. If they
are there, they won't … won't make themselves change. (Advisor07)
Because they've been on the land, [and know] no other trades. … What
are they going to do, especially the older people. (Market07)
Well the other thing is, what else are they going to do? I mean if they
cashed everything in they'd have a very, very small, they've probably got
a very, very small equity. And umm, they'd rather keep the ball revolving
where they can sort of make, have a reasonable cash flow and a
reasonable life at the same time. (Market09)
I think they just stay there because that's what they've always done.
That's the only thing they know. They don't have the skills to be able to
do anything else. And they don't, either don't want to know how to get
the skills or don't know how to get the skills to do something else and
because they're SJ's [Myer-Briggs personality type8], they're
conservative. (Extension03)
And maybe you know if a grazier doesn't stay, what does he do?
Depending on how long he's been there he's not trained for anything else.
(Extension19)
Umm it's what they know. Most of the time it's all that they know.
(Extension04)
One consequence of graziers not being aware of the worth of their skills and their ability
to adapt is that it allows negative portrayals to dominate even their own thinking.
[A] consideration was, well, what else would you do at an age of forty
plus. You'd be loath to start retraining in something else. And then who
wants to start learning how to bang nails at forty when you know how to
do so many things very well in your own particular industry. … [Y]ou
really don't want to go off and learn another skill at that age and go back
to earning the same sort of income and having the same sort of skills as a
twenty year old starting off in a new area. (Grazier13)

8

The Myer-Briggs Type Indicator identifies personality type according to preferences in four
dichotomies, or categories: favourite world – extraversion or introversion; information preference –
sensing or intuitive; decision making – thinking or feeling; structure – judging or perceiving. This
reference to an SJ type person is referring to preferences of sensing and judging in the information and
structure categories. This infers that person would typically have the following traits: traditional,
practical, and methodical; love to make order out of chaos; good at planning, directing and organizing;
slow to accept new ideas; value responsibility and service to others; serious, trustworthy and diligent.
(Myer-Briggs Organisation, 2009)
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Here the grazier devalues their own skills to the extent that they believe that if they leave
the industry they will not be able to obtain anything other than an entry level job
elsewhere.
The second discourse, the productivist discourse, constructs the grazier as
empowered to change, but unaware of their ability. Here the interviewees view graziers as
having a skill set that is readily transferable to another occupation, but the grazier does
not see this as a possibility. This discourse locates graziers as ‘the problem,’ needing
outside assistance, ‘education’ and direction in their decision-making.
A lot of people don’t realise that [if] you can manage a property they’ve
got good management skills. They’re managing resources, they’re
managing money. (Advisor04)
They can't see themselves doing anything else, although in reality they've
often got a lot of skills that they don't realise until they try them out. …
So if they can't see themselves doing anything else they stay there.
(Extension09)
Farmer belief that their skills are not valued outside the industry was also documented by
Lawrence (1994:14). Johnsen (2003:140) found this ironic, “given that farmers’ technical
skills, initiative, and independence are traits often highly sought after by employers.” One
grazier was well aware that his own skill set would enable him to leave grazing if he
wanted to.
[A]nd they can't see themselves doing anything else. …. There are heaps
of things I could do. Other people’s fields might be more limited but they
could still go and get other jobs. But they don't see themselves doing it.
(Grazier20)
But the grazier points out that he is more an exception than the rule, as most graziers limit
themselves by their own lack of self belief. They don’t see that they have options. This is
not to say that the graziers are looking to move off the land; on the contrary, many have
deep emotional ties to the land.
This section presented an image of the grazier as an unempowered, optionless
actor conveyed by answers centred on verbs like ‘can not’ and ‘could not.’ This provides
a dichotomic contrast to the image presented in the previous section where the grazier
was described as agentic by answers using words like ‘independent,’ ‘unique,’ ‘rare
breed’ and ‘rugged individuals.’ Furthermore, it provides an interesting ‘semantic
differential’ description of why graziers stay: active choice verses no alternative; passive
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actors verses agentic actors. Given the accepted heterogeneity of the grazier subculture,
this difference is expected and accepted.

7.5

Place Attachment

The previous three sections dealt with two general grazier motivations that encompass
multiple dimensions: they like what they do; and, they can’t do anything else. This
section and the following three sections explore more specific motivations: place
attachment; love of cattle; it’s in their blood; and, it’s where they fit. This section will
develop the proposition that many graziers stay on their properties because of a deepseated love of their land, and for many a love of that particular piece of land.
Farming in Australia is based on culturally shaped notions of property (Voyce, 1996). In
this study, and others (see for example Lawrence, 1994), graziers are portrayed as having
an intense sense of place9 attachment. Vanclay (2008) defines place as ‘generally
conceived as being “space” imbued with meaning’ (p.3) and ‘space that is special to
someone’ (p.3). The meaning an individual ascribes to a particular place evolves through
the confluence of their own particular ‘the biophysical, social and spiritual worlds’
(Vanclay, 2008:3). The property, or family farm, is both a stimulus and material base
(Johnsen, 2003) for the farmers’ feelings of attachment and belonging: their sense of
place (Eyles, 1985). The farmers’ sense of place, or attachment to their property, is seen
as an important factor in explaining why they stay.
Many graziers have the same feeling towards the land as the Aboriginals
have. (Extenison07)
The reason they stay on the land, because they like it. People like living
on the land. (Extension06)
They love the land. (Extension05)

9

Place is defined by Alan Gussow, a conservationist and a landscape artist as:

… a piece of the whole environment that has been claimed by feelings.
Viewed simply as a life support system, the earth is an environment.
Viewed as a resource that sustains our humanity, the earth is a collection
of places. (Gussow, 1974:27)
This definition reveals an emotional connection with place. A place is more than a geographic location:
it is a part of the physical environment that has meaning for a farmer.

207
It was this thing of land, this land thing. … But I think too that farmers, I
mean graziers, do have a love of the land. There's a relationship there.
They love the land. (Advisor11)
Why do I stay on the land? Because I love it! Yeah it's in my blood.
There's no way you can get rid of it. (Grazier16)
Land hunger - compulsion to own land. Many graziers are fiercely
possessive of their land. A lot of forebears started with small blocks and
built up over time. (Grazier21)
I think also, I don't know exactly why, but I think there is something
about the ownership of land which can't be explained simply in monetary
terms. There is a territorial status derived from the ownership of land and
I don't think it's a rational thing but I do think it's there. (Grazier01)
A number of dimensions of attachment are raised here. One interviewee talks of graziers
as having an attachment to the land that is similar to that of Aboriginal peoples. Several
talk of loving, or liking, the land. Yet others refer to a ‘land hunger’ and a ‘territorial
status.’ All suggest an important relationship between the grazier and their land, and that
the land is an important entity in a grazier’s actor-network. How the grazier enrolls their
land into their network will influence their agency.
Several graziers also hinted at a fundamental link between their lifestyles
(discussed in Section 7.3), their work (discussed in Section 7.3), and their attachment to
their properties, and why they stay.
Well I mean, we said before about we'd be better off selling. But for me
… my own capital costs [that I have invested in this property] is from
working here as a kid [for no income]. I think that defines what the
properties mean to us. It's our profession. I just couldn't imagine moving
away from here. I think I'm probably rational enough that, yes eventually
[I would go if I had to]. But, gee whiz you'd scratch every other sort of
method too, that would try and make money you know. Whether that was
leaving to get a job somewhere else or whatever, it just never entered my
mind really. I know it's a possibility but that's a little bit to do with - I just
can't see myself leaving. Now that I've worked for myself for so long,
gee I'd find it hard. (Grazier02)
Here the grazier recognises that there may be a situation where they would be best to
leave their property, but they would do anything that would enable them to stay because
they have invested so much of themselves in the property. Their relationship with their
property and their sense of place gave them reason to stay on their property, even against
the odds. Farmers experience an intense, natural connection with their landscape, to the
extent that it is more than just a workplace: it is an expression of themselves (see for
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example Leopold, 1939; Cosgrove, Roscoe & Rycroft, 1996). This relationship plays a
significant role in determining the grazier’s goals and their associated decision making
and behaviours. The centrality of attachment to the property was also reported by
Richards et al. (2005) and is aptly illustrated by a quote from one of their grazier
interviewees: “This country means my whole life, yeah, my whole life. Everything in this
world that I do … revolves around this property” (p.200).
For several of the graziers interviewed, their attachment was not to land in
general, it was to their particular parcel of land (for example Grazier01, Grazier02,
Grazier08). The reason that they stayed was because of their attachment to their particular
property, not land in general and not particularly because they wanted to be a grazier. If
they could not be on that particular property, then they could leave the industry. This
finding is supported by Burton (2004) who found that
[F]arm families may adopt the name of the farm as a self-referent label to
refer to the collective symbolic displays of generations of family
members. The farm name thus provides family members with shared
meanings and understandings of events and objects, and at the same time,
the farm as an identity within a community of ‘farm’ identities is
provided with a defined social position. In this way of thinking, it is not
birthright that determines the connection with farmland, but rather the
accumulation of symbolic capital (which tends to be associated with long
family occupancy and therefore birthright). As it is the land that allows
the expression of identity for the farm family, land becomes essential for
the farm family to construct a ‘farmer’ identity. (2004:207)
The farm is not simply an object, it is consubstantial with the farmer and,
importantly, it is the very part of the farmer that is used to express his/her
and his/her family’s identities, both to other members of the farming
community and to the world in general. (2004:208)
Gray (1998:345) identified this special relationship between family and farm whereby the
identities of family members and the farm property are implicated in one another as
‘consubstantiality.’ In the course of my own interactions in the grazier subculture, I have
witnessed many times how reliant other graziers are on knowing which particular cattle
property you are from to be able to better ‘locate’ you within the subculture. As indicated
by Burton (2004) each property has its own ‘persona’ which is characteristed by: its
development history which enlightens in terms of the state of the pastures and the
infrastructure; a cultural history which defines which families have owned and worked on
the property and the way it has been managed; and its own environmental and productive
capacity which influences the quality of cattle produced on the property and the
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sustainability of the cattle production operation. Just knowing which property a grazier
comes from allows other graziers and people working with the North Queensland beef
cattle industry to locate the grazier in terms of geography, capacity and how they might
match the subculture’s expectations of a good grazier. For example, graziers owning
properties in the ‘basalt country’ around Charters Towers are widely thought of as being
lucky because of the richness in terms of soil types and also because they generally have
good access to underground water supplies. But conversely their properties have
significant rock coverage which means mustering, fencing and other activities can be
more difficult. Some graziers say that they would never leave the basalt area, and yet
others who would never go there. This illuminates why some graziers are not simply
attached to the land, but they are attached to a particular piece of land.
While graziers show an intense emotional attachment to their land, the
widespread feeling and acknowledgement amongst the interviewees was that this
attachment often prevented the grazier from viewing their property as a profit-making
enterprise. One grazier recognised by Graziers and Extension officers as an exemplar
business-minded grazier, highlights the powerful but illogical emotional attachment:
I think there is a lot of emotional attachment to it. … I think from my
own point of view – [property-a] - it’s got its virtues but it is also a pretty
ordinary place. I remember, years ago, when we were in the cattle slump.
We had to sell [property-b]. But a bit later, I actually thought we would
have to sell [property-a], and I actually had to put it on the market. I was
surprised at how I didn’t want to sell it. I have found since then - even
[property-c] - I would have difficulty selling that. That’s crazy. I have
never even lived there. But we have done a lot of work there - not me
physically - because [my manager] has done it all. But I am surprised at
my attitude there - not a lot of logic in it. (Grazier08)
Here, the grazier conveys the sense of deep emotional attachment, but one deriving not
just from occupation of the land, but as much from having given of themselves in
developing it. Another grazier whose property has been in the family for several
generations expressed the view that if he lost, or had to sell, his property then he would
just as easily move away from the land and from the rural milieu. In this case, his
attachment was based on the family’s ownership and development of that particular
property over several generations. Similarly Johnsen (2003) found a strong relationship
between New Zealand farmers and their land and also reports the potential negative
aspects of the relationship. Johnsen notes that for some farmers “these very ties to land
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and stock, and the responsibilities vested in their guardianship, intensified feelings of
failure and helplessness” (2003:142).
Farmers are strongly motivated to be good stewards of their land (Nassauer 1988,
1989). This stewardship10 role is integral to the grazier’s sense of place and attachment to
their land, and critical to be able to protect the land for future generations (Ryan, Erickson
and De Young, 2003:33). In fact, “[t]he primary motivation driving most farmers is to
hand the farm on to their children in a better condition than they themselves inherited it”
(Vanclay, 1998:8). Grazier09 focused attention on this responsibility to leave their land in
better shape than they receive it.
The land [is why they stay]. The land yeah. On the land and when they're
working those machines they're putting in dams or whatever they're
doing but they're making the land better, they're improving the land. …
But it's the land first. (Grazier09)
Yeah, well I think you're working with animals. You're working with the
land and all the producers and the animals and you can shape the destiny
of that piece of land. And my father always said this, he said, "Any
improvement you do in your life time is a monument to your good sense
or your stupidity." When you're gone people will come and use that yard
and they'll say, "Gee this thing, this is a very good yard." Or they'll say,
"Who the blooming hell built this mongrel thing?" if you make a mess of
it. He [my father] said, "Any improvement you ever make, you think
about it because it's going to be a memorial." I think that's one of the
things that drives us, I really do. (Grazier09)
The interviewees draw attention to the fact that a grazier will be judged by others
according to how well they look after and improve the property. This reinforces the
finding in Chapter 6 whereby the roadside appearance of the property was identified as
one of the front stage means of evaluating grazier performance.
Graziers have a relationship with their land and this relationship is a motivating
factor for why graziers stay on the land. The nature of the relationship ranges from
uninhibited love of the land, through to the strong desire to remain on their particular
parcel of land; acting as a custodian of the land to maintain its environmental
sustainability and for some to ensure that the property is in better shape when they hand it
over to the next generation. From an ‘economic rationalist’ perspective, this attachment

10

Graziers see themselves as stewards of the land and increasingly align themselves with sustainable
agriculture (Carolan, 2006).
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and behaviour is clearly irrational. Perhaps a more appropriate perspective to understand
this deep attachment is the notion of ‘multifunctionality11’ of land use (Holmes, 2006,
Holmes, 2002; Cocklin, Dibden & Mautner, 2006). Many graziers enjoy just spending
time ‘on their land’- taking the family for a picnic or a swim in the creek; going for a
horse ride with the kids; bush walking; some are avid bird watchers keeping records of
sightings and recording them for organisations like RAOU (Royal Australian
Ornithologists Union). Here the grazier’s emphasis in on aesthetic and consumptive
(Holmes, 2002) use of the land rather than just the productive use. Recent work (see for
example Cocklin et al., 2006; Holmes, 2006; Holmes, 2002; Wilson, 2001) has gone
some way to addressing the non-economic appreciation of land, which needs to taken into
account when making economic or public policy decisions.

7.6

Love of Cattle

An issue related to the above focus on why graziers have an immense attachment to the
land, is the admiration of the cattle themselves. As highlighted in Chapter 6 there is
symbolic significance and pride in producing ‘good cattle’ which in turn are an indicator
of grazier success. Frequently, all people involved with the cattle industry talked about
and celebrated a love of cattle. One male grazier, perhaps somewhat at the extreme end,
noted that while women can have children ‘… the only thing we [men] can produce is a
beast. We can select the father and we can select the mother … It’s satisfying, it’s good,
it’s challenging’ (Grazier09). The following quotes are representative of the perceived
grazier-cattle relationship.
Yeah probably a mixture of all love of animals, love of land, just love of
the things that go with it [grazing] sort of. …. Well that's part of it, we
get out there and you see nature, you're with it and you're right with it
and you're interested in it. It's a great life. If you're not interested in
animals well this is no life for you. (Grazier16)
My second great love, though my family probably thinks it is my first, is
cattle. At the end of the day, when everybody is tired and knocked up,

11

Referring to Australian agriculture, Holmes defines multifunctionality “as a characteristic of all rural
holdings, even those outwardly in pursuit of monofunctional production or consumption goals” (2006,
145). Also referring to the Australian context, Cocklin et al., (2006) view multifunctionality as
indicating a shift from the land having a purely productivist imperative towards having environmental
and social outcomes as well.
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I’ll say to [my son] “You have to give those weaners a drink.” They think
sometimes that the cattle are more important. (Grazier17)
And then I do like cattle. (Grazier11)
Yeah I think they're cattle people and that's, you know, that's their
culture. (Extension03)
They like animals and it's a hard thing to break with animals and that sort
of thing sometimes. (Extension10)
A lot of people just love their cattle. … They're stock people. (Market07)
Most commonly, graziers talked of their cattle in the same sentence as talking about love
of family. Their work revolved around caring for their cattle. One DPI extension officer
went so far as to describe the admiration for cattle as a ‘culture’ (Extension03).
So deep is the affection for working with cattle that some outsiders believed that
economic circumstance could never be low enough for them to move off the land. One
rural consultant noted:
In fact I was talking to an American guy just recently and I said “Why,
what happens in America?” And he said “Well our [other primary]
producers are far more businesslike than our beef producers.” And I said
“Why do you think that is?” And he said “Well you can't like a chook.”
”But” he said, “our cattle producers like their cows.” So he said, “There's
a sort of a lifestyle element in there.” And he said, “The other thing, is
we can't pay them a low enough price to get them out of the industry.”
He said, “they'll hang on in there,” and he said, “they'll take jobs off farm
to stay in there running their cattle.” (Advisor02)
This love of animals is almost always directly linked – frequently in the same breath – to
a love of land. In their study on the Fitzroy Basin area of Central Queensland, Richards et
al.(2005) similarly found that beef cattle graziers “relished their association with the land
and stock” (2005:200). The property, or family farm, is both a stimulus and material base
(Johnsen, 2003) for the farmers’ feelings of attachment and belonging: their sense of
place (Eyles, 1985).
In the previous section, graziers were portrayed as having a strong land
attachment; Extension07 describing it as akin to an indigenous attachment to land. The
love of land being talked about in the context of the preceding paragraph is somewhat
different. Paraphrasing the feelings of a number of graziers and non-graziers, love of land
in this context is tightly coupled with an ability to work with cattle. For some graziers the
two are linked such that their desire to ‘run cattle’ is so strong that they are not attached to
a particular property, but to land in general. Because the primacy of their attachment to
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land is that it facilitates their attachment to cattle, they would be able to relocate to
wherever land was available if they could no longer run cattle where they were.
Attachment to land and attachment to cattle can both, at times, give rise to behaviours that
do not seem rational to others. Within the social sciences there has long been an
appreciation of the non-economic elements which are critical to understanding what
might seem like ‘irrational’ behaviour. Animal and land attachment are palpable
examples of such intangible, non-economic elements.

7.7

It’s in Their Blood - Intergenerational Succession

The dominant form of farming in Australia is the family farm (Halpin & Martin, 1999;
Vanclay, 1998), with most of the work done by family members (Lewis, 1990; Marsden
et al., 1990; Productivity Commission, 2005). Gasson and Errington (1993) define the
family farm business as having six elements comprising: the business principals are
related by kinship or marriage; the business principals own and manage the business;
family members capitalise the business; family members including business principals
work on the farm; there is intergenerational transfer of business ownership and
managerial control with the passage of time; and, the family is domiciled on the farm
(1993:18). The definition has been strongly criticised by Djurfeldt (1996) because he
believes that it underplays the role of family labour. Notwithstanding this criticism, the
definition has relevance for this study because it clearly identifies the dual nature of
family farms whereby farmers engage in capitalist relations external to the farm, yet their
internal relations are structured around kinship lines, so that the goals of the enterprise
must be balanced against those of the household (Halpin & Martin, 1999:84). Referring to
the Gasson and Errington’s (1993) definition, Johnsen (2003, 2004) describes the family
farm unit as a “complex entity characterised by the coincidence of three core components:
enterprise, household, and property” (2003:131). The enterprise is responsible for
producing an agricultural commodity for sale on external markets, the household is the
“group of actors who …own the farm and are responsible for its operation,” and the
property represents the embodiment of the farm in land, infrastructure and stock (Johnsen,
2003:131-132).
Mooney (1988) argues that family farmers retain an intimate relationship to their
work in which there is no division between work, family, or culture. In no other area of
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economic activity is there less separation between family and enterprise than in the
example of farming; if you sell the family farm you also lose the family home. A key
theme emerging from this study (see Section 7.5) is the sense that each generation feels
an obligation to maintain and enhance the family farm for the express purpose of passing
it on to the next generation. Continuing the family farm is an important motive for many
farmers (McCann, Sullivan, Erickson, & De Young, 1997). Strongly related to this is the
idea that no-one wants to be responsible for having to sell the family farm.
Although in 1990s economic forces and policies encouraged graziers to ‘get big
or get out,’ this has not proven to be the case. The average number of beef farm
businesses in 1993-94 was 17, 393 compared to 24, 416 in 2003-04 (Department of
Agriculture Fisheries and Forestry, 2005a:29). This equates to a growth of approximately
40 percent in number of farm businesses in a 10 year period. Indeed, the smaller family
farm where family members provide the labour has proven to be resilient and adaptive in
the face of difficult markets and hard economic times (Reinhardt & Barlett, 1989; Buttel
et al., 1990a). Given the fact that the survival of the property is intimately linked with the
survival of the family, people in this study were vehement in their desire to keep the
family farm and convince others of their unshakable need to do this.
Many graziers are keen to give their children a tertiary education or a trade
qualification to ensure that they have options for the future and are not locked into the
family farm. Both graziers and non-graziers cited examples of children of graziers who,
despite gaining tertiary education, were pulled back to the land. Despite the obvious
disparity between metropolitan and rural incomes, lifestyle and access to cultural
resources, the people in the study talked about this pull back to the land in almost biblical
language. Following are some of the themes which emerged during the course of the
fieldwork:
Many graziers are fiercely possessive of their land. A lot of forebears
started with small blocks and built up over time. (Grazier21)
I mean I think the heritage thing and the comparison between generations
that people sort of say my family has put three generations into this
property. They've survived floods, fires and famines and the great
depression and all this sort of thing and I don't want to be the generation
that succumbs. There is a pressure on people to survive the odds ... to go
on and triumph and be able to hand things on to the family or at least
give them the opportunity. (Grazier01)
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Of course, it is their home. It is mixed up with your home. You had your
mother, or your father, or your uncle, or whoever it was. Not just work you have done all the “home things” at the same place. (Grazier08)
Because Dad was on the land, and his dad was on the land, and I’m the
only son and my brothers have now left the property. But I think they
understand now that it is pointless hanging on. Most of the ones that I
deal with are doing reasonably well. I have heard some that have
struggled that have got out. (Advisor08)
Yeah a lot of it is umm, Dad started it I've got to do my bit to improve it
and it's got to be here and bigger and better to hand onto the next
generation. (Advisor09)
They encourage their kids to go and do something else so they have
something behind them to fall back on. But then a lot of the kids come
back to the land … If I look around my circle of friends, a lot of their
children have gone and done apprenticeships, or you know, done various
professions or whatever. But, they've come back and are now heavily
involved in the [property]. (Extension16)
Others stay because their grandfather and great grandfather owned the
land and they don't dare let it out of the family. (IndustryOrg09)
The guilt ... it's pretty big. A lot of pressure [is] applied through that.
(Advisor03)
There are others we know who get quite miserable. They think they
ought to be there because it's the family property that has been left to
them. They can't leave, you know, they feel reluctant. (Advisor04)
The three graziers (Grazier21, Grazier01 and Grazier08) all have a long legacy on the
land and deeply feel an obligation to stay on the land which is borne out of the hard work
and perseverance of previous kin. As children, they sat and listened to stories of hardship,
survival, triumph and pride. Each generation strives to build a better capital asset for their
children. In these circumstances it is difficult, if not impossible, to conceive of failing to
pass the family farm on. Contrary to the obligation that the current generation feels to
stay, many graziers intentionally give their children the best possible education and
encourage them to pursue careers off farm. A plausible explanation for this apparent
contradiction12 is their desire to ensure that their children are free to make a choice. Of
course, they sincerely hope that at least one child will come back to continue the family

12

The contradiction is that children are being granted free choice but in the parents eyes there is a clear
right (to stay) and wrong (to leave) decision. In many cases significant guilt and passive pressure is
brought to bear to ensure the right decision is made.
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farm. However, they want them to return, not because they are obliged, to but because
they have experienced life off the farm, and have made an informed decision to return.
The strength of grazier commitment to continued family ownership of the
property, and their willingness to do whatever it takes to ensure this is summed up by
IndustryOrg11:
[I]f that person [grazier] is firmly committed to staying on that place and
that’s the top of the list [then] there’s no use you talking to them about
low returns on that place, or selling it and invest somewhere else because
that’s not going to work towards their goal. [You have to] develop a
totally different plan. Start at the top and acknowledge that [they are
determined to keep the property] and say – ‘Well we’re not about just
making you a successful grazier or making you a more successful
grazier. We’re talking about this property and how this property is going
to be improved. How it’s going to be, you know, safe guarded and all this
stuff while still earning a living from it.’ And that’s what I think people
stay there for. The earning of the living is a secondary thing. And they do
make accommodation in their living standard to stay there, right. When
the money isn’t coming in, you know, they don’t buy a car. ... They take
the kids out of the private schools and they do all these things right. And
they start skimping and scraping. And you don’t have holidays and you
don’t, you know, get other things. And all that sort of stuff. And then you
let your insurance go on the house. But what you do is you just, you
know, try and maintain an image as it were.13 (IndustryOrg11)
This strong relationship between a grazier and their family, as was the case with the
relationship between a grazier and their land (see Section 7.5), has a potential downside in
that it can blinker a grazier from their own economic reality. Longworth and Riethmuller
(1993) support this finding and postulate that some farmers are willing to accept low
income levels because they are more interested in retaining the farm for future
generations and farming as a way of life, than as a business operation. Even so,
IndustryOrg11 did not think that this relationship had to have negative outcomes.
So I think [that] if you’ve got that degree of connection though, surely
there must be a very real positive way that [it] could be utilised as a
strength that could somehow bring purpose and unity into some of the
changes. (IndustryOrg11)

13

This quote was also used in Chapter 5 to support the proposition that for Graziers viability meant
staying even though you had to drop your standard of living. It is used again in this Chapter which
reinforces the notion of the grazier’s commitment to continue ownership of the family farm ‘no matter
what it takes.’
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There is a belief that this strong commitment to family continuance on the property could
be harnessed to encourage the grazier to take up changes that facilitate their strong desire
for family succession on the property. However, the change makers need to be aware of
the strength of this relationship and how it influences grazier decision making when they
develop strategies to achieve change within the North Queensland beef cattle industry.

7.8

Where They Fit - Social Networks

For farmers, farming is “the meaning of life. … Farmers want to farm. It gives them their
identity and their sense of achievement” (Allison, 1996:142). Farmer identity is shaped
through farming practice (Burgess et al., 2000), which in turn is a product of the farmer’s
personal and family history and their surrounding social structure (Phillips & Gray,
1994). A farmer’s ability to change either their farming practices or their family situation
is determined to some extent by ‘local cultures and practices’ (Lawrence, 1994:14). It is
important to reiterate both the positive and negative aspects of ‘community’ (Worsley,
1987). Community is a powerful component binding individuals, families, and social
groups into a sense that there is something unique which binds them and separates them
from outsiders. Both the interviews and the participant observation for this research
signified a feeling that what separated farming areas from metropolitan areas was a strong
sense of community. Previous research similarly reports that graziers are found to have a
strong sense of social cohesion (Holmes & Day, 1995). Permeating the interviews for this
study was a sense that graziers would experience a loss of belonging if they were to leave.
Well it’s something I’ve been born and bred with. And how can you
change lifestyle and be in a suburban area. I know some people have
retired and done this, and some people have been most unhappy about it
too. (Grazier07)
Many graziers form very close social networks with neighbours and
others within their locality and this might make it hard to leave.
(Market01)
Yes and [it is important] be one of the mob. And you know they haven’t
got that same identity [if they leave the property]. And I mean … people
have said that to me when they’ve left farms, you know, that they didn’t
realise how much of a grief process there would be. Not so much, you
know, the income and all those things, just the whole identity. That
[when they left] they had to recreate an identity. (IndustryOrg11)
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There is a natural reluctance on the part of many older farmers to retire from the industry
and to leave rural areas (Greble, 1979). It is underscored by a fear of losing all links to
their farm and former lifestyle (Webb, Cary & Geldens, 2002) and losing touch with
networks of family and friends (Tonts, 2000).
For some graziers, and not only older graziers, leaving the farm could also be
tinged with feelings of guilt, failure and disapproval.
I think there's also the community thing that if you're going to do that leave your property - you'd have to go away. Not only would you be
leaving your property, you would be leaving your friends, your relatives,
your social structure behind … I do think certainly up until recently there
has been a certain level of disapproval of those who jump ship. So not
only were you just leaving your job, you were also leaving your social
support system. (Grazier01)
Leaving the property means abandoning one’s sense of self, losing validation as a
respected and productive grazier, and forsaking one’s long built attachment to the
community. As Gray, Lawrence and Dunn (1993) observe:
Leaving farming is not merely a career change. For those who have
inherited the farm, it involves loss of birthright, loss of social status and
community contact and loss of access to a satisfying career and quality of
life. (1993:16)
This is principally because of a perceived sense of failure and a measure of guilt for not
having the skills or perseverance necessary to maintain the family farm.
While producers identify guilt and failure, non-graziers were less judgmental in
their perception of rural networks and community. For example:
To me, a lot of people were on the land because it was a “way of life,”
not because they wanted to make money… I think that was secondary to
their “way of life,” to the comradeship that they have with their
neighbours, with their communities. And the communities tend to be
very strong and an underestimated part in all of this. (IndustryOrg12)
The other thing is, I think a lot of the people in the industry like to
socialise with other people in the industry. I don't say they don't like to
socialise with people outside the industry but they seem to enjoy the
company of their own sort of people from their own background. There's
some really big exceptions to that when you sort of go around the district.
But as a group I think most of them sort of really like their own
company. You know what it's like when you're in company with
someone that you've got nothing in common with. It's not that easy to
strike up a conversation or whatever. (Extension01)
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Both graziers and non-graziers see community as important and highlight the supportive
and positive aspects of community. However, some graziers clearly identify a judgmental
and constraining role for community. The non-graziers are more neutral, less inclined to
make a moral judgement and highlight the constructive and largely unacknowledged role
of community.
A strong sense of status derives from being accorded respect and inclusion in the
community. This was recognised by several non-graziers, as evidenced by the following
comments from two extension officers, a financial advisor, a researcher and an official
from Meat and Livestock Australia:
I think [the reason they stay] it's the same reason I continue to do what I
do. If you're a grazier, you're a someone. Maybe not financially but you
are someone. You're [a well known grazier] and you run [a good
property] and you're someone. If you had $2 million and you lived on the
Gold Coast you'd be, in a way, you'd be no one. (Extension21)
They fit where they are from. (Advisor05)
Like not having to say who they are. (IndustryOrg01)
And yeah, and it's that rural community thing as well. The rural social
structure as well. It's different, yeah. And that's what people like. I think
it's something that they're proud of too, particularly of being generations
on the land. (Extension04)
Just being a grazier almost automatically places you in context and grants you an elevated
status. To walk away from your property would mean an automatic loss of dignity, status
and context; you would no longer know who you were. Cheers (1993) links identity to
locale for rural people, and posits that this link is more essential for rural people than fit is
for urban people: moving out of a locale, for a rural person means much more than just
shifting house – it also means a re-identification of ‘self.’

7.9

Conclusion

This chapter has provided an explanation of why, contrary to ‘common sense’ and
economic rationalism, graziers continue to stay on the land. As was the case in Chapter 6,
grazier heterogeneity was reinforced as they were found to be motivated by a multiplicity
of goals relating to: use of their time and their capital; their relationship with their
property; and, the ideal way to manage their farm. At times these goals may even be
conflicting (Vanclay & Lawrence, 1995a). In this study, contrary to the findings of other
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researchers (Gasson, 1973; Gasson & Errington, 1993), not one interviewee identified
economic goals as motivation for staying on the property. The field of economics and
applying rationalist arguments fail to provide an adequate explanation of grazier
motivation. Nor do they address the seeming reluctance of graziers to take up change.
The important sociological concept of ‘agency,’ as defined by Giddens (1984)
and modified by ANT (Callon, 1986; Latour, 1986; Law, 1992; Callon & Law, 1995;
Verschoor, 1997; Lockie & Kitto, 2000; Herbert-Cheshire, 2003) has been invoked in this
chapter to attempt to explain the perennial, yet unresolved issue of the intransigence of
the grazier. The construction of the grazier’s actor-network through enrolment of other
entities is dynamic, giving rise to translation: as the network actors continually redefine
their interests and objectives. An additional entity within the grazier actor-network - the
grazier’s Community - surfaced in this chapter, as did new instruments/dimensions for the
enrolment of previously identified entities. It is important to note that the grazier’s
Community entity14 might overlap with the grazier subculture entity, but one is not a
subset of the other. It is worth noting that the two entities Family Tradition and
Spouse/Children, which have been quite separate in their enrolment instruments from data
analysis in previous chapters exhibit overlap from the findings of this chapter. Thus, from
this point forward in the thesis Family Tradition will be defined as previous generations
of the family: Spouse/children will be defined as the grazier’s own immediate family as
so named. Despite this overlap, because of the distinctness of the two actors, especially in
Chapter 5, the two actors/actor classes will be retained and where they overlap in terms of
enrolment, the enrolment instruments will be shown for both actors/actor classes, and
they will be shown as moderating actors for the enrolment of each other.
Analysis of interview data relating to what motivates graziers to remain in the
industry, yielded eight new enrolment instruments connecting actors to the graziers and
and through the enactment of which they are able to apply isomorphic pressure on
graziers: farm labour: intergenerational succession; love of cattle; desire to work with
cattle; sense of place; sense of belonging; stewartship (of the environment), and the rural

14

A grazier’s community includes all of the people that the grazier associates with linked to their rural
life. It will include other graziers, but it is not limited to other graziers. It will include people who work
on the property, other rural people living the same geographic area, cattle buyers, produce agents who
supply chemicals and feed mix etcetera. There are a wide variety of people with whom the grazier
interacts and socialises, and who form the grazier’s community.
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way of life. In addition to some new instruments providing a means of enrolling the new
actor – Community – into the grazier actor-network, the new instruments add to the
complexity of four of the connections between the graziers and actors identified in
previous data analysis chapters – Family Tradition, Spouse/Children, Cattle and Property.
The actors/actor classes, and their connections with Grazier, that have developed
from the data analysis presented so far, are shown in Figure 7.1. The new actor/actor
class, and connections that have been further illuminated in this chapter, are bolded in the
figure.
Figure 7.1 The grazier actor-network relating to change, success and motivation

Family
Tradition

Extension
Community

1.
Property

2.

10.

Spouse/
Children

3.

9.
4.

Grazier

Grazier
Subculture

8.
Cattle

5.
7.
Mother
Nature

6.
Markets
Government

The details of each connection (or enrolment) have been elaborated by numbering each
actor/actor class connection shown in Figure 7.1, and including a similarly numbered
table in the Figure 7.2 which shows only the new information: new connections; or, new
information for an existing connection. Connections for which there is no new
information are not shown in Figure 7.2.
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Figure 7.2 Aspects of enrolment for the grazier actor-network relating to motivation
1. Family Tradition - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Farm Labour
• Markets
• Community
• Grazier Subculture
• Spouse/Children
Intergenerational
• Community
Succession
• Grazier Subculture
• Spouse/Children
3. Spouse/Children - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Farm Labour
• Markets
• Community
• Grazier Subculture
• Family Tradition
Intergenerational
• Community
Succession
• Grazier Subculture
• Family Tradition

4. Markets – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Self Image
• Community
6. Cattle - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Love of cattle - • Family Tradition
attachment
Desire to work with
cattle

9. Property – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
Sense of place attachment
Stewardship role
Rural way of life

Moderating Actor/s
• Family Tradition
•
•
•
•

Spouse/Children
Family Tradition
Spouse/Children
Community

10. Community - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Sense of belonging
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Market

The complete specification of each connection (or enrolment) is given in Figures E1 in
Appendix E. In Figure E1 the following details are given for each actor-grazier
connection: individual instruments of enrolment; and other actors/actor classes who may
moderate the implementation of that instrument of enrolment.
Table 7.3 merges the descriptions of all actor-network connections allowing easy
identification of actors enrolled by a particular instrument and of the other actors
moderating that enrolment instrument. To interpret the information in Table 7.3, the
columns represent Actors/actor classes who are enrolled into the grazier’s network, and
the rows represent the Enrolment Instruments that enrol individual Actors/actor classes
into the grazier’s network. Actors who moderate, or influence, how a particular
instrument will enrol an actor into a grazier’s network are shown in the intersecting cells.
A shaded cell indicates that the particular enrolment instrument (row) does not enrol that
actor (column) into the grazier’s network. A clear cell indicates that the particular
enrolment instrument (row) does enrol that actor (column) into the grazier’s network, and
the enrolment is not moderated by any other actor from the grazier’s network. Each
enrolment instrument may facilitate the enrolment of more than one actor into the
grazier’s network. For example, Good Grazier Behaviour enrols both Family Tradition
and Subculture into the grazier’s network. Additionally, the grazier’s relationship with the
actor Grazier Subculture influences how the instrument Good Grazier Behaviour enrols
Family Tradition into the grazier’s network and vice versa.

Table 7.3 – Matrix representation of the Grazier actor-network showing instruments that enrol actors into the grazier’s network.
Extension

Take
up
change

Spouse/
Children
of • Family Tradition
• Extension
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Spouse/Children • Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture • Grazier Subculture • Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Markets
• Markets
• Government
• Government
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Mother Nature
• Mother Nature
• Family Tradition
• Extension
• Grazier Subculture • Grazier Subculture

Grazier
Subculture
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Extension
• Family Tradition

• Grazier Subculture

• Family Tradition

Land
• Family Tradition
• Extension
Management
• Grazier Subculture • Grazier Subculture
Regime
Financial
• Family Tradition
Management
Regime
Good
Grazier
• Grazier Subculture
Behaviour
Self Image

• Extension
• Family Tradition

Farm Labour

Intergenerational
Succession
Love of Cattle
Desire to work
with cattle
Sense of place
Sense
of
belonging
Stewardship
Rural way of life

• Markets
• Community
• Grazier
Subculture
• Spouse/Children
• Community
• Grazier
Subculture
• Spouse/Children

Enrolled Actors
Markets
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Government
• Mother Nature

Government
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Mother Nature

Mother Nature

Cattle

Property

Community

• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension

• Family Tradition
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Enrolment Instruments

Cattle
Management
Regime
Breed of Cattle

Family Tradition

• Family Tradition
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Community

• Family Tradition
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture • Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Markets

• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier
Subculture
• Market

• Markets
• Community
• Grazier
Subculture
• Family Tradition
• Community
• Grazier
Subculture
• Family Tradition
• Family Tradition
• Family Tradition
• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Spouse/Children
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Community
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Analysis of grazier motivation to stay on their properties reinforced the primacy
of the grazier’s connection with their property, and the related connection between the
grazier and their family. Both of these relationships have significant influence on the
grazier’s agency relating to all the decisions associated with ownership and
management of the property. This relationship between place, or sense of place, and a
grazier is evidence of the mutuality between place and human that Malpas (2008) writes
of:
[O]ur connection to place operates through our engagement with and
movement through place – and in so doing we allow the character of
places to appear – we ourselves inevitably shaped by those places, and
so stand under their sway. … It is through our engagement that place
takes on a sense and a significance of its own. (Malpas, 2008:330-31)
Understanding this connection is fundamental to understanding why place is important
in human life and experience, and to identity. The grazier’s relationship with their cattle
also is agentic in that for many graziers if they could not work with cattle they would
leave the land. Both the land and cattle are critical entities in a grazier’s work activities,
and are the essence of what graziers love about their work. The land and the cattle are
material and symbolic phenomena that endow the physical space of the family farm
with its socio-cultural meaning (Yarwood and Evans, 2000), which in turn endows the
farmer with a sense of place (Eyles, 1985) and stimulates their feelings of attachment
and belonging. Finally, community and family also influence the grazier’s agency,
strongly influencing their decision of when to retire, and where to retire to, if they can
ever face making the decision at all. There are many very strong messages in these
findings for those who are trying to influence grazier behaviour. The principal
influences on grazier behaviour are spatial and socio-cultural, rather than scientific or
economic. The training of people trying to enact change is typically entrenched in either
science, economics or politics. An awareness of relevant spatial and socio-cultural
factors and their influence on graziers, might allow ‘agents of change’ to more readily
gain grazier co-operation in achieving changes that will improve the graziers’ overall
position and meet society’s post-productive goals for the grazier occupied rural spaces.
Lifestyle was widely held to be an important reason why graziers stay on the
land. Yet there was much variance between what individual interviewees meant by
grazier lifestyle. Chapter 8 will investigate the meaning of grazier lifestyle according to
the definitions provided by interviewees.

8

Branding the Grazier: The Battle over
Lifestyle

8.1

Introduction

The aim of this thesis is to understand why graziers behave the way they do when
subjected to the isomorphising pressures of their ‘human environment’ to change. In the
previous two chapters I analysed interviewee perceptions of how graziers measure
performance and of what motivates graziers. Graziers were shown to favour noneconomic indicators of success and to be motivated by the achievement of non-economic
goals. For farmers, change is generally embraced if it improves performance, and aligns
with the motivations of the entity implementing the change. No matter which group of
interviewees – extension agencies, government agencies, financial counsellors, and
researchers - the most frequent and unanimous reason given for graziers staying on their
property was ‘lifestyle.’ First this chapter defines lifestyle in general sociological terms.
The many meanings of ‘lifestyle’ that were used by the key players in this study are then
examined, and there is an endeavour to unpack the various meanings. Finally, the
connection between lifestyle and change, first mentioned in Chapter 5 and again in
Chapter 6, is explored to more fully understand the constantly evolving life of graziers in
the North Queensland beef cattle industry, and the resultant lifestyle.

8.2

The Production of Lifestyle (Theory)
Lifestyle is a concept that has come into sociological discourse over the last

decade to mark a significant change away from ‘class’ as a marker and definer of people’s
life chances. Of course, lifestyle, like many other concepts which emanate in everyday
public discourse, is open to a range of interpretations. Chaney (1996) describes lifestyle
as "patterns of action that differentiate people" and "help make sense of what people do,
and why they do it, and what doing it means to them and others" (1996:4). Bullock,
Stallybrass and Trombley (1988) define lifestyle as:
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[A]ll the observable characteristics of a person, e.g. his manner of dress,
way of speaking, personal appearance, domestic habits, and choice of
friends, which serve to indicate his value system and attitudes towards
himself and aspects of his environment. These characteristics serve as a
social signal to others, who react accordingly with feelings of trust,
admiration, liking, etc., or the opposite. Latterly, most commonly in the
phrase ‘life style politics,’ it has connoted an outlook less concerned with
traditional public issues [rights and duties, liberty, equality, justice, etc.]
and more with the quality of life, in respect of environmental concern,
the nature of work and so on. Politically it is associated with the
emergence of green politics. (Bullock et al, 1988:477)
While much of the discussion about lifestyle has turned in recent times to consider the
consumption habits of cosmopolitan professionals or of the rise of green politics, it seems
reasonable to use the term to describe the day to day lives of graziers. Graziers form a
sociological category in the sense of having a number of clearly definable traits,
appearance, and way of thinking about the world. They form a clearly identifiable group
and it is feasible that they have a dissimilar lifestyle to other sociological groups.
Lifestyle is now used as a catch-all term that embraces both positive and negative
connotations. For example, Grazier03, on hearing that many people believed that lifestyle
was the reason why graziers stayed on the land animatedly burst out:
Lifestyle is a funny one to talk about. People say "I don't make a lot of
money but it's the lifestyle that attracts me." And you feel like saying
"Which part of the lifestyle is it? Is it feeding cattle in droughts? Or
fixing broken windmills? Or driving steel posts? Or is it the one week a
year when you have a wet season, and it's all nice?" Which part of the
lifestyle are they talking about? Where I start work at 5:30am every
morning and don't finish till after dark? (Grazier03)
Lifestyle here is defined in primarily negative and mocking terms by the grazier who saw
mainly long days and hard work as central to the their own life. For a large part of the
time, it’s the everyday routine things which need to be attended to. All of the activities
identified are very physical activities which force (or allow) the grazier to get away by
themselves. At the same time they are working out in the open air, enjoying the
environment and relatively free to control their own situation and timetable. These
characteristics separate their ‘lifestyle’ from that of others. Advisor03 put forward his
point of view focusing more on iconic cowboy aspects; “I think the horses and the rodeos
and the camp drafts and things like that are pretty important to them and that's fair
enough.” In this sense, lifestyle is about doing things with their bodies or their hands,
even if they are ‘doing things’ that are responses to things that have been ‘done to them’
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[fixing the fence]. While the truly positive things might be miniscule in number or time,
this sense of lifestyle mirrors the elite athlete who spends hours training for the one
minute of exertion only to come in second, but in the end it is what they train for.
Lifestyle can also be a defining feature of people’s existence and have a large
bearing on what they do and how they present themselves. As within any industry, there
is a range of activities which must be attended to by graziers during the course of a season
or year. Extension16, a researcher, talked about the differences in the lifestyles of various
graziers that they know:
It comes back to their own sort of self image and why they're there, and
what they want to get out of it personally. I'm sure there are people who
get a big kick out of presenting the he-man image and, you know,
chasing the camp drafts1 around the country side. And I know some
damn good cattlemen who pursue that lifestyle with great vigour. I've got
friends that probably run their properties just to make the money to chase
the bloody lifestyle whether it's polocrosse or camp drafting or whatever.
… The only ones who can sustain it I think are the ones who make that
[a] part of their business as well - I mean training horses and selling them
for camp drafting and polocrossee. … I do know people who make quite
a nice sideline trading in horses because of their skills - be it [in]
polocrosse or camp drafting. That's one of the problems with the industry
is that you can't categorise the people or the industry or it's one of the
things that makes it so damn interesting.
By way of contrast he also spoke of a grazier friend “and he probably [has] never been
like that. I guess he has all the skills to be but he's never sort of chased the camp draft
circuit or whatever.”
Graziers are no more imprecise than other groupings when it comes to making
sense of their world. It’s more that ‘lifestyle’ is a concept that encompasses a range of
activities, in the context of changing market and political circumstances. Unlike other
categories, like social class for instance, lifestyle is thought of as more fluid and

1

A camp draft is a competition which tests a person’s horse riding skills and their ability to control the
movement of cattle while they are on horseback. In the competition, a rider must “cut out,” or extricate ,
one beast from a mob of cattle in the card or “camp” and block and turn that beast at least two or three
times to prove to the judge that they have the beast under control. They then take the beast oit of the
yard and through a course around pegs involving right and left turns in a figure eight, before guiding it
through two pegs known as “the gate’. The outside course must be completed in less than 40 seconds.
(Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Campdrafting accessed February 09, 2010)
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constantly changing. Extension17, a researcher, could not see much reason, other than
lifestyle, for a lot of graziers to stay on their properties:
I mean I can't see much other reason for a lot of people. It's certainly not
for profit. If they sold that place and invested they'd get much more
money back. So it must be because (a) they like cattle and they love the
land in general; and (b) being free to do what they want.
Here lifestyle is juxtaposed with the rational economic motive. It is used in both a
negative sense that staying on the land costs them money, and in the positive sense of
giving them control of their lives. It was a common feature of the research that when nongraziers were trying to explain why graziers stayed on the land they invoked rational
economic motives and counter posed them to graziers’ apparent irrationality.
Nonetheless, as Max Weber (1976) noted in The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of
Capitalism the rational economic motive is elusive and does not explain the behaviour of
different social groups. Lifestyle in the positive sense of being ‘in the bush’ and away
from the increasingly bureaucratised life cannot be discounted as a legitimate motive for
staying on the land.

8.3

Lifestyle Defined by Study

Lifestyle is a concept that kept surfacing in the interviews as a means of explaining many
grazier behaviours. Why do they stay? Lifestyle. Why don’t they take up the changes that
Extension promotes? Lifestyle.

How do they measure success? By their ability to

maintain their lifestyle. The previous section defined lifestyle according to on-going
academic debates. This section constructs lifestyle according to descriptions given by
interviewees from all groups within the study.
8.3.1

Non-grazier Focus on Positive Aspects

In the same way as the American cowboy has been a cultural icon analogous to the
American way where rugged individualism and aggressive behaviour are a means to
success (Pinsker, 1996; Pearson & Haney, 1999), so too has the Australian grazier been a
cultural icon underpinning the Australian identity (Kapferer, 1990; McGrath, 1991; Rose,
1997). Australian “outback mythology retains significant currency” (Gill, 2005). In this
study some graziers expressed the view that many from the non-grazier community have
an unrealistically romanticised view of their life based on this outback mythology and the
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portrayal of Australian graziers in literature like Mary Durack’s (1966) Kings in Grass
Castles:
“You're rich, you drive a Mercedes, yes your kids all go to private
school.” There's still that image there whether it's deserved or not. In
most cases it's not. These days some people are doing it very tough. But
you ask any tourist that's just came through Central Queensland, Western
Queensland at the moment, they're seeing nice green pastures, nice
fenced off and there's 4 wheel drives everywhere. To them a 4 wheel
drive is a $60,000 luxury vehicle; they really can't see it as an essential
part of life. It's all an image problem I suppose. (Grazier14)
In this study, a number of non-graziers did portray the grazier’s lifestyle in these terms.
They viewed the grazier’s lifestyle as a free and satisfying way to live. Market09
described it as:
Well a lot of people like farming, whether it be cattle or lucerne or sheep.
It is an occupation that is quite satisfying, you can, and it's fairly
controlled. … I mean apart from a bank manager, a tax payer, they
haven't got anybody really breathing down their necks. The bank
managers are pretty bloody hard but. It's a lot of freedom. ... [I’m] sitting
inside an office all day, as you probably well know: I'd much rather be
out in the paddock in a Toyota.
Market06 similarly had an upbeat view of the lifestyle:
They're their own boss I mean they can make all of the decisions
themselves, they're destiny is run by a unit, a family unit or whatever,
isn't it you know. And, I mean, I can understand why some people would
just love it. Because I mean depending on their locality, and what season
they're in, and everything else, I mean you go there, it can be a very good
way of life you know.
One of the processors summed up the underlying feelings of many of the non-graziers
interviewed – “It is a pretty good lifestyle. … I envy them their lifestyle. I could take it on
any day.” (Market02) This positive view of the life of the grazier held by the non-graziers
was a major theme that emerged from the research. Two rural consultants provide further
examples of the positive benefits of the grazing life.
I think having your family. I mean, a lot of people say you know, “It's got
[tough].” And it has, it's got enormously tough because the families have
become the labour force. But I mean there's a huge amount of satisfaction
in that, As well, to think that your family can actually work with you on a
daily basis in actually managing your business. Then there are a terrible
lot of people in town who'd like to spend more time with their families
and have them involved with their businesses, and it's impossible.
(Advisor02)
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I think time with their kids is important. I think the fact that you can
actually take your kids out with you to do bull runs, and take them down
the yards, and teach them to ride motorbikes when they're 5 years old all
that sort of stuff. [That] is very, very important and gives bush kids a
huge advantage. (Advisor03)
While graziers talked positively about the strengthening of family (see Section 8.3.5)
through working closely together, it was less affirmative. They certainly had positive
things to say about their families, but they also noted that the isolation often caused
friction within the marriage and produced co-dependency. One processor, Market01,
noted that grazing was one of the few 'businesses'

he could think of where two

generations could work side by side as equals. He also said that it allowed for people to
be with their children. There was almost a wistfulness that he was not afforded the same
opportunities for family togetherness and unity, by his current profession.
The literature suggests that not all two-generation family farms enjoy the
harmonious existence suggested by the above interviewees. In the two-generation farm
family, family issues spill into business and business into family (see for example Kohl,
1976) leading to roles being blurred and confused (Coughenour & Kowalski, 1977;
Rosenblatt, deMik, Anderson, & Johnson, 1985), causing role ambiguity (Biddle, 1979),
and offering the potential for conflict. Some research suggests that in the two-generation
family farm the life-cycle stages of the father and son’s can influence the quality of their
relationships (Davis & Taguiri, 1989). Hutson (1987) alludes to some of the difficulties
inherent in father-son family farms, suggesting that there will be practices that the son
would adopt to guarantee the viability of the farm that the father would find unpalatable.
This potential for conflict among farm family members is a conspicuous feature of farm
family communication (Weigel and Weigel, 1990) and may result from holding different
views on how to run the farm (Ibrahim, Soufani & Lam, 2001) or from issues relating to
transfer of the farm to the younger generation (Pitts, Fowler, Kaplan, Nussbaum &
Becker, 2009). Further insight into father-son relationships on the family farm is provided
in family farm succession literature (see for example Gamble, Blunden, Kuhn-White,
Voyce & Loftus, 1995; Fetsch, 1999; Harter, 2004). Ballard-Reisch and Weigel
(1991:225) cite internal conflict as one reason why many two-generation family farms fail
to transfer the business from the older generation to the younger. Other reasons include
environmental stress (e.g., economic difficulties), or changes in goals or commitment (see
for example Hanson, 1982; Keating & Munro, 1989; Russell, Griffin, Flinchbaugh,

231
Martin, & Atilano, 1985; Salamon & Markan, 1984). Of particular relevance to this study
is the acknowledgement of two related dialectical tensions in intergenerational family
farming: autonomy verses interdependence (Baxter & Montgomery, 1996); relinquishing
versus retaining control (Pitts, Fowler, Kaplan, Nussbaum & Becker, 2009). Bjuggren and
Lund (2001) noted the difficulty that senior farmers have in withdrawing from the family
business and Pitts et al. (2009) noted that the transfer of decision-making from father to
son often occurs slowly. Even though farm children are acculturated towards
independence and running their own farm, they are still basically controlled by the senior
generation in a two-generation farm operation (Weigel & Weigel, 1990). Additionally,
even when the senior generation says that they have retired they often find it difficult to
relinquish control, forcing the junior generation to work under a ‘‘generational shadow’’
(Davis & Harveston, 1999:314). Two-generation family farms do experience tensions as
the junior generation achieves adulthood and seeks to take over the reigns of the family
enterprise.
Even though family dynamics was not a specific focus of this study the nature of
family life was certainly referred to frequently. The following quote is indicative of the
1950s or 1960s family that Stephanie Coontz (1992, Ch.2) has criticised for its idealism.
It's a good spot to bring up kids. In fact if Dad goes out fencing so the
kids go in the front of the Toyota and go to sleep on the seat while Dad's
fencing. Life there's a lot - it's a better place I think to bring families up
because you see a lot more sort of involvement perhaps by the father in
raising kids. Whereas in town - like Dad goes to work in the morning.
Typically it's a Dad working family. Comes home at dark stressed out of
his brain. Doesn't want to see the kids and Saturday, Sunday he's usually
got work at the office to do or he's got golf to go and play or, you don't
want to see the kids. Whereas out bush probably there's a lot more
father/son, father/daughter contact. (Advisor07)
One puzzling issue is the extent to which Extension personnel held such positive images
of the daily grind of living isolated lives on grazing properties. Especially since this group
has historically had the closest interactions2 with graziers.

2

Many Extension personnel, especially those working for DPI&F in regional offices, regularly visit
graziers on their properties. They also organise field days on grazier properties. This group has first
hand knowledge of the isolation and hardships that many grazier families experience.
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8.3.2

Independence – But at a Price

More than half of the interviewees, predominantly non-graziers but also some graziers,
highlighted ‘independence’ as a key component of lifestyle. Summarising the definitions
of independence given by interviewees, independence means: deciding what to do and,
within reason, when to do it; not being bound by the time clock, not having to interact
with people on an on-going basis; solving day to day problems on the farm within the
constraints of what materials and labour are available at this present point in time to fix
the particular problem. Independence can also have a long timeframe associated with it
that is addressed later in this chapter in Section 8.4.4 where the grazier’s ability and
willingness to change is discussed.
Non-graziers expressly identified independence as a core indicator of lifestyle.
Some then proceeded to give examples of how independence might manifest itself for a
grazier.
So yeah it's the lifestyle which is, I'm my own boss. No one tells me
what to do. (Extension08)
I think it means independence, which entails things like freedom and the
fact that this area of land is yours and you can sort of manage it how you
see fit. (Extension01)
Freedom, freedom from any sort of control. And when I'm talking about
control, I mean it's all a self motivated type of career and obviously the
more you put into it the more you're going to get out of it. They're awake
to the fact that, ok you've got long days and very few weekends… That's
what it's all about. And you enjoy what you're doing and the end result
will be satisfaction. (IndustryOrg07)
[I]t seems to me they’re independent, they do what they want to do when
they want to do it, they even, they even tend to ignore the bank manager
when they can. (Extension03)
It is a pretty good lifestyle. If you don’t want to do it today, as long as the
cattle have got grass and water well you can do it in a week’s time.
(Market02)
The non-grazier view of grazier independence can be summarised as “being in control of
their own life” (Extension09) with little “external constraints in what they do”
(Advisor04).
Graziers also identified aspects of their lifestyle that signify independence, but
they particularly seemed to focus more on what might be considered one indicator of
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independence, control. Their ability to control and manage the time available and the
workspace was important. They liked being able to operate without “someone looking
over their shoulder,” and with minimal intrusion from outside influences:
Independence, your own boss, you're answerable to no one but yourself
in the end. (Grazier14)
… you and your family are in control of that and you do as you want. I
don't have to be at work at 9 o'clock in the morning. If we want to not
turn up today we don't have to, we can go somewhere else. We have the
freedom to do what we wish … the ability to come and go as you please
or do, everything is entirely up to you. (Grazier20)
Yet in the context of grazing, this freedom is somewhat deceptive as the requirements of
tending to repairs and other essentials often take precedence. For example, if a watering
point is not working then it must be fixed or cattle will die. A few non-graziers
interviewees were even dismissive of the notion that graziers were any more independent
than self-employed workers.
I know a lot of them think in terms of it's making your own decisions.
But then as a grazier their decisions are governed, obviously, by the
seasons, usually, by the bank manager and the like. That sort of
independence they could gain in almost any trade. (Advisor09)
Because the banks do tell them what to do to. Yeah I mean, it certainly is
a lifestyle and I guess there are certain benefits. [But] I guess a lot of it is
sort of an imagined thing that never occurs. To be really cynical it's
almost an illusion. (Extension19)
Even so, the notion that the grazier lifestyle is built on independence is widespread
amongst all of the interviewees. In some ways, the concepts of freedom and
independence, which are espoused by related non-grazier industries, especially Extension
and Advisors, seem to dictate the way in which graziers view themselves.
There was recognition by both graziers and non-graziers that the grazier’s desire
for autonomy generally comes at a price; economic efficiency (IndustryOrg01,
IndustryOrg07, Grazier01). This is consistent with the view discussed in the previous
chapter where graziers openly said that they were prepared to take a considerable drop in
income compared to their urban cousins as part of the cost of their rural lifestyle. The
emerging discourse within the industry – amongst graziers and non-graziers – was that
graziers could have one or the other, but not both. Seemingly, a majority of graziers were
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‘burying their head in the sand’ and choosing lifestyle with its emphasis on freedom,
control and family, yet in doing so, these qualities undermined economic viability.
8.3.3

Variability and the Unstructured Nature of Work

Aligned with, but different to independence, is the variability and unstructured nature of
the work carried out by graziers. Graziers valued the great variety of their tasks and
relished their perceived, if not always real, freedom to make a decision on the day about
which tasks they will perform: whether they will do some fencing; run the water mills; do
cattle work; take a trip to town to pick up parts for repairs; or maybe visit the accountant
or bank manager.
I think the variability of what you do, the fact that you have a great, a
number of tasks which you do on a place, so you know you're not
consistently getting up at a specific time, going to work at a specific time
and coming home at a specific time having done fundamentally the same
sorts of things all day. I mean there is a great variability. (Grazier01)
The importance of the multifaceted nature of the work done by graziers was also noted by
non-grazier interviewees, together with the grazier’s ability to accomplish their tasks
according to their own timetable.
Oh well, hop in the truck and sort of bumble out in the middle of
nowhere. And you know, sort of spend the day not having to talk to
anybody and get on and do a few things. Or fix the bore, or fix the fence,
or occasionally, you know, a bit of a muster. And a bit of a gathering, and
you have a couple of booze-ups a year. And all that sort of stuff. I mean
it's the unstructured nature of it. It's the ability that they can exert
control. (IndustryOrg11)
I suppose freedom to be able to do what they want to do, when they want
to do it. Freedom to be able to sort of go to town on a Thursday or a
Tuesday or a Monday or work a weekend. Like you are your own boss,
you do whatever you want to do. Like it's not as if in our game where
we've got people ringing up on Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday,
Thursday, and Friday to try and get advice. No one rings on Monday or
Tuesday to get advice from graziers. So therefore if they want to they
can go away to Brisbane to the Ekka3 or whatever, as long as someone's
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The Ekka, or the Royal Queensland Show, is an annual 10 day festival held in Brisbane Exhibition. The
first Ekka was held in 1876 and in its early days the main purpose was to showcase agricultural and
industrial exhibits. Additionally, cattle and other farm animals were exhibited. Cattle are still exhibited
at the Ekka and many graziers still try to attend the annual Brisbane Ekka to see the judging of the
cattle..
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home to feed the dogs and water the cattle. So lifestyle to that extent, it's
a pretty laid back sort of lifestyle. (Advisor07)
The variability of what graziers do is not limited to just on-the-farm activities. Consistent
with global trends many graziers have multiple income streams and the schedule
flexibility offered by grazing enables pursuit of these other activities:
Oh it's not a 24 hour a day job. And you can do other things that interest
you, like play on the stock market or whatever. (IndustryOrg09)
Graziers do have choices, or options, when deciding what work they will do today. There
is a variety in the day to day tasks which graziers undertake and this variety is a defining
aspect of the lifestyle, as is the ability to set their own schedule.
Some interviewees identified this aspect of lifestyle as a factor that adds to a
grazier’s sense of being different to urban workers:
I think it’s what distinguishes them from urban environments - control
over their own working hours, working times. (Extension09)
The feeling of being in control. They're free of daily or hourly deadlines.
…. Yes. And they do feel that it makes them different … [It]
differentiates them from city people. (IndustryOrg08)
While this ability to determine ones own timetable and workflow is seen as differentiating
graziers from non-graziers and city people, it is only part of the explanation of what is so
attractive about the lifestyle. In the emerging new economy, more and more professionals
have the ability to decide “what to do and when” especially when there is no apparent
customer who needs their product immediately (Baker, 2009; Swan & Fox, 2009).
8.3.4

Isolation and Solitude

While there are some aspects of the grazing lifestyle, such as the desire to be in control of
when to work and what to work on, that are common across a range of occupations, the
desire for isolation is perhaps unique to graziers. Historically, graziers in North
Queensland have been physically, or geographically, isolated. They have also been
isolated in terms of communication, except for telephone, for periods of time. Not having
to deal with people is a key feature of the desire for independence. This asocial aspect of
the lifestyle was described variously as liberating graziers to get on with what they
wanted to do.
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[N]ot having to consistently be with other people, as people in town have
to do. You can choose when and on what basis you wish to deal with
other people. (Grazier01)
[The] desire not to have to deal with people on a constant basis.
(Market05)
And you know, sort of spend the day not having to talk to anybody and
get on and do a few things. (IndustryOrg11)
I think absence of neighbours in their hair all the time. (Extension09)
I don't think it's necessarily that they can't put up with people, but where
they [are] ... they have a choice. (Extension02)
They can be their own person and they can be as eccentric as they like
and you know they’re free from those pressures of conformity. I think
most of them would resent being sort of one of the herd I really do.
(IndustryOrg11)
You can switch off, you don't have to interact with other people, you
don't have to be part of the community, and you can do things to suit
yourself. (IndustryOrg07)
Another non-grazier (IndustryOrg01) described graziers as loving to be out in the fresh
air. She described how being a grazier allowed them to control when and where they met
and interacted with other people. Graziers had the ability to be both an extrovert (like at
country races) and an introvert (when working away from people on the property) at their
own choosing.
8.3.5

A Good ‘Environment’ for Raising Your Family

Family togetherness surfaced as an important issue for rural people in this study. One of
the graziers commented that his satisfying experience was to ride out to muster with his
family, sharing a common experience of the bush and working hard together. But a desire
to work side-by-side with his children was not at the exclusion of concern for his
children’s future:
As long as I'm there … and my kids are brought up properly, that's the
biggest thing. And they can go and be educated or whatever, then I'm
successful. (Grazier18)
And this desire for his children to have a future in the bush has changed the way he
manages his property. His focus has changed:
I'm starting to, and I didn't before, look at probably the condition of my
land, things like that. I think we've got to do that a lot more. It's all right
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to say well I've got the most money in the bank and the biggest bullocks
in the district but if [my two children] can't carry on then I'm a failure so
I've got to look at these things which I probably didn't do as much and
that's one of the big things that I reckon has happened in our industry in
the last 10 years. (Grazier18)
Other graziers also commented that the desire to pass on the family farm had actually
changed their management practices:
[To graziers, lifestyle means] that they're prepared to lose money or not
make nearly as much money from their investments and their labour than
they would in another industry because they love what they're doing so
much and they want to bring up the children. I mean, we've got the same
rationale. We could sell everything and invest it and put our feet up and
die of boredom [laugh]. I can't think of anything I'd rather do, and I have
thought about this. I think it's the best place to bring up children.
(Grazier11)
Others were more vague, but certainly linked the survival of the farm with the survival of
the family. While male graziers emphasised the desire to keep the family unit together,
the small sample of women graziers emphasised this too. One female grazier interviewed
for the study has been running her property successfully for many years since the death of
her husband. She identified four important components of lifestyle including: ‘holding the
family together,’ ‘turning kids into decent, reasonable people,’ ‘looking after parents,’
and ‘finding resources to do things.’ This last component is an overlooked aspect of
family life.
‘Finding resources to do things’ can range from major economic costs like being
able to send children to boarding school and university to something as simple as
ensuring that time is set aside to take children to birthday parties on adjacent properties,
and participate in social activities.

One of the other female graziers identifies the

considerable emotional labour involved in raising families and the double-edged nature of
raising families on isolated properties:
[I]t's a good family environment. Good child rearing environment. …. I
think with that comes, I think, … in that there is the problem of the
schooling, but it's provided you can get that handle on that, that it can be
managed.
Children in the bush grow up being responsible because of just the tasks
that they have to do. Coupled with that they see adversity and it's
probably good to grow up with that. I think it's a good thing for later life.
I mean, I'm inclined to think that if they get it too cushy when they're
young and then get adversity later on, hard times, it might be hard to
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accept. But if they've grown up, seen it, learned to accept it. I don't want
it to be really hard for them [so] that it puts them off a lot of things. You
can never get the balance exactly as you want it. But a bit of adversity is
good and it just gives them that balance and good outlook on life. They
learn to work and there's a lot of things.
They do miss out on a lot in sport and they miss some social contacts.
That could be part of it but I think it's amply compensated by these other
bonuses that I can see. It would be difficult to bring that in, in a town
environment. (Grazier10)
In western societies, the family as an institution seems to be growing in importance at the
same time as family life becomes ever more precarious. Professionals try to pass on
education and cultural capital to their offspring (Ehrenreich 1989), while working class
parents try to pass on a ‘streetwise’ mentality (Rubin 1994). Grazing families are doing
no less than many others in wanting to pass onto their children what they see as the
essential qualities and characteristics necessary to succeed in the new economy. Where
the future lies for graziers is uncertain but this does not prevent them from attempting to
pass on something of themselves and the new qualities for the new economy.
8.3.6

The ‘Love of Land’ and ‘Wide Open Spaces’

There was a clear awareness amongst a significant minority of the graziers interviewed of
the need to adopt more sustainable land management practices. In talking about lifestyle
they gave a sense of their heritage on the land and saw themselves as ‘custodians’ rather
than ‘industrialists’ on the land:
[My property] means a hell of a lot to me. There's a lot of blood sweat
and tears gone into that place from my father, my parents and my
grandparents. I love the land. (Grazier20)
Graziers are fiercely possessive of their land. A lot of forebears started
with small blocks and built up over time. (Grazier21)
I'm very passionate about better management in the industry because we
really need to. …. I still believe in individual freedom to a certain degree
but we have to be responsible to society, for sure. But I'm a great believer
in you should be responsible carers of the earth too. Think of your kids, if
you're not that sort of person who’s not thinking of your kids or even the
next generation, … Well, you're not very responsible. … most graziers
yeah they keep talking about this is for the kids and that sort of thing, but
their business planning is abysmal. (Grazier20)
I've always liked nature. I've always seen myself as I suppose as part of
the web rather than the part of a hierarchy. I mean your ability to, you
know, if you make a change in management here [it] is going to be
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reflected somewhere else in some other change in some constraints
somewhere else. And it's the ability to get the whole picture right, to try
and minimise your downsides and get the most gain for the least cost, if
you like, in terms of environment. (Grazier01)
A sizeable number of graziers spoke of wanting to leave the land in better shape than they
received it. Whilst this in itself is not a new notion , ideas of what ‘better shape’ means
differs between graziers and giving rise to different meanings and alternative discourses.
Greider and Garkovich (1994) discussed the social connection between people and their
natural environment and argue that environmental change means different things to
different people:
...That what is important in any consideration of environmental change is
the meaning of the change for those cultural groups that have
incorporated that aspect of the physical environment into their definition
of themselves. (Greider & Garkovich, 1994:21)
The graziers quoted above, even though not specifically using the word ‘sustainable’ in
their discourse, are describing, and ascribing to, the acknowledged characteristics of
sustainable farmers: protective of soil and water resources (noted by Milbraith, 1989) and
value nature and the environment in which they live (noted by Petrzelka, Korsching &
Malia, 1996). These graziers have incorporated notions of sustainability into their
discourse.
Even though there has been a shift in attitude of some graziers about their
relationship to the land, non-graziers still largely see graziers as possessing and using the
land rather than “caring for” the land:
Yeah, everyone wants to be a Kidman sort of thing. (Advisor10)
I think the ownership [of their land] is important. The fact that that’s
their bit you know and it’s going to remain so and everything else can
change and you know that won’t change. ….. This business of being
rooted into that, into the land, and that’s why I say they’re probably not
that different from the Aboriginal people as people make out they are.
Because they have, they must have a tremendous affinity for the natural
elements because they choose to be exposed to them so much.
(IndustryOrg11)
I think an attachment to the land. I think that really does get to people
and that kind of open space and just lifestyle generally. That kind of
independence and freedom and it is a great experience living in those
sorts of environments I think. … I think it's kind of horses and animals
and land and things. I think it is a bit the freedom and independence and
the kind of master of your own kingdom sort of thing. (IndustryOrg09)
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Here, the non-grazier interviewees acknowledge the importance of owning the land and
acknowledge the grazier’s attachment and attraction to the land but they do not identify
the grazier’s as thinking of having a custodial relationship with the land. Even though
both graziers and non-graziers identify a link between ‘connection with land’ and lifestyle
there is a notable difference in what they believe the nature of this link to be. Whereas
non-graziers view graziers as having a possessive and somewhat exploitive attachment to
the land, graziers increasingly see their role as one of guardian or custodian.
8.3.7

Desire to Work with Cattle

Combined with a love of land and working on the land, many saw a desire to work with
cattle as an important aspect of lifestyle. Environmental indicators revolve around aspects
of lifestyle that determine the nature of the grazier’s interactions with their non-human
environment.
I want to run cattle. (Grazier21)
There is a real love of land and love of animals. I see a lot of the graziers
like mothers with babies. They [mothers] like that nice happy chubby
baby. And cattlemen are the same, they like the nice big fat bullocks.
(Grazier10)
W]ell it [lifestyle] all revolves around the land [and] running cattle on
the land. (Extension04)
They like working with animals, they like chasing those dirty arse cows
six months of the year. (Extension06)
They love [the land and] working with cattle (Extension05)
One non-grazier went as far as saying he could only understand a grazier’s working as
hard and long as they do, if they enjoyed working with cattle:
[T]hey like working with their cattle. I mean why else would they get up
at 5 o'clock in the morning and bloody catch horses and, you know, start
riding out and not get home until late in the afternoon and sometimes,
you know, still be working cattle in the yards in the dusk. They spend
long hours. They're certainly not afraid of work. (Extension03)
An import aspect of the grazier lifestyle is the amount of time spent working with cattle.
Having an affinity with cattle makes this work enjoyable. Grazier21 identified her love of
cattle and her satisfaction working with cattle as core to her being a grazier. The aspect of
lifestyle is closely linked to the ‘love of cattle’ which was identified as an important
motivation for remaining a grazier for some graziers (see Chapter 7 Section 7.6). There is
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an important distinction to be made: from the perspective of lifestyle working with cattle
is important; from a motivation perspective liking cattle is important.
8.3.8

Facing the Challenges

Several graziers identified the challenges of being a grazier as an aspect of their lifestyle
that they valued:
Mainly, I think it is the challenge - the sense of achievement. It wouldn’t
be everyone’s cup of tea. I could understand that. I suppose it is bred in
me, as well. … The challenge is a big part, in me. (Grazier17)
The challenges that they face include the vagaries of Mother Nature, the pernicious
tendencies of animals, and the fickleness of markets:
It's the challenges that I love. … the challenges of the work itself,
working with animals, working with nature … and a volatile world
market, yeah that's great stuff. (Grazier 20)
I think there is also a challenge. There is in my opinion a lot of skill in
managing properties well. And I mean the Australian landscape is a
difficult landscape. It's a very variable landscape and I think it's a real
challenge in there. And I think that's one of the things that I like about it.
(Grazier01)
If you like to say "what it is about the lifestyle that I like?" - It is the
challenge, the fact that you have your chance to leave your mark and
your chance to be judged. And I mean you'll be judged by nature as well
as those people around you. (Grazier01)
The challenge to survive whatever is dealt to you also gives the grazier an opportunity to
‘leave their mark.’ The decisions made by graziers, the improvements made to their
properties, the development of their cattle herd, are all means of ‘leaving their mark’:
It is the challenge, the fact that you have your chance to leave your mark
and your chance to be judged. And, I mean, you'll be judged by nature as
well as those people around you.
[O]ne of my principal aims has always been to try and leave the
properties better than I found them. And that's not to have a shot at my
father. It just means that I don't want to say at the end of my life that I've
managed to achieve nothing. I would hope that I could manage to add
something to what I was given. (Grazier01)
An important part of lifestyle is this sense of satisfaction in competing with the elements
and also their guardianship of the land.
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Mother Nature appears as a challenge for the grazier, and this challenge is a
valued part of the lifestyle. Mother Nature impacts the grazier’s relationship with their
land, their cattle, their market, and their ability to change.

8.4

The Lifestyle-Change Connection

Section 8.2 defined lifestyle from a theoretical point of view. Section 8.3 developed the
concept of lifestyle from the interviewee point of view. This section situates lifestyle in
relation to graziers and change, as perceived by the interviewees. It explores the change
needed, the change that has already taken place, and factors limiting the change that can
take place.
8.4.1

Must be Financially Viable

Despite the romanticised view presented of grazier lifestyle by TV series like McLeod’s
Daughters, movies like The Man from Snowy River, and advertisements for 4WD
vehicles, both graziers and non-graziers expressed the view that the Australian Public
could not be expected to, nor would continue to, financially support graziers in their
lifestyle.
A number of non-grazier interviewees expressed frustration that primary
producers and graziers in particular, seem to expect the Government to subsidise their
lifestyle.
It isn't comfort I mean comfort went about 50 years ago I think. I mean,
people in the bush work bloody hard. And they put up with a lot of
probations. But I think the benefits they have is that there is a real sort of
closeness of family and a sharing of experiences. And I think that's a big
part of lifestyle. Sort of feeling as though we're in this together, we're
working as a family to meet this challenge. Now, when it gets
dangerous, is when people under those circumstances then start blaming
everybody else for their lack of success and start saying, “Well because
I'm working so hard with my family, the government owes me a living.”
I mean what people have to realise is that it's a choice that they're
making, and I think that that's, I mean, it's all part of the lifestyle.
(Advisor02)
City based interviewee, Extension12, concurred with this view. He spoke of his
frustration with graziers’ expectation that the Australian public finance their lifestyle:
believing that graziers should be required to make an economic return on their cattle
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property, and that bank managers should stop supporting graziers in maintaining their
lifestyle. He maintained that bank managers should require graziers to make a profit and
become more businesslike rather than accept that graziers were in it for the lifestyle, not
to make money (Extension12).
Several of the graziers interviewed were painfully aware that each grazier
operation needs to be economically viable. Ultimately these graziers recognised that
profit had to go hand in hand with lifestyle:
But why can't you have your lifestyle and still make money? Why does
it have to be a trade off between being profitable and no lifestyle? You
… it always seems to be this thing. Since when did lifestyle become an
excuse for not making a profit? … It's a damn good lifestyle. And you
know if the place can't do it then I think you'd probably have to say - if
you're smart you'll say to yourself - "This is no good." (Grazier03)
I want to make money. I don't want to make millions. I'm happy with
making an adequate amount and knowing I'm going to continue making
it. I like the cattle lifestyle, I enjoy the company, I enjoy the people, I
enjoy the whole atmosphere, but I also want to make a profit. (Grazier14)
Viability is important but a lower income may be acceptable to be able to have the
lifestyle you enjoy. Graziers need to realise that society perceives them as asset rich and
not in need of handouts.
If someone's sitting there in the pub in the afternoon who's whinging “Oh
geez, I'm going broke,” I say “Okay, if you sold up tomorrow would you
be better off just living off the interest.” They might not be but a lot of
people just don't see it that way. But then again it comes down to
lifestyle. I'm not saying everyone should change and sell up tomorrow
because it's going to make more money because it's still very much [a
case of] - “Are you happy to be your own boss and take a bit less.” And
if that's the case, well great go for it, no problems. And a lot of people
[in the cattle industry] are asset rich and cash poor and Jo Blow public
are saying “Okay you're only on $20000 a year but you've still got $6
million that I haven't [got].” We're very much in danger of being known
as whingers now instead of the battling heart of Australia. (Grazier14)
Additionally, Grazier14 warns that graziers need to cognisant of the messages that their
discourse sends to the public and that at least some graziers have to be mindful that they
risk being perceived as always having their hand out for government support. A similar
view was expressed by Grazier18. They saw survival as critical -: “My idea is survival.
You know the whole of this, to me, is survival. As long as I'm there, financially viable at
the end of it.” - but worried that some graziers abused government support programs
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The thing I don't like about Landcare is all the money that the
government gives us. I reckon we've got to do a lot of it ourselves.
Because I'm very fearful in the future, I feel all this Landcare and drought
resistance and interest subsidies and - that eventually [the] people of
Australia are going to say hang on boys, we've been subsidising you for
20 years now with all this stuff. So I'd rather not have any of it. Give me
a better deal tax wise or whatever, and then I'm on my own merits.
Because I've been finding through all the droughts with the interest
subsidies and everything, a lot of the people who were getting it, I don't
think damned well deserved it. And other people who really did deserve
it couldn't get it. (Grazier18)
This was a concern for a number of the graziers interviewed. They thought that some
graziers were their own worst enemies and that government support programs should not
be abused or used to keep a ‘failing’ beef grazing farm business going when it should be
weeded out. Government assistance problems were to help a potentially successful farm
business through a difficult time, not to keep graziers on the land when they were not
viable.
There is a perception amongst graziers that the public perceives them to be
wealthy landholders even though financial institutions own the largest stake in many
properties. These graziers are also cognisant of the expectation that they must at least
break-even and not expect the public to finance their lifestyle.
8.4.2

Need to be Cognisant of Changes in the World Around Them

The world is changing and it is incumbent upon graziers to meet that change in their own
context and environment. Graziers are important to society but they have to change along
with the rest of society: “There is a desire for them [the grazier] to be doing what they
were doing, but … the world is changing around them and maybe they do need to change
just to be able to stay with it” (Extension14). Advances in communications and
technology have meant that graziers can no longer ignore what is going on around them.
They are drawn in, or at the very least touched, by the societal changes and are expected
to respond to those changes:
I think there is much more intrusion into the lifestyle of the producers
than there used to be. You know we talked about the land rights and
mobile phones and you know a whole lot of things, that pre 85 they
didn’t have or didn’t have [to be worried about]. But they do now. The
world is coming to them. (IndustryOrg11)
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It's a traditional lifestyle, “I do the things I do because that's the way
they've always done it.” However - if you always do what you've always
done, you'll always get what you've always got. (Extension06)
Graziers were viewed as having a lifestyle imbued in tradition, and as being unwilling to
change.
Many recognised that the changes that graziers should be making may not
enhance, or even maintain, grazier lifestyle.
Yep, I think the days of, “I like doing that; I like working with Brahmans
etc” is part of the old lifestyle thing. I think the change [that] is going to
happen in the industry dictates that lifestyle isn't going to be quite as
comfortable as it used to be. (Extension20)
Even so, for graziers to continue to exist on the land there was widespread agreement that
they, and their lifestyle, will have to change. A critical and disapproving dialogue was
used in describing these aspects of the grazier lifestyle.
8.4.3

Lifestyle Has Changed – It is Not What it Was

When trying to explain what they meant when they talked about grazier lifestyle many
interviewees were careful to point out that they believed that grazier lifestyle had either
already changed a lot, was changing, or needed to change. The catalysts for some of the
changes that have already taken place include the BTEC program and the beef downturn
of the 1970s which were discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.3. Most of the interviewees
were painfully aware that the lifestyle is not what it was, and it never will be what it once
was. They accepted that the defining characteristics for lifestyle for the current generation
will be different to the defining characteristics for lifestyle for the next generation.
The younger generation has a different vision of lifestyle to their parents
and also different values. They have seen their friends in town with cars,
going on holidays, weekends off etc and they want the same.
(Extension07)
More specifically they are aware of the need for change within their industry and accept
that there will necessarily be resultant changes in their lifestyle.
A theme among a number of the older generation of graziers was a realisation
that grazing was changing in quite important ways. Until recent years lifestyle for graziers
has had at its core freedom, or independence. Graziers made their own decisions about
how to manage their property in terms of cattle husbandry, land management and
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development, infrastructure development and maintenance, marketing and staffing. In
recent years there have been major changes in terms of government requirements and
societal expectations. One key change was the perception that ‘you have to have a permit
or approval for everything.’ They felt that the sense of freedom and control was being
eroded for the current and future generation of graziers by outside social and political
forces. The next generation of graziers will have grown up with this ‘interference’ and for
them lifestyle will have a different meaning, with a narrower scope for independence
(Grazier06).
Market08 spoke of how perceptions of the grazier lifestyle were changing: “[For]
a lot of the family groups now the young people are going to town and finding that they
can have a better lifestyle. I tend to think that's happened over the last few years.” Once
they had experienced life in town, he felt that the younger generation thought that life in
town offered them a better lifestyle. There was an emerging theme that amongst the youth
of grazing families, being a grazier was ‘not a lifestyle anymore.’ Some of this change in
perception might be linked to the difficult times that many grazing families have endured
with the long droughts of the early 1990’s through to early years of the twenty-first
century. As described by agent Market08, this has resulted in a change in fortunes for
grazing families:
A lot of grazing families which we were talking about before - where
fathers, sons, [and the] third generation have all gone to a private school they just can't afford it these days. [This is] one of your barometers.
People just can't afford to send their children to private schools.
Similarly, Advisor05 spoke of how the lifestyle was not what it was: specifically drawing
attention to the fact that he rarely heard graziers speak about their lifestyle except to focus
on negative aspects like the poor future for their kids, and the education disadvantages.
Graziers were also keen to comment on the adverse changes that they had
experienced in the industry and their lifestyle.
I mean lifestyle used to be, I think, when you had 2 or 3 workmen on the
place. Where you could afford to go away on Fridays or Saturdays or
long weekends or have a party or something like that. But you just don't
do it now. I mean there's been in our district in this last 12 months, there
has not been one party. (Grazier12)
I mean labour for cattle has always been traditionally one of the lowest
paid labour forces in the world anyway and in North Queensland it's
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really coming through now especially because you have the mines there
we just can't compete. And who honestly is going to go out in the
paddock and spend six or seven days in a swag and eat cold tucker for
$380 a week. It's part of this lifestyle change that has just gone through
the whole industry. (Grazier14)
As well as describing the difficulties of attracting labour to the cattle industry, Grazier14
also described how much property management had changed between the mid-sixties and
the end of the millennium:
Well, mid 60s when I was very young and we had three to four full time
ringers, [a] cowboy gardener, [a] mechanic, [a] cook, and running
probably half the cattle we're doing now and two to three hundred acres
was sorghum I suppose. Now, [we have] 400 acres of cane, very
intensive with two fulltime [workers] there, [we’re] running about double
the number of cattle just in the home place, [with] just virtually myself.
Contract labour comes in for mustering and that's it. And [there is] just
Mum on our other property. We're a much, much smaller operation [in
terms of people] but cattle aren't getting the work [that they used to], the
improvements [are not being done]. - The industry was far more viable
then. That's why we are back to [cattle] harvesting4. The best thing we
can do is convert that inedible protein into edible protein as cheaply as
possible for maximum return. I might be losing a bit of a maximum
return but I'm also trying to cut costs as much as possible.
I mean properties that were viable even fifteen years ago are struggling
now. You've only got to look at any reasonable enterprise that's been
around forty or fifty years to see the infrastructure that has been built in
the good times - buildings, sheds, [ringers] quarters etc. – [and] see what
are being under utilised, or in fact just torn down these days. You go to
properties where there are ringers quarters to hold six or seven people
and there's probably [just] Mum and Dad and the kid running them now.
Definitely just the profitability that we had expected from the industry
isn't there. I think what we all have to really come to realise is that we're
still hanging off profitability levels and standards of living that we had in
the past, that I really can't see coming that good again. We have to
readjust the way that we see our industry and how profitable it can be.
That is slowly coming through. People are realising, they're changing,
they're diversifying, they're not expecting as much. (Grazier14)
The view that graziers have downsized their labour force and are not able to manage their
properties to the same level that they had until the 1990s was widely held. Indeed, there
was a belief amongst many graziers that they were responsive to the changes in their

4

Cattle harvesting is where cattle are only mustered to bring into the cattle yards to be loaded onto trucks
for transport to either cattle sales or the meatworks. Cattle are not mustered for weaning or any other
animal husbandry reasons.
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operating environment.

Grazier15 believes that improved communication and

information transfer has opened graziers up to change.
People are prepared to look at different ways of doing things. And I think
that's not, I won't say they have to, but it's, you know, they are because of
this information transfer. They are more willing to, and you know they've
heard about things, and they're prepared to look at things and are
prepared to do different things. (Grazier15)
Graziers themselves believe that they have changed, and that they are willing to change.
They also believe that they should not slavishly follow all change proposed by Extension.
The following section discusses some of the issues that influence a grazier’s ability and
willingness to change.
8.4.4

Ability and Willingness to Change

Extension people make their living from understanding the nuances of this beef cattle
industry, and of the non-grazier group that were interviewed they have the closest day to
day working relationship with graziers. They have historically been the conduits of
change for primary industries in Queensland. Particularly, DPI&F personnel have been
the go-between for researcher and practitioner, and have borne the responsibility for
rolling out much of the technological change, and more recently the financial change,
desired of graziers. Extension personnel have the most to gain or lose from the take up, or
lack of take up of change, as their performance has historically been linked to the
successful roll out of the new technologies.
As a consequence of their close association with graziers, they are alternatively
both the most sympathetic to why graziers do not accept change - although not
necessarily grasping the true reasons - and also the most critical of graziers for not
adopting change. They are keen to voice their understanding to individual farmers or to
groups, yet are frustrated with the pace of change on the part of graziers as a whole.
Understandably they were the most vocal of the non-grazier interviewees in proclaiming
that change in grazier lifestyle is inevitable and more importantly necessary for the longterm viability of the industry.
Significant impediments to graziers taking up change and factors considered in
taking up change were identified and discussed in Section 5.4. The most common
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impediments being whether the grazier has the financial capacity and labour capacity to
take up the change:
Where am I going to find time to do this? I am already not doing a lot of
other things [that I should be doing]. (Grazier08)
In order to change, the grazier must have the capacity to do so, but equally important, the
change must align with the lifestyle and business goals that the grazier aspires to. This
alignment between change and lifestyle was emphasized by a young couple5 talking of
the problems adopting change. They had implemented significant changes to their
business. In discussing community and peer group reaction to what they had done the
husband said that it had been hard “swimming against the tide of popular farming.” There
had obviously been many reasons why they had implemented the changes including
sustainability, environmental issues and, very importantly, personal reasons. Previous
management practices meant that he was very busy ‘doing’ all the time and had very little
time for family life with his wife and young family. The changes that he made improved
sustainability and also gave him family time, generally improving the lifestyle that he and
his partner wanted for their family. He completed the interview by saying that they were
not trying to tell others how to do it. They just made the changes necessary to “suit our
family aims” of having something to pass on to their children and at the same time
allowing him to participate more fully in their life.
This is a common story in the North Queensland beef cattle industry too. There
are similar cases where family life is very limited and people struggle to keep their
businesses profitable. More often than not mothers and children arrive at social events
and meetings with fathers being too busy to attend. The main times that fathers get to
spend time with their children are when the family musters together or do cattle yard
work together.

5

Stuart and Pru Barkla, from ‘Rosscoe Downs’ which is a mixed enterprise including cattle grazing,
interviewed by Tracy Grimshaw for Today Show WIN TV, 24th October 2002.
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8.5

Conclusion

This chapter has examined in detail the concept of grazier lifestyle which has arisen in
each of the previous data analysis chapters as: a reason for not taking up change (Chapter
5); important to maintain is considering success (Chapter 6); and fundamental to
understanding what motivates a grazier (Chapter 7). Thus it is not surprising that only one
new actor/actor class – Advisors - was established in this chapter. New enrolment
instruments were identified and existing enrolment instruments were confirmed and
elaborated. The importance of the actor/actor class Spouse/Children was strengthened as
the centrality of succession, family togetherness and a wholesome family environment,
and provision of education and opportunities to the grazier’s lifestyle became obvious.
Actors/actor classes who seek to influence grazier practice choices: Government through
compliance requirements to access subsidies and funding; Government through increased
legislation and administration; Advisors through financial management regimes;
Community through the grazier’s desire for solitude; Mother Nature, Markets and Cattle
through the challenging nature of living the life of a grazier. Figure 8.1 depicts the
updated grazier actor-network. The new actor – Advisor – is bolded, and all connections
are also bolded because they have all been updated by findings of this chapter.
Five new enrolment instruments were identified in this chapter: Independence;
Solitude; Family Environment; Desire to work with Cattle; and, Challenges of grazing.
There are also changes to several enrolment instruments identified in previous chapters.
The enrolment instrument Financial Management Regime now includes the aspects of
financial viability discussed in this chapter: the need to earn ‘enough’ as opposed to
making a profit. Earning ‘enough’ is determined by retaining the ability to stay on the
property, and to be able to provide education and opportunities for the children. Farm
Labour expands to additional characteristics, focusing on the variety in the day to day
tasks which graziers undertake, their ability to determine their own timetable and
workflow, and the fact that many graziers also work at ‘off-farm’ activities. The grazier’s
need to be cognisant of changes in the world around them is now taken account of by the
enrolment instrument ‘Take up of Change.’ Intergenerational Succession additionally
takes into account the grazier’s desire to leave their property in a better state for the next
generation in terms of both land and cattle. Whilst there may appear to be some overlap
with Stewardship, Stewardship will be retained as a separate enrolment instrument
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because it is much broader in its application as graziers also see themselves as stewards,
or guardians of the land for society as a whole.
The additions to the grazier actor-network in this chapter suggest ways in which
isomorphic pressures from the actors – especially Extension, Government, Community,
and Advisors - are potentially impacting on the Graziers independence and solitude.
Both independence and solitude important aspects of grazier lifestyle, from the grazier’s
perspective. This finding is consistent with the increased interactions and isomorphic
pressures that could be expected as a result of the post-productive rethinking of rural
industries as outlined in Chapter 2.
Figure 8.1 The grazier actor-network relating to change, success, motivation
and lifestyle.
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Figure 8.2 shows new information about connections between actors in the
network and the grazier.
Figure 8.2 Aspects of enrolment for the grazier actor-network relating lifestyle.
1. Extension - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
Take up of change
Financial Management
Regime (Viability)

Independence

Solitude

Moderating Actor/s
• Advisors
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Property
• Markets
• Grazier Subculture
• Government
• Community
• Advisors
• Government
• Community
• Advisors

2. Family Tradition - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Advisors
Financial Management • Extension
Regime (Viability)
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Property
• Markets
Intergenerational
• Cattle
Succession
• Property
3. Spouse/Children - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Advisors
Financial Management • Extension
Regime (Viability)
• Advisors
• Family Tradition
• Property
• Markets
Intergenerational
• Cattle
Succession
• Property
Family Environment
• Family Tradition
• Extension
• Government
• Advisors
• Markets

4. Grazier Subculture - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Advisors
Independence
• Extension
• Government
• Community
• Advisors
5. Markets – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Advisors
Financial Management
• Extension
Regime (Viability)
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Property
Challenge of being a
NQ Grazier
6. Government - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Advisors
Independence
• Extension
• Grazier Subculture
• Community
• Advisors
Solitude
• Extension
• Community
• Advisors
7. Mother Nature - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Advisors
Challenge of being a
• Property
NQ Grazier
• Cattle
8. Cattle - Grazier
Enrolment Choices
Desire to work with
cattle
Challenge of being a

Moderating Actor/s

• Mother Nature

9. Property – Grazier
Enrolment Choices
Moderating Actor/s
Financial Management • Extension
Regime (Viability)
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Family Tradition
• Markets
Intergenerational
• Community
Succession
• Grazier Subculture
• Spouse/Children
• Family Tradition
• Cattle
Stewardship role
• Community
Challenge of being a
• Mother Nature
NQ Grazier
• Cattle
10. Community - Grazier
Enrolment Choices
Moderating Actor/s
Independence
• Extension
• Grazier Subculture
• Government
• Advisors
Solitude
• Extension
• Government
• Advisors
11. Advisors - Grazier
Enrolment Choices
Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
Financial Management • Family Tradition
Regime (Viability)
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Property
• Markets
Independence
• Extension
• Grazier Subculture
• Government
• Community
Solitude
• Extension
• Government
• Community

As in previous chapters, the descriptions of all actor-network connections have
been merged into a table allowing easy identification of actors enrolled by a particular
instrument and of the other actors moderating the implementation of that enrolment
instrument. Because of the number of enrolment instruments it has been necessary to
divide them the table into two parts – Table 8.1(a) and Table 8.1(b).
.

Table 8.1(a) Matrix representation of the Grazier actor-network showing instruments that enrol of actors into the grazier’s network – continued in
Table 8.1(b)
Enrolled Actors
Enrolment
Instruments

Take up of
change

Spouse/
Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier
Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors

Breed of Cattle
Cattle
Management
Regime

Financial
Management
Regime
(Viability)
Good Grazier
Behaviour

• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier
Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Grazier
Subculture

Children
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors

• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors

Markets
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier
Subculture
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors

• Family Tradition

• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture

• Extension
• Grazier
Subculture

• Extension
• Family Tradition

• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture

• Extension
• Grazier
Subculture

• Extension
• Family Tradition

• Family Tradition
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Property
• Markets

• Extension
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Property
• Markets
• Grazier
Subculture

• Extension
• Advisors
• Family Tradition
• Property
• Markets

• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier
Subculture
• Markets
• Mother Nature
• Advisors

Mother Nature

Cattle

Property

Community

• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier
Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Advisors

Advisor
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier
Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature

• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Extension
• Extension
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Family Tradition
• Markets

• Family Tradition
• Extension
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Property

• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Community
• Markets
• Community
• Grazier
Subculture
• Spouse/Children

Government

• Family Tradition
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Property
• Markets

• Family Tradition

Self Image

Farm Labour

Grazier Subculture
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Land
Management
Regime

Family Tradition

• Markets
• Community
• Grazier
Subculture
• Family Tradition

• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Markets

• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Markets

• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier
Subculture
• Market

•

Table 8.1(b) Matrix representation of the Grazier actor-network showing instruments that enrol of actors into the grazier’s network – continuation
of Table 8.1(a).
Enrolled Actors
Enrolment
Instruments

Spouse/
Extension

Family Tradition
• Community
• Grazier
Subculture
• Spouse/Children
• Cattle
• Property

Intergenerational
Succession

Children

Grazier Subculture

Markets

Government

Mother Nature

• Community
• Grazier
Subculture
• Family Tradition
• Cattle
• Property

Love of Cattle
Desire to work
with cattle
Sense of place

Cattle

Property

• Community
• Grazier
Subculture
• Spouse/Children
• Family Tradition
• Property
• Family Tradition

• Community
• Grazier
Subculture
• Spouse/Children
• Family Tradition
• Cattle

• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture

Rural way of life

Family
Environment
Challenge of
being a NQ
Grazier
Desire to work
with Cattle

• Grazier
Subculture
• Government
• Community
• Advisors
• Government
• Community
• Advisors

• Extension
• Government
• Community
• Advisors

• Extension
• Grazier
Subculture
• Community
• Advisors
• Extension
• Community
• Advisors
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• Spouse/Children
• Community
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Community

Stewardship

Solitude

Advisor

• Family Tradition

Sense of
belonging

Independence

Community

• Extension
• Grazier
Subculture
• Government
• Advisors
• Extension
• Government
• Advisors

• Family Tradition
• Extension
• Government
• Advisors
• Markets
• Property
• Cattle

• Property
• Mother Nature

• Mother Nature
• Cattle

• Extension
• Grazier
Subculture
• Government
• Community
• Extension
• Government
• Community
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This chapter has examined the various ways in which the concept of lifestyle
has been used to describe the ‘way of life’ of the Grazier. The Grazier musters issues
such as ‘keeping the family together,’ ‘a good environment to bring up children’ to
defend their lifestyle. Graziers are viewed with a mixture of envy, and also frustration
in terms of the way they are able to resist change. From the data analysis it is apparent
that Graziers are sceptical of new information. This scepticism is not the same as
conservatism, for Graziers do engage with and absorb advice, but do so in the
qualified context of their operating farms.
This is the final chapter of Section 3: Individual Differences which explored
the individual differences between graziers that appear to be linked to the variation
between graziers in their adoption of change: measures of performance; sources of
motivation; and, what is grazier lifestyle? Section 4: Group Differences explores
differences at the group level that are relevant to a discussion of rolling out change to
different groups of people, and critical to understanding why one size does not fit all.
The next chapter, Chapter 9, focuses one major category of group differences - those
evident between graziers from different regions, or geographic locations.

Section 4

Group Differences

Analysis of interviewee data highlighted that North Queensland beef cattle industry
graziers should not be viewed as a homogenous group. Graziers from one locale in North
Queensland were often characterized as different to those from other locales in North
Queensland. Additionally graziers were perceived as different to the other primary
producer groups in North Queensland. The Australian farming community is not
homogenous: it differs by industry, community and location (see for example Barr and
Cary, 2000; Vanclay and Lawrence, 1993; Vanclay and Lawrence, 1995b; Vanclay,
Mesiti and Howden, 1998:86).
Section 4 explores such differences that at the group level are relevant to a
discussion of rolling out change to large numbers of people, and critical to understanding
why one size does not fit all. It comprises: Chapter 9 which focuses on the differences
that are evident between graziers from different geographic locations; and, Chapter 10
which focuses on the perceived differences between graziers and the farmers participating
in the other primary industries including sugar cane and horticulture.

9

9.1

Regional Effects

Introduction

The previous three chapters have analysed differences between individual graziers that
contribute to an understanding of why graziers behave the way they do when subjected to
the isomorphising pressures of their ‘human environment.’ This chapter focuses on
variation between grazier groups in differing rural localities. Perry and Perry (1979:10507) write of expected differences between groups from diverse localities such that “[t]he
degree to which societies differ depends partly on the distance between them” with
cultural variations being due to “climate, elevation, topography, nearness to or isolation
from other societies.” With particular reference to rural communities, the importance of
place, or locale is well documented (see for example Cheers, 1990; Cheers, 1992;
Martinez-Brawley, 1990). Philo (1992) warned of the deceptiveness of portraying rural
people ‘as all being ‘Mr. Averages’ (p.200) suggesting that the diversity and variety of
experiences existing within rural spaces need to be studied to more fully understand the
differences between rural people. Cheers (1993) links identity to locale for rural people,
and posits that this link is more essential for rural people than fit is for urban people:
[T]he personal identity of a rural person is tied to their locality. For
example, being a Coen, Laura or Burketown resident is more important
to a person's sense of who they are than it is for a Brisbanite or a
Sydneysider. (Cheers, 1993:10)
This rural local social identification is important because it also allows rural people to
locate themselves within wider society.
In this study, interviewees from all non-grazier groups -Extension, Markets,
IndustryOrg and Advisors - concur with these propositions often making remarks like “It
doesn’t matter what we do; we can’t seem to get people from [area-name] to do
anything.” They intimated that there were obvious differences between primary producers
on the east coast of Queensland and those further inland, and between the north and the
south. First this chapter reviews previous research proposing viewpoints of the impact of
differing localities on grazier behaviour. The interviewee comments are then analysed to
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discover the nature of the differences between graziers from differing localities in North
Queensland, and to propose reasons for these differences.

9.2

Diversity and Differentiation of Rural Localities

Rural areas, or locales, differ noticeably in “their economic structure and activity, their
natural and human resources, the peripherality of their location, their demographic and
social conditions” (Marsden, 1999b:503-04). Traditionally, the farming methods of a
locale have developed and attuned in response to their local physical and social
environment and resources (Allaire & Sylvander, 1995; Barjolle, Boisseaux & Dufour,
1998). The resultant differentiated ruralities (Hoggart et al., 1995) exhibit regionally
embedded farming systems typified by a diversity of local farming techniques, regional
specialty products, local breeds of animals and crops, characteristic rural structures and
agricultural landscapes and particular environmental values (Meeus, van der Ploeg &
Wijermans, 1988). More recently, Kristensen, Thenail & Kristensen (2001, 2004) and
Busck (2002), in their studies of Danish farmers’ landscape practices, found that the
‘location factor’ was more significant in explaining heterogeneity in farmers’ landscape
practices than socioeconomic factors such as farmers’ age, or farm characteristics such as
livestock and acreage. Thus, regionalised farming methods, or systems, represent “a
coherent set of interrelations between farming as a socio-economic activity, local ecology,
rural culture and society at large” (Renting & van der Ploeg, 2001:85). The preceding
authors were largely referring to the development of European farming. There is reason to
expect that the Australian farming experience will mirror these findings as Johnsen’s
(2003) study of New Zealand farmers similarly found that:
[C]ontextual factors, including local biophysical, economic, and cultural
conditions all in some way affected farm-level experiences and responses
by shaping the articulation of macro-level changes, imposing new aspects
of change, or altering actors ‘room for manoeuvre.’ (p.146)
Phillips (1996) points out that despite the isomorphic pressures applied to graziers and the
anticipated homogenising trends, regions have their own individual culturally and locally
based response to these pressures:
[A] number of local cultural responses to wider changes in agriculture
are identified which show that, despite evidence of some homogenizing
trends in farming, the impacts of wider agricultural restructuring
construct farming practice differently in different locations. … [W]hile
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constrained by wider dynamics that seek to define farming as a business,
[farming culture)] is fluid in its mediation of the global and the local to
maintain farming as a desirable way of life. (p.271)
The importance of locale to farming culture was similarly noted in the Australian
agricultural context by Dunn, Gray and Phillips (2000:14): “farming practice is nested in
a cultural context” and the “cultural ‘influences’ can be very local” resulting in local
“’indigenous’ views” and likely differences between all agencies and interest groups
involved in promoting change in a particular area. Based on a comprehensive review of
literature and research available at the time, Lockie, Lawrence, Dale & Taylor (2002)
developed a model of an Australian land manager’s ‘capacity for change’ when
confronted with the pressures alluded to above. They conclude that:
Understanding change clearly requires us to shift our focus somewhat
from the level of individual landholders—or even small regional
communities of landholders—to the social, economic, ecological and
technological environments within which landholders are located and the
other major stakeholders within each of these spheres. (2002:824).
‘Locality’ is recognised as a constraining factor for grazier behaviour in the Australian
context. Research shows that innovation adoption varies across locale, being dependent
on the environmental setting or ‘place receptiveness’ (Ormrod, 1990). Until a level of
knowledge and confidence in an innovation develops within particular geographical
contexts, adoption of an innovation is unlikely (Tonts et al., 2009). Tonts et al. (2009)
argue that an innovation must suit an environment before it will be taken up: geographic,
or regional, diffusion of innovations depends on how well matched the innovation is to
the specific ecological, institutional, social and economic context of a locale.
Having acknowledged that differences are expected across rural locales, the
following section explores the differences across North Queensland beef cattle industry
locales, as substantiated by the study interviewees.

9.3

Differences

Just as there are geographical and environmental differences as the landscape is traversed,
interviewees perceived corresponding differences in the grazier subcultures throughout
North Queensland. One of the more colourful perceptions of subculture differences was
voiced by Grazier20:
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The Bowen ones are the ones that really strike me as different; you get
types, which are last century - Neanderthal. Then you've got the Gulf
people, they're different. They're just totally [the] horse set and they're
pretty cliquey. Then this mob around here [the Dalrymple Shire], I
suppose, well we think we're the God’s gift for everything too I guess.
No I would think the Dalrymple Shire as a whole would probably be
more progressive. We have to be, especially the ones south of Charters
Towers. I've got seven or eight different soil types at home, so we have to
cope with a fair bit of variability in terms of soil types, land types,
supplementary feeding, that sort of stuff. Dalrymple Shire generally leads
the field in terms of cross breeding and all those sorts of stuff, and
Brahmans, so we're a bit more progressive in that way. … We have to
compensate for lack of nutrition, you know, and so we're innovative. We
have to be to survive. Western Queensland … they don't have to try too
hard either. And that limits your management style because you don't
have to try. Central Queensland well they think they're the God’s gift.
Southern Queenslanders well, they're so keen on indirect cropping and all
that sort of stuff. [They’ve got] more ability to diversify. They're
probably more competent land managers because they had to start
looking at the dirt, but the grazing types of people have this bad habit of
being able to look at the animal and not the grass and that's one thing
about our pasture monitoring program was to try and get people to start
looking at the dirt and the grass.
Non-graziers similarly noted regional differences: Market05 spoke of the differences
between graziers from different regions, particularly between western and northern
graziers compared to coastal or southern graziers even extending to the way they walk,
talk and carry themselves; and, Extension19 differentiated between the tweed-coated
gentlemen graziers of the southern regions of North Queensland and the cowboys of the
Gulf.
Analysis of the interview data identified several dimensions for grazier
differences across regions: attitude and behaviour, management practices, and perceived
workloads. The next three subsections will develop these dimensions, as described by the
interviewees.
9.3.1

Attitude and Behaviour

Attitudes and behaviour were the most common dimensions of difference discussed by
the interviewees. Several interviewees have worked in a number of Australian states and
also across the whole of Queensland and highlighted the differences that occur between
farmers on a state basis and right across Queensland:

260
I mean, you know, because I have lived in Victoria, New South Wales
and Queensland there is a big difference. You know I think up here it’s
very much, very much, a cowboy-orientated type of thing. I don’t know
about everybody but there would be a lot of people that are involved in
rodeos and all that sort of stuff - camp drafting and all that. Whereas the
further, you know when you get into a lot of areas of New South Wales,
and certainly along the coastal areas [of New South Wales], and
definitely Victoria, it’s much more of a gentleman’s sort of situation.
(Market04)
It [Warwick] has a reputation of being a really cliquey place. If you’re
not third or fourth generation I mean you just don’t rate. And I mean, I
am third or fourth generation from 30 kilometres down the road but that
doesn’t matter. …. I’ve worked on places in that Warwick area, you
know, to go out to do a day preg testing or a morning preg testing when
they won’t even stop and offer you a cup of tea. It’s extraordinary. And
yet you go 100 kilometres west into the Inglewood, Goondiwindi area
and I mean they’re almost pests they’re so social. I mean you go out
there and you know stay the night. You know, stay and have dinner, stay
and have a few rums. I used to do a lot of Brucellosis testing down there
and they wanted to do it on a Saturday or something. And they would say
bring your wife, we’ll have a barbecue you know stay the night, stay the
weekend. And yet around Warwick - no way. (Extension16)
The same types of differences were identified across North Queensland. In general terms,
many interviewees spoke of some regions as being quite progressive and amenable to
change and others as being quite closed and indifferent. Interestingly this perception was
widely held by both graziers and the groups trying to facilitate change within the grazing
community.
[T]he community in which we live, it’s a fairly outgoing community and
it’s a forward thinking one and that just sort of flows on to you, it does.
And when you go to meetings, these chaps are talking about all these
things. Some things you might never have heard of before and so it really
just sort of makes you lift your act a bit. I know another chap who bought
a property down at Calliope, and he was a very active and smart sort of
fellow. And he bought in this district [Calliope] - he used to call the
district, ‘Sleepy Hollow.’ He came out of a vibrant district and went over
to Calliope, ‘Oh gosh,’ he said, ‘they’re just complacent - really
complacent.’ (Grazier09)
Well we’ve had some experience where we’ve had cattle on agistment
for five years, round Nonda and Richmond. And um, they are pretty
tough to get on with out there. They are all kings of their own castles in a
big big way. And all the next door neighbours are not as good as them.
Whereas around here, there are a lot of battlers around the Bowen Shire.
... But it’s not like out west. Out west there are some big places now,
whereas around here there are some smaller people doing it hard. You
know that makes a big difference. … But they [the graziers around
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Bowen] are scared of anyone new who comes in. ... The people, the
graziers who come [to meetings,] the vast majority, they don’t want to
take anything in. They’re not going anywhere. (Grazier19)
They’re more open in the north. You know you can rock into their
homes; you can have a cup of tea. They’ll come into your place. There’s
more friendliness, more open, you’re probably more accepted from the
government point of view in some places in the north. They’ll tell you
what they think of you. It will be a ‘spade’s a spade’ sort of thing.
Whereas down south they can be a bit mousey about things. If you’ve got
a point of view, if it’s good or bad, they’ll tell you in the north. So it’s
more openness. (Extension10)
The thing about there [the Gulf and Cloncurry] they make a hell of an
effort to get around. When you look at it, they drive hundreds of miles at
a time to go to something. And yet in a place like Townsville you’re flat
out getting them to drive 50 kilometres sometimes. (Extension09)
Graziers in some regions were identified as being tough, confident and superior, whereas
in others the graziers were described as battling to exist and being nova phobic1, and
fearful of change. Of course there are exceptions to be found to these generalisations in
each of the regions alluded to. One of the graziers quoted above, whilst living amongst a
group widely described as difficult to get to change, was himself an exception to the
grazier culture in his locale. He was just as time and cash strapped as his neighbours, but
had implemented significant changes in recent years. The reasons for these anomalies will
be the subject of discussion in the next chapter.
Grazier11 spoke at length of the attitudinal differences that she had experienced
attending a series of grazier meetings in seven different regions - Bowen, Charters
Towers, Winton, Richmond, Cloncurry, Longreach and Atherton - across North
Queensland, “Oh I couldn’t get over the difference. It was unreal.” Two of the regions
had taken up change but wanted to blame others because they hadn’t gotten the outcomes
that they had expected – they didn’t want to take responsibility for their own decisionmaking:
They were very much the, “they ought to have told us”. … Because they
were upset with the government for not telling them in advance that Jap
Ox wouldn’t be such a wonderful market. You know, changing the
specifications, all this stuff. And it was all someone else’s fault. . I don’t
know whether it’s the farming mentality. . A lot of them have got more

1

Fearful of everything new.
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dirt than we have but they seem to be looking for people to blame. You
know they were victims. (Grazier11)
Four of the regions were positive and open to new ideas, and willing to make their own
decisions:
They were lovely, I really enjoyed being there. They were open, … and
not sort of defensive and not trying to blame someone else. … They were
looking for it, more desperate. Yeah hungrier. But they were hungry
[and] open. (Grazier11)
And the fifth and final region ‘knew it all’:
They were closed [minded] and a mob of smart asses. They were tough.
And it [one difference] was their security. They knew they had all the
answers. They were doing all right. They didn’t need anyone else to tell
them something. (Grazier11)
It is not unexpected to find these three types of grazier attitudes. What is unexpected is
finding that a region seemed to be dominated by one of these types rather than the
diversity of attitudes being evident in each region.
The attitudinal and behavioural differences discussed above focus on openness of
the communities and also on cultural differences. Both are factors that may enhance the
capacity for peer group pressure in these regions. In turn this could act as a restraint on
change, impinging on a region’s ability and willingness to address and implement change.
Grazier01 provided two examples of such peer pressure in action: he told of how graziers
who had adopted new management techniques had been subsequently abused by other
graziers at social gatherings; and, he also told how a family who had sold their property
would not allow details of the sale to be made public until they had moved because they
feared peer group backlash once it was known that the land would no longer be used for
beef cattle production.
9.3.2

Management Practices

A large number of the groups interacting with graziers, and graziers too, spoke about the
different management practices that they saw as they moved around the regions. In fact,
for IndustryOrg12, this was where the most significant differences between regions were
noticeable. Evidence of these differences in management practices were provided by
several interviewees:
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People in the top end of the Burdekin River are a lot further back than
some of the others, in terms of development and backwardness and
husbandry and everything else. … Yeah that area seems to be a bit
rougher. (Extension09)
One of the things stood out to me and mostly talking about Bowen areas,
they eat so much grass they knock the country about too much in Bowen.
It’s over grazed. … There are some good cattlemen there but as a group
of people [they are not so good]. ... And we [around] Charters Towers are
exactly the same. We’re known as degraders too. …. And there’s a lot of
truth in what they say too in both Bowen and Charters Towers. Well it
goes back to what I said first. They’re defensive of the amount of grass
[grazed]. In their hearts they really know what they’re doing is wrong
and so [does] everyone that comes there. They think “They are degrading
my country.” (Grazier09)
There are forward areas and backward areas. Dalrymple Shire generally
probably lead the field in terms of cross breeding and all those sorts of
stuff, and Brahmans so we’re a bit more progressive in that way For all
of central Queenslanders faults they tend to, well there are segments of
that area that really make things happen. They’re real innovators
especially in terms of marketing and production. … The Bowen group their land management really appalls me. They had so much Townsville
lucerne down there it was great production country. They flogged the
guts out of it and then that disease anthrax wiped out [the] Townsville
lucerne and they still reckoned they wanted to keep the same production
on what [grass] was left. And because it was so overgrazed the whole
thing now is just dominant with Indian couch and they’ve still got this
‘flog the land’ mentality. … The Barcaldine group, they’re pretty well
the same [as the Bowen group]. (Grazier20)
Northern producers tend to use agents and sale yards – but central and
highlands fellows – 95% … are direct sales. Distance has probably got a
little bit to do with it, but we still pull cattle over 500kms away on a kilo
weight basis to Mackay. I think in the west that people are more
comfortable just letting their agent tell them the story and do their
marketing. In the west there is a high percentage of producers, maybe
financed by agents and they have control [of] their marketing fairly well.
(Market02)
[With] people for instance in the Bowen area there is no emphasis on
having a place that is neat and kept up-to-scratch or things like that.
(Grazier05)
I mean, the northern part of the state in the cattle areas where you’re
looking at larger numbers of cattle, they are cattle people and that’s their
main source of income generally. Down here they are diversified.
They’re not always in cattle. I mean sometimes we get people jump
about a fair bit here from cropping to, you know a lot of them don’t like
getting on tractors but they do get on there if they have to. And if they
see they can get a quick cash crop in. …. You know some of them are
part farmers, part cattlemen, that type of thing. Some of them run sheep
as well. (Market06)
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This difference in terms of scope of the primary production enterprise was widely
commented on by many of those interviewed and has implications for the nature of
decision making that the graziers are involved in.
In summary, the interviewees highlighted differences in all spheres of
management between graziers from different locales. Some of the differences in
management are directly quoted above but others were mentioned by the interviewees and
become evident in following subsections. The areas of management where graziers were
described as differing across locales included: land and pasture management; marketing
strategies; technologies in use; whether graziers were interested in the production chain
beyond the farm gate and the market their cattle were sold into; the levels of development
and maintenance of property infrastructure; and finally the scope of their primary
production enterprise.
9.3.3

Perceived Workloads

The final dimension of difference discussed by the interviewees was perceived workload.
Many graziers highlighted how workloads differed by region:
[O]ut west they don’t have the workload like we have in here [around
Bowen]. We run around. They must think we’re totally crazy. They just
clean their bore drains out, do a couple of musters. And that’s it for the
year. [Whereas] we go all day. (Grazier19)
We were tied to [property-a]. We were forever fixing fences because the
place was crisscrossed by creeks and gullies that ran every year, but only
for a very short time. There was little grass, it was steep country, the
creeks ran quickly and the fences were always being washed away. On
[property-b] there are nowhere near the fencing problems because the
land is relatively flat and there is nowhere near the number of creeks. …
We also had lots of problems with nutrition at [property-a]. It tied us up
for months each year just keeping cattle alive. We also had dams there
which look a lot of time to build and maintain and were a significant trap
for cattle during drought. On [property-b] we have bores which are much
easier to manage. You can put them just where you want them. The water
doesn’t dry up and cattle don’t get bogged. …Doing my apprenticeship at
[property-a], makes you appreciate just how much easier a place like
[property-b] is to manage. It allows time to think as well as do.
(Grazier01)
The two cattle properties owned by Grazier01’s family were located in different regions
and demanded different workloads to be managed to the same levels of operation.
Differences in workloads between regions were also addressed by Market02:

265
Yes [in Central Queensland] – probably season and nutritional level of
the pastures would be kinder to them, and I think that they haven’t got
the stress level of herd management that the northern people run into. In
the central area I would not say they are wealthier, but they do not have
to work as hard to maintain their herd.
The workload differences discussed simply point out that properties in some regions need
much higher levels of input and management than properties in other regions. This
obviously has flow on effects, at least in terms of time and labour capacity.

9.4

Reasons for Regional Differences

In addition to identifying the differences between graziers from different regions, the
interviewees provided explanations for why these differences exist. Advisor03 alluded to
three of the main reasons for these regional differences in describing differences between
graziers that sought his assistance and those that didn’t:
I think there are a number of factors and it all has to do with pressure.
One of the factors is the quality of the country. … Marginal country is
where a lot of our people came from originally because they were under
more pressure than on better country. … Then you get established
districts where they’re probably second, third and fourth or third and
fourth generation, fifth generation. We get very little out of those areas probably because there’s not much debt in those areas. Although, the last
drought changed that for a lot of people. And that’s put its own pressures
back on. Now that’s starting to bring about change in some of those
areas. (Advisor03)
Thus quality of the country, generations of family ownership and debt levels are
perceived as influencing attitudes to change. Previously in this chapter attitudes to
change, or openness, were identified differing between regions which raises the question
of whether any of Advisor03’s perceived factors influencing attitude to change also
explain why graziers differ from one region to another. The following subsections address
this question and also identify a number of additional grounds for difference between
graziers from different regions.
9.4.1

Isolation

Differing degrees of isolation was proposed as one reason why graziers varied between
regions. Grazier10 summed it up: “it’s isolation verses high density [living]. So graziers
in isolation are very different to those in a high density area.” The size of a property
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considered to be a ‘living area2’ varies from region to region depending on the ‘carrying
capacity3’ of the land type.” If a ‘living’ size herd is considered to be 3000 beasts, then
the area of living size properties varies greatly depending on the carrying capacity of the
land type. The larger the ‘living size’ property, the less closely settled the properties will
be and the more isolated the grazier and their family become. The effects of this isolation
were highlighted by a number of interviewees:
When you’ve got high density everything’s a lot more concentrated. A
grazier at Croydon needs 100 acres to run 1 beast on. Well his whole
thinking, his whole mind set, he’s got to be different, to survive in that
area. The chaps on the big properties, they think different to us [in the
more closely settled areas]. (Grazier09)
Charters Towers does it tougher than say Hughenden, Richmond, Julia
Creek. Because they’re small areas (in terms of population), people need
each other a lot more. There’s less of them and they’re diluted less
amongst the town people. So I think there’s probably more spirit in some
of those areas. And there’s probably even a little bit more of the pioneer
spirit out West. (IndustryOrg08)
What I reckon it is that the bigger the places and the further apart people
are, the more they’ve got to work on their social relationships. Whereas if
you get them into an urban environment they don’t have to do much at
all, they can ignore their neighbours because they’re mates with someone
a couple of blocks away. (Extension09)
And it seems to be a combination of isolation and harshness of the land
[that accounts for differences between graziers in Southern, Central and
Northern Queensland]. Because you can go north with horticulture and I
don’t observe it. You have potato growers, and onion growers in the
Tablelands and it’s not anywhere near as extreme. So I think its isolation
and harshness of the countryside so it’s sort of like the North and Cape
and the West. (Extension13)
Degree of isolation was seen as a point of differentiation between graziers from different
regions. It was seen as potentially uniting graziers in the more remote regions and
allowing them to become more insular to external stimuli. For the more isolated graziers,

2

A property is described as a living area if it is able to generate enough income for a family to live
comfortably on.

3

Carrying capacity is the maximum number of cattle that a property (or unit of land) can sustain for a
specified period of time and still maintain vegetation and other resources. It may vary from year to year
on the same property due to fluctuating fodder production because of weather variations. Two figures
are usually talked about when discussing the carrying capacity of a cattle property: the total number of
cattle that a property can sustainably carry; and, the number of acres required to sustain a beast for a
year.
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their ‘life experiences’ tend to be more limiting and make them more circumspect of
anything outside of their sphere of knowledge:
I think there’s a particular value system that’s out there related to that
[why graziers behave the way that they do] and it’s based on a lot of their
life experiences in terms of where they’ve grown up and all of those sorts
of things. In Cape York Peninsula particularly, people don’t see other
people for 6 months of the year. And you work with them from April
through to November or December and you think that by the end of
November then they’re bloody coming back to these sensible people that
you can deal with. And they spend 6 months and they’re in isolation
again and they all think everybody’s having a go at them and all that sort
of stuff and they go crazy again. So I think the environment that they live
in is a major reason for the way that they behave. (Extension15)
Marsden et al. (1990) and Marsden (1999b) corroborate these findings and propose that
an actor’s local rural context impacts their decision making and behaviour.
Relating this to the grazier’s actor-network, the network of an isolated grazier
will be more geographically limited. In contrast graziers in less remote regions, whilst
seen as more selective in developing their networks, were more open to outside stimuli
and more likely to include people from outside their region in their network. Grazier20’s
property is in a locale which would not be considered isolated and his network extends
well beyond his locale’s geographic boundary:
Yeah most of my information comes from networking. I have a lot of
personal friends who are scientists and I work closely with those guys
and have been for ten or twelve years so that's another thing. … Email
has made life a lot of easier in terms of exchange of information. The
biggest source of information in terms of management changes for me
has been the networking process. (Grazier20)
He highlights how important his network is in terms of information, makes it that his
network is very widespread, and that this has been facilitated through the use of the
internet. Grazier20 also made clear that his social network extended beyond the
geographic boundary of his locale, and that this was also facilitated through the internet.
In recent years information technology and communications (IT&C) has improved greatly
in rural areas with government sponsored schemes to improve the broadband network.
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The Australian Government’s current initiative for a National Broadband Network4 will
eventually provide the technological ability to graziers in isolated areas to broaden their
social and information network across regional boundaries if they want to.
Variation in the amount of technology support available across regions was
aligned with isolation in accounting for some of the grazier differences identified across
regions (Advisor04). Some regions have easier access to technology5 support resulting in
differences between regions in terms of their uptake of technology and change. The link
between isolation and lack of technical support was particularly highlighted by
Extension04:
I see that [degree of isolation, does that have any effect]. I see it when
looking at the Gulf lands areas and up around Burketown compared to
say, Richmond. Richmond is fairly socially active, [there is] a lot of
communication, a lot of people are related to one another. Everyone
seems to be related to everyone and its real go ahead in terms of
embracing change. Up in the Gulf areas they're on larger properties. If
you get further over, it's just more isolated: see people less; probably
didn't have TV until recently; maybe don't get serviced or seen by
agencies as much; further away from field days. Oh heaps of things. And
doing it tougher financially because of the country - it’s just poorer. A lot
of, yeah a lot of things working against you. … I'm not saying that
they're not social, because they are. Like I've tapped into a real social
group at Croydon that I've been working with for four or five years. So
yeah they are [social], but they're still pretty isolated. They don't have the
number of social things that they do, say, in Richmond or Charters
Towers. (Extension04)
Isolation is not always linked to a low level of technical support because some isolated
regions are well serviced especially if Extension officers are domiciled in their region.

4

In April 2009 it was announced that the Australian Government would be providing funding of up to
$43 billion to build and operate a National Broadband Network (NBN) in urban, regional and rural
areas. The objective is to roll-out an open access, high-speed, fibre-based NBN that will provide access
speeds of at least 100 megabits per second to 90% of Australian homes and businesses. All other
premises in Australia are to be connected with next generation wireless and satellite technologies that
will be able to deliver 12 megabits per second or better. Previously, broadband satellite services have
been rolled out to rural customers for internet services under subsidized schemes such as the Australian
Broadband Guarantee (ABG). (Australian Government, 2009)

5

In this context technology support relates to all areas of operation including herd management, land
management and financial management. Providers of technology support include extensions officers,
researchers, agents, rural consultants and other graziers. Information technology and communications
(IT&C) support is only part of the support that Advisor04 alludes to.
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Similarly there are examples of regions that would not be considered isolated, that have
low levels of technology support.
9.4.2

Demographics -History of the Regions Development

Regional differences in farming subcultures are influenced by regional histories (Marsden
et al., 1993; Marsden, 1995; Dalby & Mackenzie, 1997; Gray, 1999; Burgess et al., 2000;
Lockie et al., 2002; Burton, 2004). Marsden et al. (1993) developed a typology of rural
spaces using four ‘ideal types’: the preserved countryside (characterised by
‘preservationist’ attitudes, the presence of a formerly urban professional middle-class,
high demand for leisure and residential property); the contested countryside
(characterised by conflict between farmers with ‘productivist’ orientation and
‘newcomers’ similar to those of the preserved countryside); the paternalistic countryside
(areas where large farms dominate, and the development process is shaped by such
farms); and the clientelistic countryside (areas in remote rural regions where farming is
sustained by state subsidies). This typology highlights the primacy of understanding a
farmer’s ‘locality,’ especially its cultural and historical development, in understanding
variations in rural spaces and how processes are likely to be played out differently from
one location to another.
The importance of a region’s history of development was identified by several of
the interviewees in this study, as being one of the reasons for there being differences in
the behaviours of graziers from diverse regions:
Yes they do vary [between regions]. I think it depends on who the
movers and shakers are as they have a lot of peer influence. … History
plays a big role – if neighbours get on for generations they usually
continue to have good relations but if there is a blowup it can take many
generations to resolve. … Dalrymple properties have probably been with
the same families for more generations than other shires so there is more
cohesion and to some extent interdependence. (Extension05)
I think that the [Dalrymple] Shire is probably as progressive as any, and
probably more than some others. [Its] because there’s a hard core of
people like the surname-a’s, the surname-b’s and all these sort of people.
They’ve been pretty well there for a long time and taken on the new
technology and some of the Shire has got good operators in there.
(Advisor04)
Then you get established districts where they're probably second, third
and fourth or third and fourth generation fifth generation we get very
little out of those areas. ... [T]here's a level of comfort and there's
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tradition and I think there's also the macho image that we've been here 5
generations what can somebody teach us. That actually has a pretty big
influence. I think that's actually one of the biggest barriers - “What can
somebody teach us. We're out here every day of the year. We know what
we're doing.” Reality is they don't. (Advisor03)
These interviewees believe that there is an association between the length of time that
grazing has been carried in the region and grazier behavior. Both of the families
mentioned by Advisor04 – surname-a and surname-b - have been grazing in their region
for several generations and have a history of participation in trials with either research or
extension organisations. Advisor04 and Advisor03 focused on different aspects of the
grazier history of an area and the link with how progressive a region might be. Advisor04
found that areas with a history of ‘generation’ graziers working with extension officers
tended to be progressive, whereas Advisor03 found ‘generation’ graziers were generally
under less pressure to change because they were more financially secure. There are a
number of factors that may help explain the tension in the comments by these two
Advisors. First they were not referring to the same region. Second they may have focused
on different aspects of an area’s history because their own interactions with graziers and
the services that they provide are different. Finally, the differences in the generational
history of grazier families involved may reinforce different attitudes and hence the
interaction of the factors mentioned above. Clearly however, Advisor03 and Advisor04
both identify that the length of time a region has been involved in grazing is a source of
variation between grazier behaviours in different regions.
Extension11 likewise highlighted the link between the history of development of
grazing in a region with grazier behavior. In addition, Extension11 highlighted that ‘a
shared history’ helped graziers to be more cohesive, get on with one another and share
information. One region in particular where this was the case was the Taroom area. This
was a soldier settlement6 area, where the graziers came to the region at the same time and
now work quite well together sharing information and helping one another. Extension11
had found that in areas where there was a good community spirit, good information

6

Soldier settlement refers to the occupation and settlement of land throughout parts of rural Australia by
returning discharged soldiers under schemes administered by the State Governments after world Wars I
and II. Soldiers who gained such a block of land had the opportunity to start a farming life and the rural
area that they moved to was guaranteed a population expansion and an increase to infrastructure in the
area.
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sharing and working together, there always seemed to be a ‘shared experience’ or ‘shared
history.’
9.4.3

Land Capacity

A farm’s geographical location, landscape and environmental conditions have a
considerable influence on its biodiversity value (Siebert, Toogood & Knierim, 2006:328).
Marsden (1999b) noted that this variability in natural resources between locations, or land
capacity, is one reason why rural areas differ markedly in terms of outcomes. Land or
resource capacity is fundamental to grazier success:
Another factor contributing to variations in productivity across regions is
resource quality (for example, the inherent productive capacity of the
land or the presence of land degradation). The productive capacity of a
particular farm or region is dependent, to some extent, on the quality of
the land — which should be reflected in its value. ABARE7 analysis of
farm survey data shows positive relationships between productivity, land
values and rates of return to capital, indicating that measures of
productivity are influenced by resource quality issues. (Productivity
Commission, 2005:132-33)
Interviewees for this study similarly identified natural resources, or land capacity as
determined by soil type and vegetation type, as one of the main reasons for variation
between graziers from different geographic regions. Market02 went so far as to suggest
that all graziers would be the same if they all had the same quality of land:
I think their properties make the difference. I think you put people in
different environments and they adapt. It is just the environment that they
are placed in that makes the difference. And their country determines
their lifestyle a bit. I think that if you bought them all down here and put
them into buffel8 grass they would all be the same. (Market02)
In isolation this might be considered a naïve statement, but it is clear from the point of
view of the Productivity Commission (2005) and the following interviewee quotes that
variation in land productivity, or capacity, does have a variety of impacts as outlined in
the remainder of this subsection.

7

The Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics (ABARE) is an Australian government
economic research agency

8

Buffel grass is a widespread introduced pasture species in northern Australian grazing areas. Many
graziers regard buffel grass as a very productive pasture for cattle.
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The interviewees clearly articulated differences in management strategies,
behaviours, and outcomes between regions with differing land capacities:
[T]he bloody westerners they're - you know the black soil downs people totally different. Maybe because they've got good country - bloody dry
most of the time - but the point is they've got good country. They've
never had to put out supplement in their life so they just can't understand
that. They're great social people and they tend to, because there's no real
diversity, the land type is all the same, there's very little input required.
All their money goes off farm. So they've probably got pretty good bank
balances most of them, but their environmental management is hopeless
and their infrastructure is pretty ordinary. It's all falling down. They only
have to cope with rainfall variability I guess. (Grazier20)
Yeah, I can see a difference between [graziers from different
geographical areas.] I just find that down that side of the line [south of
Charters Towers] they've just got to be trying to prove something. Now
whether it's because their country is not as good as this country up here
and they can't do the job - I don't mean their work, but their turnover isn’t
as well as it is here. … You know that grazier-a and his parents have
been up in the Gulf and down south of the Towers for years and years.
Three generations of them. Three years ago they moved down [to the
Basalt from the Gulf.]. I have been trying to talk grazier-a into coming to
the basalt for 20 odd years. And because of all the old fellows [in his
family] saying ‘Don't touch that basalt it's no good. It's no good. Don't
ever touch it.’ He's been here three years now and he still can't believe
what production he's getting: the extra calves he's branding; the weight
that they're getting out of them. (Grazier18)
Those forest people seem to be different to the downs people - different
types of land attracts different types of owners. I see that forest country
north of Richmond and up in the Gulf like Croydon and those areas, like
you couldn't give me that country. I've had cattle up there, it's cheap to
buy but it's expensive to run. I do think that there are blokes that go up
there and they swear by it - they wouldn't be anywhere else. But to me
it's cheap to buy but it's nasty. (Grazier18)
The difference is the fact that you’ve got different [regional]
communities which have different inherent resilience. I mean that
Mitchell grass is very, very resilient. You know you get a run of good
years and you can recover. Whereas in the Dalrymple Shire, because the
soils are much more fragile, they’re much more erodible and the
vegetation type itself is much less resilient. So that, to me, is an
important fact if you’re talking about all of northern Queensland. You’ve
got distinctive soil types, vegetation types. Vegetation follows soil.
(Extension20)
And doing it tougher financially because of the country [up in the Gulf.]
A lot of things are working against you. … Yes they’re disadvantaged in,
and certainly they recognise, that they’re not on good country type. They
have the things like how much [more] it costs to get cattle to market; I
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think they feel disadvantaged too. It’s certainly harder to make a living.
(Extension04)
Graziers with properties in regions with good land capacity were described as having
fewer variables to worry about in managing their properties. The quality of the land was
seen as potentially limiting their need and willingness to be innovative or have a proactive
management style.
Two divergent opinions linking quality of country and innovativeness, or ability
to change, were expressed by the interviewees. Some interviewees saw good land
capacity as lulling graziers into a ‘fat and lazy’ mentality, where their profit levels were
high enough for them not to have to be innovative:
Progressive groups tend to be on the less productive land and they work
together more willingly. Difficulty brings people together. (Extension05)
Grazier20 has been quoted several times already in this chapter comparing graziers from
different regions and clearly identifies that graziers from good country make a good
living without having to do much work, and consequently tend to not be very interested in
innovation or change – they don’t need to be. Graziers from poorer land types were
described as being more amenable and open to change because they needed, or wanted, to
improve their profitability.
The alternate view that was expressed by several interviewees was that graziers
with good land capacity were the ones who could afford to be innovative:
[T]owards Cloncurry there's some fairly advanced fellas around there.
Some good cattle country there and a lot of good herds - a lot of good
cattle. I think it's [advanced because of] the better quality country, more
money in your cattle so you've got more money to spend. (Grazier04)
Like Grazier04, Extension07 intimated that graziers with ‘good land types’ tended to be
more optimistic about the future because they saw themselves as having more options and
being more in control of their future, consequently they were seen as more likely to be
receptive to change and innovation. Talking about the different regions, or land types, in
central Queensland Extension07 characterised graziers from the poorer black spear grass
areas as: having been there for several generations; having substantial accumulated debt;
not maintaining their property; needing off-farm income to be economically viable. Some
of these properties were viewed as too small to be a ‘living area’ and in general this black
spear grass country was described as poor quality with unreliable rainfall. Extension07
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introduced the notion of the ‘fish bowl syndrome’ to describe the situation of some of the
graziers on these ‘poorer’ quality properties whereby they were locked onto their
properties wanting to expand but lacking the capacity to do so. They can’t buy the block
next door because the cost was too high compared to the income that it could generate,
and if they sold out they would not be able to buy a ‘living size’ area property elsewhere
either.
Smit, McNabb and Smithers (1996) may provide insight to this conflict when
they note that characteristics of both the farm and the farmer influence perception of, or
sensitivity to, ‘exogenous’ forces and shape the responses to such forces. This supports
the findings of this study so that despite the apparent conflict between these views noted
above, they are not mutually exclusive. To be able to implement change, a grazier must
have a land type that will support the change, be amenable to the change themselves, and
have the financial ability to do so. This is consistent with the view expressed by some
interviewees that graziers on poorer land are more receptive to change – as long as their
situation allows it. Similarly, there are numerous examples of graziers on good land types
who are innovative, and those that are not. Whether they are innovative may well then
depend on how they measure their own success (as discussed in Chapter 6) and their
motivation for staying on the land (as discussed in Chapter 7). Notwithstanding this
interesting complexity, there is substantial evidence in the literature that land capacity is
one of the characteristics of a region used to account for the spatial variation in
agricultural restructuring and technology uptake outcomes (Cloke & Goodwin 1992;
Goodwin, Cloke & Milbourne, 1995; Conradson & Pawson 1997). Johnsen (2003) found
this to be the case with New Zealand farmers and Lockie et al. (2002:824) similarly
conclude that a farmer’s natural resource base is a determinant of their willingness and
ability to change.
9.4.4

Land Use Options

In the sub-section above, several interviewees added another dimension to land capacity
by introducing the notion of whether the land type and location provided graziers with
options in terms of land use. Some localities provided graziers with the option of running
a mixed primary production enterprise or being able to easily switch between primary
production enterprises. Having these alternatives was identified as an important
differentiating factor between regions:
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One of the key differences between the North and the South is the issue
of enterprise. I mean, I think it’s fair to say that beef in the North is
essentially a monoculture, whereas in the South, whilst there are
specialist beef producers, much of the beef comes from mixed enterprise
operations. They may run beef and sheep, they may have cereal. So there
is not the same level of dependence on beef for the cash flow, compared
to the Northern industry. (IndustryOrg02)
Market01 similarly focused on flexibility of land use as a major point of difference
between regions. As you move away from the coast in North Queensland there is no
flexibility in terms of land use being basically locked into grass-fed, free-range cattle
production. Southern and coastal graziers have more options in term of land use including
the ability to have a mix of crops and cattle – they can grow grain and cotton seed for
cattle feed providing a synergy as well as flexibility to their operation (Market01).
Good land capacity, or having ‘good land type,’ is a critical determinant of
whether a grazier could run a mixed enterprise operation (Market02). In general graziers
on ‘good land types’ were more optimistic about the future because they believed that
they had more land use options: they more readily implemented change and thought that
they were more in control of their future (Extension07). This finding is supported by
Battershill and Gilg (1996) who reported that farmers’ behaviour seemed to be influenced
by farm production types, for example whether it was a mixed production enterprise or
single production enterprise.
9.4.5

Security and Comfort Level

Several interviewees proposed that differences between graziers in some regions might be
correlated to the level of wealth of the graziers in the different regions.
I certainly found it [differences between farmers from different regions].
I remember going out to a Landcare group south of Camden, and they
were so enthusiastic and gung ho. And then I remember going out to
another farming group say in Western Victoria in the Wimmera and they
were so bloody depressing. … Yes the wealth correlated with the level of
enthusiasm and ‘gung ho-ness’. (IndustryOrg09)
Most of them [graziers around Hughenden] are so big that they’re very
secure. You know, they’re not on the edge. I’m doing all right mate.
(Grazier11)
I think certain areas … were just quite lucrative properties. And they had
a way of life. And they thought they were far superior to other people
and I experienced that. (Grazier07)
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Graziers coming from areas where there is considerable wealth were thought to be less
interested in change because they were contented as they were. The financially stretched
graziers were more likely to be open to, and looking for, change. The interviewees
intimated through their dialogues that whilst individual graziers might be exceptions,
within regions graziers tended to be in similar general financial positions.
9.4.6

Different Types of People are Drawn to Different Land Types

Jonathon Robbin (1980: 28) claimed that people “create or choose established
neighbourhoods which conform to their lifestyle of the moment,” where “the
neighbourhood or community … make up a distinct social group which shares
demographic and economic characteristics.” This proposition is as true of rural locales as
it is of city locales. Recent studies of rural areas in Australia that are attracting inmigrants have shown that physical environment, lifestyle, and climate are the top ranking
factors given for people moving into particular rural areas (Curry, Koczberski &
Selwood, 2001; Stimson, Minnery, Kabamba & Moon, 1996; Walmsley, Epps & Duncan,
1998). Curry et al. (2001:110) note that the most important factors are place or regionspecific. This importance of place, and its specificity, was also expressed by a number of
interviewees in this study:
Oh I do [believe that different people are drawn to different areas],
without a doubt. No doubt about it. Fellows that really like the horses
they’ll go with the bigger areas and more horse work, they will. And the
chaps who like machinery, they’ll go for a diversification block where
they…. Or even a bit of scrub where they can pull some scrub down. Oh
no we do get attracted. And a lot of this is, as the land values increase in
Central Queensland the real cowboy sort of fellows, he just likes to work
with the animals, they sell out and come north. Because they don’t have
to go into farming to survive. If they stay down there with the high rates
and rents they can’t earn enough off the cattle operation solely. And they
don’t want to have tractors. (Grazier20)
The more remote areas (north and west) definitely attracted a particular
type of person. They were the more independent minded people and
more frontiersmen like people and they enjoyed the isolation and did not
particularly want to be communicating or interacting with people. These
were quite often the people who were not particularly interested in
looking at change they are out there for a lifestyle and wanting to do
things the way they wanted to do it. (Market05)
[Y]ou know in the Julia Creek area produces better cattle. That is an area
where you seem to find more prosperous and steady (graziers). …. That

277
area north of Julia Creek seems to produce a quality of person of their
own. And if you get out further it is different again. (Grazier05)
There may be a question as to whether the locale influences the grazier’s characteristics
as suggested by Grazier05, or whether it simply matches their characteristics as suggested
by Grazier20 and Market05, or some combination of the two. Sociologists and
geographers have shown that ‘nature’ is socially constructed and culturally defined
through symbolic interactions with environments (Greider and Garkovich 1994; Meinig
1979). Environmental psychologists have shown that childhood experiences in nature are
linked to seeking engagements with similar natural environments during adult life (Bixler,
Floyd & Hammitt, 2002). In a study of

land users in the Atherton Tablelands and

Woodstock, North Queensland, Measham (2003) found that an individual’s sense of place
was influenced strongly by these symbolic interactions during childhood. Even when
people move to other areas as adults they bring with them strong elements of the childhood

influences on sense of place (Measham, 2003:227). This study proposes that you do find
graziers with different characteristics in different regions suggesting the need for further
research to more fully understand the connection between place and human being, and
how the nature of this connection changes over the lifetime of a human being. For
example, such research might illuminate why some graziers are drawn to more isolated
areas than others.

9.5

Conclusion

This chapter has examined whether graziers in different locales vary noticeably. All of the
interviewees, who discussed the effect of geography, or locality, firmly held that there
were variations between graziers based on locale. They also presented a clear body of
evidence to identify both the types of differences and the reasons for these differences.
Graziers’ groups are perceived to vary across regions in terms of their attitudes
and behaviours, management practices and cultural orientations. Six main reasons were
proposed for these differences at a regional level. First, degree of isolation of a
community determines the dynamics within a community. It may well determine how
easy it is for outsiders to come in and promote change. More remote areas were quite
often described as cliquey and suspicious of outsiders who are trying to effect change
even though they might be a very ‘social group’ and welcoming at a social level.
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Different regions were described as providing varying levels of support for graziers,
particularly in terms of extension services, and quite often this was linked to degree of
isolation.
Second, regional demographics in terms of history, including how long the
industry has been in the region and the way that the industry was established and evolved,
vary. Some regions have had beef cattle grazing longer than others. Some are soldier
settlement areas and others were established when white settlers first moved to North
Queensland. This was seen variously as facilitating change or alternatively holding it
back.
Third, land capacity, or quality of land, is a major determinant of a grazier’s
capacity to change. Additionally, quality of land may impact on a grazier’s self image.
Fourth, land use options, or primary production options, have an impact on a grazier’s
willingness to conceive of and consider change. Lack of options constrains a grazier’s
ability to believe that they can change. Land use options may in part be dependent on the
quality of the land.
Fifth, a grazier’s level of security and comfort impacts their capacity in terms of
finance, time and labour. In some regions the workloads of the graziers are such that they
are flat out ‘doing’ and had little time to even contemplate change. There are, however,
exceptions. The question is why? Individual differences will add another layer of both
complexity and understanding and may help answer this question. Individual differences
were addressed in Chapters 6, 7, and 8.
Finally, different geographies are seen to attract different types of people. Your
ability to buy in may constrain you to particular land types – with lesser capacity. People
who are animal oriented may be drawn to more isolated, larger, landscapes.
Locale is established as a new actor/actor class in this chapter. No new enrolment
instruments were identified. However locale was found to link to grazier via 13 of the 16
enrolment instruments revealed in previous chapters. Locale was also perceived to
moderate the enrolment of all other actors/actor classes into the grazier’s network. The
importance of the actors/actor classes Family Tradition and Community were
strengthened: Family Tradition because it defines the grazier’s heritage in the beef cattle
industry and past patterns of technology uptake; Community because it is linked to the
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locale’s demography and its social development. The very pervasive impact of locale is
largely due to three of its key descriptors - land capacity, land use options, and isolation.
These are the aspects of locale that are instrumental in influencing, or moderating, the
implementation of many enrolment instruments for other actors/actor classes in the
grazier-network. Even the way the enrolment instrument – Financial management Regime
– translates the interests of actors/actor classes to align them into the grazier-network is
impacted, as graziers from differing locales are deemed to have differing financial
expectations because of different acceptance levels for security and comfort. Thus, even
though a non-human actor, Locale is perceived to have the potential to impose strong
isomorphic pressure on a grazier. The updated grazier-network is revealed in Figure 9.1.
The new actor – Locale – is bolded. While there are not any new instruments of
enrolment, all of the connections have been amended because inclusion of the new actor ,
Locale, potentially has a moderating effect on the enrolment of all other actors into the
grazier actor-network.
Figure 9.1 The grazier actor-network relating to change, success, motivation,
lifestyle and locale.
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New details about connections are given in Figure 9.2. The complete specification of each
connection, or enrolment of an actor is given in Figure G1 in Appendix G.
Figure 9.2 Aspects of enrolment for the grazier actor-network relating to locale.
1. Extension - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
Take up of change
Cattle
Management
Regime
Land
Management
Regime
Financial Management
Regime (Viability)
Independence
Solitude

Moderating Actor/s
• Locale
• Locale
• Locale
• Locale
• Locale
• Locale

2. Family Tradition - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Locale
Cattle
Management • Locale
Regime
Breed of Cattle
• Locale
Land
Management • Locale
Regime
Financial Management • Locale
Regime (Viability)
Good Grazier Behaviour • Locale
Farm Labour
• Locale
3. Spouse/Children - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Locale
Financial Management • Locale
Regime (Viability)
Farm Labour
• Locale
4. Grazier Subculture - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Locale
Cattle
Management • Locale
Regime
Breed of Cattle
• Locale
Land
Management • Locale
Regime
Good Grazier Behaviour • Locale
Independence
• Locale
5. Markets – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Locale
Financial
Management• Locale
Regime (Viability)
Self Image
• Locale
Challenge of being a NQ • Locale
Grazier

6. Government - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Locale
Independence
• Locale
Solitude
• Locale

12. Locale – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
Take up of change

7. Mother Nature - Grazier
Enrolment Choices
Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Locale
Challenge of being a NQ • Locale
Grazier
8. Cattle - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
Cattle Management
Regime
Breed of Cattle
Self Image
Challenge of being a NQ
Grazier
9. Property – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
Land Management
Regime
Financial Management
Regime (Viability)
Self Image
Stewardship role
Challenge of being a NQ
Grazier

Moderating Actor/s
• Locale
•
•
•

Breed of Cattle
Land Management
Regime
Financial Management
Regime (Viability)

Moderating Actor/s
• Locale
• Locale
• Locale
• Locale
• Locale

10. Community - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
Self Image
•
Sense of belonging
•
•
•
Independence
•
Solitude
•
11. Advisors - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
Take up of change
Financial Management
Regime (Viability)
Independence
Solitude

Locale
Locale
Locale

Cattle Management
Regime

Moderating Actor/s
Locale
Family Tradition
Grazier Subculture
Locale
Locale
Locale

Moderating Actor/s
• Locale
• Locale

Good Grazier
Behaviour
Self Image

Sense of place attachment
Stewardship role

Rural way of life

Challenge of being a
NQ Grazier
Independence

• Locale
• Locale
Solitude

Moderating Actor/s
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisor
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Extension
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Family Tradition
• Markets
• Property
• Grazier Subculture
• Family Tradition
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Community
• Family Tradition
• Property
• Spouse/Children
• Community
• Property
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Community
• Mother Nature
• Cattle
• Property
• Extension
• Grazier Subculture
• Government
• Community
• Advisors
• Extension
• Government
• Community
• Advisors

As in previous chapters, the descriptions of all actor-network connections have been
merged into a table allowing easy identification of actors enrolled by a particular
instrument and of the other actors moderating the implementation of that enrolment
instrument. Because of the number of enrolment instruments it has been necessary to split
the table across two pages giving – Table 9.1(a) and Table 9.1(b).

Table 9.1(a) Matrix representation of the Grazier actor-network showing instruments that enrol actors into the grazier’s network - continued in Table 9.1(b).
Enrolled Actors
Enrolment
Instruments

Spouse/
Extension

Family Tradition

Grazier Subculture

Markets

Government

Mother Nature

Cattle

Property

Community

Advisor

Locale

Children

Take up of change

• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier
Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Locale

Breed of Cattle

• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier
Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Locale
• Grazier
Subculture
• Locale

• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Locale

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Extension
Family Tradition
Spouse/Children
Markets
Government
Mother Nature
Advisors
Locale

• Extension
• Grazier
Subculture
• Locale

• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Locale

Land Management
Regime

• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Locale

• Extension
• Grazier
Subculture
• Locale

• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Locale

Financial
Management
Regime (Viability)

•
•
•
•
•
•

Good Grazier
Behaviour

Extension
Advisors
Spouse/Children
Property
Markets
Locale
Grazier
Subculture
• Locale

•
•
•
•
•
•

Extension
Advisors
Family Tradition
Property
Markets
Locale

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Extension
Family Tradition
Spouse/Children
Grazier
Subculture
Markets
Government
Advisors
Locale

Extension
Family Tradition
Spouse/Children
Grazier
Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Extension
• Locale
• Extension
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Family Tradition
• Markets
• Locale

Family Tradition
Extension
Advisors
Spouse/Children
Property
Locale

• Markets
• Community
• Grazier
Subculture
• Family Tradition
• Locale

• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Markets
• Locale

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Extension
Family Tradition
Spouse/Children
Grazier
Subculture
Markets
Government
Mother Nature
Advisors
Family Tradition
Grazier
Subculture

• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Extension
•
•
•
•
•
•

• Family Tradition
• Locale

Self Image

Farm Labour

•
•
•
•

Extension
Family Tradition
Spouse/Children
Grazier
Subculture
Markets
Mother Nature
Advisors
Locale

• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Locale
• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Extension
• Locale

• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Community
• Locale
• Markets
• Community
• Grazier
Subculture
• Spouse/Children
• Locale

•
•
•
•

• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Markets
• Locale

• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier
Subculture
• Market
• Locale

Family Tradition
Extension
Spouse/Children
Property
Markets
Locale

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Family Tradition
Extension
Spouse/Children
Property
Markets
Advisors
Grazier
Subculture
Family Tradition
Family Tradition
Grazier
Subculture
Markets
Community
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• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Locale

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Extension
Family Tradition
Spouse/Children
Grazier
Subculture
Government
Mother Nature
Advisors
Locale

• Family Tradition
• Locale

Cattle Management
Regime

Family Tradition
Advisors
Spouse/Children
Property
Markets
Locale

•
•
•
•

Table 9.1(b) Matrix representation of the Grazier actor-network showing instruments that enrol of actors into the grazier’s network – continuation of Table 9.1(a).
Enrolled Actors
Enrolment
Instruments

Spouse/
Extension

Family Tradition

Grazier Subculture

Markets

Government

Mother Nature

Cattle

Property

Community

Advisor

Locale

Children
• Community
• Grazier
Subculture
• Spouse/Children
• Cattle
• Property

Inter-generational
Succession

• Community
• Grazier
Subculture
• Family Tradition
• Cattle
• Property

• Community
• Grazier
Subculture
• Spouse/Children
• Family Tradition
• Property
• Family Tradition

Love of Cattle
Desire to work
with cattle
Sense of place attachment

• Community
• Grazier
Subculture
• Spouse/Children
• Family Tradition
• Cattle

• Family Tradition
• Locale
• Family Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture

Sense of
belonging

Rural way of life

Solitude

Family
Environment

Challenge of
being NQ Grazier
Desire to work
with Cattle

• Grazier
Subculture
• Government
• Community
• Advisors
• Locale
• Government
• Community
• Advisors
• Locale

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Extension
Government
Community
Advisors
Locale

Spouse/Children
Community
Locale
Family Tradition
Spouse/Children
Community
Locale

• Extension
• Grazier
Subculture
• Community
• Advisors
• Locale
• Extension
• Community
• Advisors
• Locale

• Extension
• Grazier
Subculture
• Government
• Advisors
• Locale
• Extension
• Government
• Advisors
• Locale

• Extension
• Grazier
Subculture
• Government
• Community
• Locale
• Extension
• Government
• Community
• Locale

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Spouse/Children
Community
Property
Family Tradition
Spouse/Children
Community
Property
Extension
Grazier
Subculture
Government
Community
Advisors
Extension
Government
Community
Advisors

Family Tradition
Extension
Government
Advisors
Markets
• Property
• Cattle
• Locale

• Property
• Mother Nature
• Locale

• Mother Nature
• Cattle
• Locale

• Mother Nature
• Cattle
• Property
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Stewardship

Independence

• Family Tradition
• Property
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There are clearly differences in behaviours and attitudes of graziers from different
locales and identifiable reasons for these differences. Additionally, interviewees
identified experience with other agricultural commodities as having an influence on
grazier behaviour: graziers who had come to beef cattle grazing from other agricultural
industries were deemed more amenable to change because of their wider experience
base; graziers on properties capable of multiple land use were similarly deemed more
amenable to change because they have more options. Some interviewees contrasted the
behaviour of graziers to that of farmers in other agricultural industries, when describing
how graziers respond to pressure to change. A number of interesting points of
difference were perceived. If these differences do exist, this information will help in the
development of ‘change’ programs that are take into account differences between
farmers from different agricultural industries. The next chapter explores in detail the
perceived differences between specialist beef cattle graziers and other agricultural
farmers in North Queensland, with particular reference to sugar cane farmers and
horticulturalists.

10

10.1

Industry Level Effects

Introduction

The previous chapter analysed the differences in behaviours and attitudes of graziers from
different locales and identified reasons for these differences. There was concurrence those
graziers whose land type allowed them options in terms of land use were more open to
change than those graziers whose only option was beef cattle grazing. Additionally,
graziers with experience with other agricultural commodities were deemed more
amenable to change: they had a wider experience base and interacted with a wider
diversity of people; they were more likely to be prepared to look at and evaluate options
outside their own experience; and they were often ‘ahead of’ the ones who had only been
in beef cattle production (Grazier05, Grazier09, Grazier12). There was also a view that
farmers or graziers new to a particular agricultural industry1 were more amenable to
change than ‘generation’ graziers: “The first generation of the family in the industry
makes the most change and also finds it easier to change” (Extension05). Supporting this
proposition, in Chapter 9, it was found that some ‘generation’ graziers are not open to
change because of their security and comfort. Thus, a clear perception of a difference
between farmers of different agricultural commodities evolved.
This chapter unravels the types of differences that exist between farmers of
different agricultural commodities and the reasons for these differences. First this chapter
reviews previous research proposing viewpoints of the variation in attitudes and
behaviour between farmers from different agricultural commodities. The interviewee
comments are then analysed to discover the nature of the differences between the various
agricultural commodity producers in North Queensland, and to discover the reasons for
these differences.

1

The terms agricultural industry and primary industry can be used interchangeably throughout this
chapter.
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10.2

Diversity and Differentiation of Agricultural Industries

The area of mainland Queensland is approximately 172 million hectares. In 2005-06, 154
million hectares were devoted to agricultural activities, of which 2 million hectares were
sown to crops2 and the remaining 152 million hectares were devoted to pasture and
grasses for grazing livestock3 and crops harvested for hay and seed (Australian Bureau of
Statistics, 2008a:483). The majority of agricultural businesses were mainly engaged in
beef cattle farming, mixed grain/sheep/beef farming, sheep farming, grain growing, or
dairy cattle farming. (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008a:479). The numbers of
farming enterprises in the various agricultural commodities in Queensland are shown in
Table 10.1.
By comparing the number of businesses in the various agricultural activities in
1997 and 2007, as shown in Table 10.1, it is clear that there has been significant
movement by farmers into and out of agricultural activities. There was a net loss of 2800
farms with the most notable changes being: loss of 400 sheep farms; loss of 400 sheepbeef cattle farms; loss of 1250 grain-sheep or grain-beef cattle farms; loss of 1200 grain
farms; loss of 1000 sugar cane farms; and gain of 3350 beef cattle farms. Much of the
attrition from other agricultural activities will have been to beef cattle farms as the land
types used for sheep, grain or sugar cane will usually support beef cattle farming. Periods
of prolonged drought during this period of time will have been a catalyst for some of
these changes. Despite the volatility of the number of farmers in any particular
agricultural activity, the area that this study covers continues to support a range of diverse
agricultural activities.
Three of the major agricultural activities in North Queensland are beef-cattle
farms, sugar cane farms and horticulture4 farms. The modal estimated value of
agricultural operations for a beef cattle enterprise is $5,000-22,499 compared to
$200,000-499,999 for both a sugar cane enterprise and a horticulture enterprise. The

2

Crops grown include wheat, oats, barley, grain sorghum, maize, oilseeds, cotton lint, sugar cane,
vegetables, wine grapes and fruits.

3

Livestock includes cattle, sheep and pigs.

4

The horticultural industry in North Queensland comprises a number of commodities including: mango;
melon; banana; tomato; potato, avocado, macadamia; and strawberry. (National Land and Water
Resources Audit, 2001).
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modal area of establishment for beef cattle and sugar cane is 100-499 ha compared to 049 ha for horticulture. The range of area of establishment for beef cattle was 0-500,000 ha
or more, compared to 0-24,999 ha for sugar cane, and 0-49,999 ha for vegetable growing.
Table 10.1 Comparison of Businesses with different Agricultural Activity in Qld
Agricultural Activity

Number of
Businesses
in QLD –
2007a

Number of
Businesses
in QLD –
1997b

Nursery production

218

685

0-49

100,000-199,999

Turf growing

114

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

8

192

0-49

50,000-99,999

34

n.a

n.a.

n.a.

Floriculture production
Mushroom growing
Vegetable growing

Modal Estimated
Value of
Agricultural
Operations5
(EVAO) ($) –1997 b

1,214

1,367

0-49

200,000-499,999

Grape growing

58

98

0-49

5,000-22,499

Olive growing

26

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

2,032

2,309

0-49

5,000-22,499

Fruit and tree nut growing
Sheep farming (specialized)

348

748

10,000-24,999

100,000-199,999

Beef cattle farming
(specialised)

14,274

10,924

100-499

5,000-22,499

Beef cattle feedlots
(specialised)

60

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

Sheep-beef cattle farming

538

925

10,000-24,999

200,000-499,999

Grain-sheep or grain-beef
cattle farming

889

2,165

100-499

100,000-199,999

Grain growing

1,059

2,240

100-499

100,000-199,999

Sugar cane growing

3,516

4,555

100-499

200,000-499,999

Cotton growing

218

469

100-499

500,000 or more

Other crop growing n.e.c

748

474

0-49

100,000-199,999

Dairy cattle farming

813

1,825

100-499

100,000-199,999

Poultry farming

148

208

0-49

200,000-499,999

Horse farming

777

509

0-49

5,000-22,499

Pig farming

241

376

100-499

200,000-499,999

Other livestock farming n.e.c

232

356

0-49

5,000-22,499

27,656

30,425

100-499

100,000-199,999

Total agriculture

n.a. not available
a
Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008b

5

Modal Area of
Establishment
(ha) – 1997 b

n.e.c. not elsewhere classified
b
Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics, 1998

Estimated value of agricultural operations (EVAO) is an estimation of the value of the annual
production of a farm business. An estimation of agricultural activity undertaken by an agricultural
establishment. Three-year average weighted prices are applied to livestock turn-off and livestock
numbers on the farm, and to area and production data for crops. The resultant aggregation of these
commodity values is the EVAO. It is not an indicator of the value of receipts of individual farms. It is an
indicator of the extent of agricultural activity (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2005a)
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Even a comparison at this aggregate level shows the heterogeneity within and
across agricultural activities in Queensland. Research supports these differences: most
farming communities are not homogenous and that farmers from different agricultural
activities have different propensities and barriers to change (Barr & Cary, 2000; Vanclay
& Lawrence, 1993; Vanclay & Lawrence, 1995b); ‘good farm management’ is a key
motivation of farmers and the general understanding of this concept varies between
farmers in different agricultural activities (Vanclay, Mesiti & Howden, 1998:86). The
following sections of this chapter identify the differences between farmers from different
agricultural activities, and the reasons for those differences, that were highlighted by the
interviewees of this study.

10.3

Differences

The perceived differences between the beef cattle industry and other agricultural
industries are many and varied. IndustryOrg12 acknowledged a varied set of differences
between farmers from the different agricultural industries – “Yes, there are differences in
expectations, ethnic backgrounds, and [their] attitude to [the] DPI.” Extension06 spoke of
there being differences even in the level of hospitality extended by the farmers from
different agricultural industries: “You get more hospitality from a grazier who is drought
stricken than [from] a cane farmer. That's what I've found anyway.” The following
subsections describe the various attitudinal, behavioural, and demographic differences
revealed by the interviewees.
10.3.1

Who is Going to Solve Our Problems?

A common view expressed by graziers and non-graziers was that beef cattle producers
generally sought to have someone else solve their problems, or present them with a
solution:
Very much when I compare industries, the grazing industry compared to
horticulture, and intensive livestock [feedlot], they generally tend to
think it’s somebody else's problem. They pay their levies and it is
somebody else's responsibility. Some of the other groups I've worked
with, they've had peak bodies and failed and they have gone “Hey, well,
we've got to get up and do it ourselves,” and they approach DPI or
whatever. I tend to find the larger industries don’t do that. I have done
stuff with smaller intensive livestock industries involving basically the
whole industry across the state. (Extension07)
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[T]he other primary, the other meat producers, protein producers like
pork and chicken haven't sat down and said you know, you owe us a
living. They've got their act together and got much more efficient than
us. I think we've been left behind. We’re plodding along. (Grazier11)
But I don’t think enough producers really analyse [situations] - I think it
is a problem that our industry has - because it is so segmented - they
really believe they are being robbed all the time, whereas, in fact, they’re
not. They might be at times, but it is a pretty tough game out there for
the processors as well. (Grazier08)
See I've been interested in the beef industry half of my life. I've seen a
new trend emanate just about every four years. So I've seen - I'm ready to
see my fifth one. So I'm wondering what's that going to be. I've seen just
about every breed marketed that would solve all your problems. So we're
an industry of fads but I think one of the things we're actually going to
have to do is become a little more discerning and realise that, hell there's
no silver bullet. And actually that's one thing I want to flag with you
about relationships with professionals. About the family farm, is that
there are no silver bullets. (Extension18)
Extension18 believed that in agricultural industries with a large number of farmers, like
beef cattle, the farmers were more likely to expect industry associations or government to
take care of their problems. In smaller industries the farmers were more proactive and
participative, trying to solve their own problems (Extension18). Beef cattle graziers6 are
summed up as being faddish, always looking for someone else to present them with the
next innovation or ‘silver bullet’ that will ‘solve all our problems’ (Extension18).
Compared to other farmers, beef cattle graziers were more likely to ‘whine,’ ‘blame
others’ and be unwilling to change.
Concern was expressed about the lack of market focus present in the beef cattle
industry such that many producers would not ‘look beyond the farm gate’ being only
interested in the cattle they produced rather than beef sold to the end customer.
I'm pretty concerned about the beef industry. It's had this mentality; it's a
bit like the wool, that if we can produce then somebody should buy it.
And you know all the signs lately are that there's no reason for anybody
to buy it. (Advisor01)
The wool growers are a little bit the same [as beef cattle graziers.] But I
think graziers’ attitudes aren’t as good as the horticulturists and the
cotton guys, because they are more involved downstream [in the
production chain] with their products …and that gives them much more

6

The terms beef cattle farmer and beef cattle grazier can be used interchangeably throughout this chapter.
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ownership and understanding of the problem. Whereas graziers tend to
only go to the farm gate and then complain about what happens
afterwards, but they don’t get involved that much. (Grazier08)
This was a view also expressed by Market01 who saw the grazier’s future as dependent
on them realising that they are simply one cog in a supply chain and that they have to
look beyond the farm gate to what is required by the ultimate consumer. This will require
graziers to have a market focus rather than a production focus. Beef cattle graziers were
viewed as having a victim mentality whereby they blame their problems on all of the
other stakeholders in the beef production chain, rather than take responsibility for, and
control of, their own destiny. Some beef cattle graziers were perceived as finding it easier
to blame the beef processor for paying too low a price to them, than to understand how
global market works and how changes in global markets are reflected in the prices paid to
them (Grazier08). Farmers from other agricultural commodity groups were perceived as
being more aware of, and responsive to, what went on beyond their farm gate.
10.3.2

Diffusion of Innovation

Interviewees from the Extension and Advisor groups found the beef cattle graziers tended
to deal with change, or innovation, differently to other primary industry7 groups. In
general the beef cattle graziers were not as amenable to change, only looking to change in
times of need. Their approach to change was viewed as reactive and incremental.
Because [small crop] industries have been more intensive, I think you
can probably generalise and say that they've been more prepared to
change. Not necessarily change in lifestyle or view of the world as a
whole, but prepared to change practices within their own paddocks. And
they're also close together. Interactions that I've had with people in
farming areas in southern Queensland where there are more crops and
because properties are small, people are talking to each other: either
where they load onto a truck or a train; or in a farmers’ hall once every
Friday night or something. And they are much more prepared to change
and they're talking to each other all the time about, you know, a new way
of sowing or harvesting or pest prevention or whatever. Very prepared to
change in that area, but not necessarily in [their view of] the big picture
of the world. (IndustryOrg08)
I think yeah, the grazing industry generally is a lot more reactionary
rather than proactive. Whereas you find that because of the sugar game

7

The terms agricultural industry and primary industry can be used interchangeably throughout this
chapter.
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where, like you've got the CSIRO out there doing research all the time
and providing results on what they're coming up with. Well people are
prepared to change it to try and improve their crop. …. Certainly I
suppose in the cattle industry [you] would see more of it during times of
drought. (Advisor07)
The beef industry is probably more likely to be incrementalist. You get
bigger changes in horticulture, bigger changes in intensive livestock.
(Extension07)
Having worked with farmers in sugar cane, beef cattle and horticulture, Extension08 held
that horticulture farmers were by far the best in dealing with and implementing change.
Extension12 found that farmers in either the pig industry or chicken industry were more
responsive to change than farmers in the beef cattle industry.
Extension07 believed that attitudinal and behavioural variations between farmers
of different agricultural commodities were mirrored in the people providing them with
extension services. Extension providers to horticulture farmers were seen as “go ahead
and dynamic,” whereas extension providers to beef cattle graziers were described as ‘as
stodgy as’ the graziers that they worked with even wearing the same uniform of country
shirt, wrangler jeans or R.M. Williams moleskins, riding boots and Akubra hat
(Extension07).
10.3.3

Enterprise Differences

As in previous subsections, interviewees compared beef cattle enterprises with sugar cane
enterprises and horticulture enterprises. A number of differences were acknowledged
between the enterprises in terms of the enterprise characteristics and importantly in terms
of the differences in management requirements.
Horticulture enterprises were described as more mobile, or agile, than beef cattle
enterprises. Extension07 particularly highlighted this difference drawing attention to the
smaller land size of horticulture enterprises, the smaller capital investment required in
planting a crop, and the time to grow a saleable crop compared to the size of beef cattle
enterprises, the capital investment required to establish a beef cattle herd, and the time to
produce a saleable bullock. Consequently the horticultural farmer was portrayed as able
to be more ‘agile’ - it being much easier to get into and out horticulture than beef cattle
(Extension07). A comparison of enterprise land size for a number of Queensland
agricultural industries is provided in Table 10.2. Beef cattle enterprises range in size to
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over 200,000 ha with approximately 1 percent of properties being larger than 200,000 ha.
Sugar cane enterprises range in size up to 25,000 ha with less than 0.1 percent of
properties being in the range 10,000-24,999 ha. Cotton enterprises range in size up to
100,000 ha with less than 0.02 percent of properties being in the range 50,000-99,999 ha.
Table 10.2 Comparison of Agricultural Businesses by area of enterprise in Qld
Area Range (ha)

Beef cattle

Sugar Cane

Cotton

0-49

593

961

4

50-99

1120

1506

10

100-499

3511

1863

185

500-999

1202

138

119

1,000-2,499

1376

56

91

2,500-4,999

891

15

29

5,000-9,999

747

12

22

10,000-24,999

796

4

7

25,000-49,999

320

1

50,000-99,999

168

1

100,000-199,999

100

200,000-

100

Total establishments

10924

4555

469

The modal range is bolded for each agricultural commodity shown in the table.
(Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics, 1998)

The range of property size is wider in the beef cattle industry than for the other
primary industries with most of the larger land size beef cattle enterprises being located in
North Queensland. The larger range in, and average total land size of beef cattle
enterprises, especially in North Queensland, was seen as relevant in explaining
differences between primary industries because of the associated differences in capital
investment in property (Extension07). Additional enterprise differences centered on the
skills required of managers in the various agricultural industries. Particular attention was
given to the immediacy of management required in both sugar cane farming and
horticulture farming compared to beef cattle farming:
I saw the cane farmers go into cattle and you know the cattle producer
whether he did [work] today or next week or the week later it did not
really matter. But the cane fellow, he learnt at his father’s knee that he
had to meet a commitment to that mill every day. If he missed his bins,
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well they were gone for the year. They are just a little bit more organised
because they have been made to be organised. They are no smarter, but
they have been made to be organised all of their lives and when they got
into the beef industry they were just a little bit better organised I believe.
... [Even so] I think that graziers probably look on themselves as a
harder working type of fellow than the normal cane producer. (Market02)
I suppose the stand out difference for me is the number of people that
work on the beef property compared to a horticulture property. That
influences the management that a person has [to do], say for a
horticulture place they may have 50 to 60 people working in the packing
shed, they'll have 10 to 30 people working at the farm, so for a start
they've got to manage staff. Their product gets to market within two to
three days, so they've got to have the agent at their fingertips, so the
business is constant. That might be for six to eight months of the year
every day; day in, day out, they're working in the business and on the
business. Yeah and the turnover is a lot greater and immediate. It's faster
and it's greater and the margins are so slim. So if you get $13 a carton
for your tomatoes today, tomorrow you might get $15, the day after you
might get $8. Yeah, compared to a grazing property where there's less
staff involved and the turnovers are a lot slower, but in bigger chunks. So
you might sell cattle, how many times a year, three or four times a year.
And it's still once the cattle leave the property “I'll wait to hear what
happens down the track and call my agent.” (Extension08)
Farming activities and decision making for both sugar cane farming and horticulture
farming are portrayed as more time sensitive than they are for beef cattle farming. In
particular, horticulture farmers have to make more decisions, make them frequently, and
make them quickly (Extension08). Additionally, horticulture farming requires the
management of a large number of staff necessitating the farmers to spend significant time
managing the enterprise, rather than just working in the enterprise, which is a criticism
often leveled at beef cattle graziers. Consequently, interviewees portrayed beef cattle
graziers as less organized, less constrained, and requiring less management skills than
other agricultural farmers in North Queensland.
10.3.4

Perceived Industry Status

Many of the non-grazier interviewees spoke of the beef cattle industry as having a higher
status than other agricultural industries and of beef cattle graziers as viewing themselves
as of a higher status than other agricultural farmers.
You know the dairy industry has a culture first of all of working together
and they've all already had huge adjustments. At one stage there were
24,000 dairy farmers in Queensland now there are 1,700 so they've
already gone through a huge sort of change. I think the other thing is that
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they've come from a low base in that the dairy farmers are always poor
cousins. Whereas I think the beef industry has tickets on itself and a lot
of people have an expectation of their status in the world and you know
their status in the local community. Oh no it's definitely there.
(Advisor01)
I think one of the big things that constrain cattlemen in northern
Queensland is pride. And that's why I get back to the dairy industry. I
don't think that same thing of pride constrains people [in the dairy
industry] so that when they participate in a group activity they are not so
much challenged at that pride level but simply they are happy to share
and learn what they can because they don't see themselves any better than
they really are. Whereas, you know, the traditional business [beef cattle]
in northern Australia may not be doing as well as it could be but pride
constrains those people from really sharing and learning what they could.
(Advisor01)
It's an industry that's driven by status. ‘How many cattle do you own?
How many did you brand? How much do you get for your cattle?’ It's all
those status sort of things. (Extension18)
I think there is too much pride in a lot of these [beef cattle] guys
[compared to other farmers]. (IndustryOrg12)
Status is perceived to be important to beef cattle graziers, but it is viewed as having a
negative effect on the industry. It is given as one of the reasons why it is difficult to get
graziers to work together in groups compared to other industries, and is thought to be a
stumbling block to beef cattle graziers taking up change.
Interestingly, there was a widely held opinion by those outside the industry that
the beef cattle industry was a higher status, or more prestigious, primary industry
compared to other primary industries.
Our problem [in Australia] is - there is no doubt in my mind - I call it a
feudal background - where land is seen as a status and a symbol. You
only have to look at the medicos and the lawyers. The first thing they
want to do is buy a [beef cattle] property. It is nothing to do with making
any money. It is just an image thing. The same thing with the guy who
gets a bulldozer and makes a lot of money pushing trees down or
building roads. The next thing he wants is a property. There’s nothing
wrong with that. But it is not for a business interest. It is for an entirely
different reason. I think, in a way, it is probably a hangover from feudal
days, when land was a status symbol. Nobody would like to admit it.
But it is there in the background. I don’t think that the guy, with the big
machinery, thinks he is made until he has bought himself a cattle
property. It probably loses money all the time he has it, but that doesn’t
matter. (Grazier08)
But I think the other thing is that they feel sort of there's a lot of romance
in terms of the cattle industry, much more so than in the sheep industry
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or the grazing industry. And I think that the cattle industry has survived
on, and I'm talking about the community’s perception, they're going to
survive for a long long time. And I think that's changing, but I think that
affects people's mind sets to the way they see themselves. [It] is that
they're sort [of] pioneering and all of that, rugged individualism, all that
sort of stuff. Everybody in Australia likes to remember if they've got a
relative that is out in the bush [on a cattle property] somewhere and
they'll talk about them. (Extension15)
There's always been a sort of social element between beef and sheep I
think. Yeah [a status thing]. ... And when margins in grain collapsed
there were, people were more willing to go into cattle even though it
meant borrowing a lot more money to get the same sort of return that
you'd get out of sheep. (Advisor09)
This view of beef cattle grazing as a prestige primary industry was borne out by Market02
who admitted that whilst he had bought a cane farm, he would have much preferred to
buy a cattle property if he could have afforded one.
The beef cattle industry is the agricultural industry that best supports the notion
of Australians as rugged outdoor individuals, leading outsiders to have a romanticised
view of the beef cattle industry as the most desirable primary industry to be part of. This
‘rose-coloured’ view of the beef cattle grazier was discussed earlier in this thesis in
Chapter 8, Section 8.3.1.
10.3.5

Farmer Differences

Non-grazier interviewees drew attention to the diversity in characteristics of the farmers
from different agricultural commodities, in addition to differences between the
enterprises. A number of interviewees noted that on average beef cattle graziers were
older than other agricultural farmers that they worked with:
I think one of the worries about primary industry in Australia is the
ageing population. They've got a lot of young people going into, younger
people going into cotton industry, younger people going into some of the
horticulture areas, younger people going into some of the more intensive
newer areas of agriculture, younger people going into feed lotting. But I
don't know, there just don't seem to be a lot of younger people, the age
structure in the more traditional grazing areas [beef cattle and sheep] and
in sugar and in dairy seems to be getting older. (Advisor02)
I've noticed in horticulture that a lot of younger people are involved than
in the beef industry. And possibly the turnover between generations
happens quicker and they need to get the kids involved in an important
role, more early. And I've seen kids in their late 20's, early 30's having
major responsibilities for million dollar deals. (Extension08)
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This perception of beef cattle graziers being older on average than farmers from other
agricultural commodities is supported by survey data published by the Australian Bureau
of Statistics. Farmers are older than the workforce in general with the median age of
farmers in 2006 being 52 years and the median age for people working in all the other
occupations combined being 40 years (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2009:28). Not only
is the agriculture workforce older than the workforce in general, but the average age of
farmers has increased significantly from 44 in 1981 to 50 years in 2001 (Productivity
Commission, 2005). Horticulture and dairy industries have the youngest age profiles,
while the beef and sheep industries have the oldest age profiles (Productivity
Commission, 2005). The average age and education level of farmers from the agricultural
industries most often compared by interviewees are shown in Table 10.3.
Table 10.3 Age and formal education level of farmers in select agricultural
industries
Farmer average age

Farmer education and
skill: Completed
tertiary or trade

Australia

58 years

30%

North Qld pastoral Region

51 years

8%

Australia

49 years

21%

Queensland

49 years

21%

Australia

45 years

21%

Australia

39 years

34%

Queensland

39 years

28%

Agricultural
Industry
Beef Cattle

Sugar Cane
Horticulture
Cotton

Region

(Source: National Land and Water Resources Audit, 2001)

The average age of beef cattle graziers in North Queensland is older than the average age
for horticulture farmers and sugar farmers, supporting the perception of the interviewees
that beef cattle graziers are older than other farmers. Farmer age is important in predicting
farmer behaviour (Hassall and Associates, Ross & Mary Maher and Associates, 2003:55).
Research suggests that younger farmers are much more likely to make bold, cutting edge
decisions to adopt new management practices and systems than older farmers who have
grown families and less financial need (Synapse Research and Consulting & CapitalAg
Consulting, 2001). A study of primary producers in the wheat-sheep zone of south-east
Australia supports this premise, finding that older farmers were less innovative (Kaine,
Sandall & Bewsell, 2003). Differences in age may be part of the explanation for
differences between beef cattle graziers and other farmers and how they deal with change
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and take up of new technologies. It must be noted that, when discussing grazier attitudes
and behaviours in relation to change, farmer age was not raised as being of importance.
Farmer age was only raised by interviewees when comparing the beef cattle industry to
other agricultural industries.
Whilst not mentioned by interviewees, the data presented in Table 10.3 shows
that less than 10 percent of North Queensland beef cattle graziers have tertiary
qualifications or have completed a trade compared to 20-30 percent of farmers in other
agricultural industries in Queensland. Interestingly 30 percent of all Australian beef cattle
graziers in total have tertiary qualifications or have completed a trade. Quinn (1999)
found a strong relationship between grazier educational levels and adoption of technology
in the Australian beef cattle industry. Another example is provided by modern organic
farmers who represent innovation in agricultural industries (Pugliese, 2001) and they are
often distinguished from their conventional colleagues by a greater openness to change, a
lower average age, a higher education level and being more likely to respond to external
challenges (Padel, 2001).On this basis, the North Queensland beef cattle graziers might
reasonably be expected to be less innovative and less responsive to external pressure to
change than the farmers in other agricultural industries. However, whilst the above
research suggests that there is a relationship between level of formal education or training
and the probability of an individual taking up change, other research suggests no
relationship (see for example Curtis, MacKay, van Nouhuys, Lockwood, Byron &
Graham, 2000; Cary, Webb & Barr, 2001; Cary, Webb & Barr, 2002) suggesting that the
data as to whether there is a relationship between level of formal education or training
and the probability of an individual taking up change are inconclusive.
Interviewees also noted that there was more involvement of females in other
agricultural industries compared to the beef cattle industry:
The cotton [industry], they're movers and shakers - it doesn't matter what,
they'll try anything. Yes and they're very progressive. They also have a
lot of women in there. ... The average age is more youthful than most
other industries [and] the gender balance is much better. (IndustryOrg09)
Several of the interviewees considered the beef cattle industry to be a patriarchal industry
(Extension03, Extension07, IndustryOrg09). Agricultural industries have tended to be
characterised by masculine values of competitiveness, independence, rationality,
toughness, rules orientation and so forth (Dempsey 1992). However, women now make
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up 32 per cent of the paid agricultural workforce, tend to have higher formal education
levels than men (Synapse Research and Consulting & CapitalAg Consulting, 2001) and
are involved in the full range of agriculture activities (Kilpatrick et al., 1999). Women
bring a range of new skills to the farm business because they have more developed
communication, people management and research skills (Synapse Research and
Consulting & CapitalAg Consulting, 2001). An increasing participation by women in
agriculture may help with more rapid adoption of new technologies and management
practices (Synapse Research and Consulting & CapitalAg Consulting, 2001). This
increased participation by women in some agricultural industries may be a reason why
agricultural industries like cotton are seen as more receptive to change than the beef cattle
industry. This difference between industries may lessen as more beef cattle famers marry
women from outside the industry (see Chapter 5, Section 5.5 Role of Women in the Beef
Cattle Industry for discussion of study findings).
Another point of difference identified by interviewees was the cohesiveness, or
lack of cohesiveness, of the various agricultural industries. The beef cattle industry was
seen as less cohesive than other agricultural industries in North Queensland.
I go to the cotton conference in Brisbane, they have 1400 people there.
They have most of their producers; they have all the researchers there,
and everybody who has anything to do with the industry. They all get
together once every two years and the feeling of progressiveness and
things is really quite remarkable. The whole industry gets together.
(IndustryOrg09)
See cotton, I don't know, you find still rugged individualists but they're
united by a common product and common problems, and a common
threat. The beef industry hasn't realised that. It's all the same ingredients
but they seem to do an exceptionally good job at fighting amongst each
other. (Extension18)
Trying to get graziers to agree [or work together] is like trying to shovel
cats into a wheelbarrow (IndustryOrg09).
Infighting between graziers is not new. An example of one very public split is the well
documented birth of the Cattlemans Union in the early 1970s when a group of beef cattle
graziers separated from the United Graziers Association. Ostensibly the reason for the
split was disagreement as to whether there should be a floor price for beef. In 1999 both
organisations joined together with Grain Growers to form Agforce, a primary Industry
Association for broadacre primary industries. At around the same time another beef cattle
industry group was also formed – Australian Beef Association (ABA). This lack of unity
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and seeming unwillingness to work together was identified by Extension18 as a threat for
the beef cattle industry.
Beef cattle graziers were considered to have a more resilient outlook than other
agricultural commodity farmers. In particular they were considered more willing to
weather difficult times (see Chapter 5, Section 5.3.4 Living on Nothing for further
discussion).
Cane growers have a lower pain threshold [than graziers.] (Extension09)
They [beef cattle graziers] have had their tough times, but I think because
of their nature, they have tended to be more independent. They accept
that there are going to be ups and downs, but that there’s always meat.
They probably have the cow down the back, the old milking cow that
they can get their milk from and they might have a few vegies and trees
around. Theirs is a different situation [to other agricultural farmers.] It
might be living at a subsistence level sometimes but it is a different
situation to others. And because of the distances, they tended to be more
resilient and more independent. (IndustryOrg12)
This view may seem to be at odds with the point raised in Section 10.3.1 about their
desire to blame others for their problems and their endless search for a silver bullet. These
two characteristics co-exist easily: one characteristic describes their tolerance to
adversity, while the other concerns their perception of entitlement to success, and support
in this as providers of food for society. They are able to exist at a subsistence level as
described above but they also seek to keep their enterprise going through outside support.
In fact, some thought that the beef cattle graziers had always battled to make a living.
I've never seen the grazing industry as a wealthy industry myself. It's
never been one. My father said the same. He said ‘The cattleman has
always been the poor cousin of the sheepman over the years. They've
always had a lot more money to spend than we have. The cattle industry
by and large has always been a poor man’s game.’ Yeah there have
always been the big [beef cattle property] operations and the good
operators but the bulk of the people in the cattle industry over the 140
years we've been here have all just, a bit more than gotten along. Never
had much up their sleeves. Never. (Grazier09)
The view of beef cattle graziers portrayed here is consistent with the image of North
Queensland graziers as independent and resilient that evolved in Chapter 8 - Branding the
Grazier: The Battle over Lifestyle. It is also consistent with the agrarian ideology that
farming is supposed to integrate hard work and perseverance (Gray & Lawrence, 2001).
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The final difference between beef cattle graziers and other types of farmers that
was identified was their difference in the orientation: beef cattle graziers understand
cattle, whereas the other primary producer groups spoken about understand soil.
[F]armers can become graziers but graziers can't become farmers. I
shouldn't say that. That's a very broad generalization. But my experience
in terms of technology with pastures, they're trying to get graziers to
adopt that and the only ones that have been successful have been ones
that have traditionally come from a farming background because they
have to farm that land. …. There's also an understanding in terms of
farming, I think a much better understanding of soils and the plant-soilwater relationships. [Farmers] have a much better understanding. For
example farmers understand that you need to have some stored water. It's
not so much in the North Queensland, but you definitely need to have
stored moisture and plants don't grow unless you've got [it]. They'll
establish better in January, February, and March when you've already
gone through that hot part of the year. Whereas graziers don't necessarily
think about establishing and growing things. Just experience.
(Extension15)
I've noticed a difference between people who work with cattle, who work
with sheep and who grow crops. … I've noticed cattle people further
north and further west are very depersonalised people. Probably because
of the harsh conditions, the isolation. They've had to be and it's about
conquering the land and conquering the elements. Whereas if you work
in horticulture, you would really have to be much more in tune with the
land. (Extension13)
This characteristic of beef cattle graziers was noted in both Chapter 7 – Why they Stay
and Chapter 8 - Branding the Grazier: The Battle over Lifestyle. A growing number of
beef cattle graziers are becoming more interested in soils and pastures as they focus on
sustainability issues. It is important to keep in mind though the primary focus for many
beef cattle graziers will remain on their cattle.

10.4

Reasons for Differences

In the previous section a number of differences were identified between beef cattle
graziers and farmers from different agricultural industries. This section will elaborate the
reasons that interviewees posited for these differences.
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10.4.1

Industry Infrastructure, Controls & Reach

Both grazier and non-grazier interviewees attributed some of the differences between
primary industries, in terms of farmer behaviors and attitudes, to variation in industry
infrastructure and controls, and the extent of producer involvement in the production
chain beyond the farm gate.
The cotton industry is a lot younger [than the beef cattle industry] and it's
a lot less people. And it's pretty tightly controlled too, same as the cane
industry. (Grazier20)
It's [the sugar cane industry] tightly controlled but it's still got a cultural
problem. I wouldn't call the typical cane farmer the most, not really a
high tech innovative seeking sort of character. Cane farmers have to do
what they're told. They can only put so much cane into the mill and that
sort of thing so “I only have to produce this, this year”. They don't have
too many boundaries they can push. Cane farmers they see their
neighbour across the fence. Whereas, there's a lot more beef producers
[than cane producers.] We're all individuals because we like the wide
open spaces and so we're not used to dealing with a lot of people. Most
beef producers they like the loneliness out there and that's a couple of
hundred years old and they've basically still got that pioneering spirit in
them. And the individualism and they don't like controls. (Grazier20)
Agricultural industries are controlled through a number of means including: codes of
practice; peak bodies; and government agencies. The beef grazing industry does not
currently have any specific code of practice. SAFEMEAT8, a partnership between the
Australian meat and livestock industry and state and federal governments, suggests that
beef cattle graziers follow Livestock Production Assurance (LPA) which is voluntary onfarm food safety and quality assurance certification program which provides a set of
guidelines and a National Vendor Declaration (NVD) to help producers state the food
safety status of their livestock. Both the sugar cane industry and the horticulture industry
have two codes of practice which are shown in Table 10.4.

8

SAFEMEAT partnership is to ensure that red meat products achieve the highest standards of safety and
hygiene from farm to consumer and to provide strategic direction and policy advice to the red meat
industry. Every sector of the red meat production chain in Australia is represented on SAFEMEAT,
from cattle and sheep producers, to processors, to meat and livestock exporters, to government
representatives.
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Table 10.4 Codes of Practice for beef cattle producers, sugar cane producers and
horticulture producers
Beef Cattle

Sugar Cane9

Horticulture10

North QLD pastoral Region

Queensland

Queensland

 No Code of Practice - SafeMeat
provides graziers with
guidelines to ensure that red
meat products achieve the
highest standards of safety and
hygiene from farm to consumer

 Sustainable Cane Growing in
Queensland, 1998
 Fish Habitat Code of Practice
1999




Farm Care Code of Practice
developed by QFVG
Horticulture Business Code mandatory.

(Source: National Land and Water Resources Audit, 2001; Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and
Forestry, 2005a)

The horticultural industry also has commodity specific strategic plans in effect covering
the following environmental issues: best management practice; integrated pest
management; water use; quality assurance; education; and bench-marking. (National
Land and Water Resources Audit, 2001).
Extension11 attributed variations between agricultural industries to the different
structures and organisations in place in the each primary industry. Each industry has a
network of structures and organisations that support the industry in areas such as
marketing, infrastructure and research and development. Supportive bodies include peak
bodies, government agencies, commodity marketing organisations and research and
development institutions. (National Land and Water Resources Audit, 2001).The
supportive bodies for the beef cattle industry, the sugarcane industry and the horticulture
industry in Queensland are shown in Table 10.5.

9

The sugar industry has prepared two separate codes of practice to assist in achieving sustainable
production that are relevant to Queensland cane growers: the Sustainable Cane Growing in Queensland,
1998, and, the Fish Habitat Code of Practice 1999. The code for Sustainable Cane Growing in
Queensland provides guidelines/specifications for the development of new land and for management of
established farms. Use of the Fish Habitat Code of Practice potentially benefits accredited growers by
reducing time and costs involved in individual assessments for on-farm drainage maintenance permits.
(National Land and Water Resources Audit, 2001).

10

The horticultural industry has two codes of practice: the Farm Care Code of Practice developed by
Queensland Fruit and Vegetable Grower's (QFVG) and a mandatory Horticulture Code introduced by
the Australian Government to regulate the way farmers do business when trading in horticultural
produce (National Land and Water Resources Audit, 2001).

Table10.5 Industry Structure and Organisations for Queensland beef cattle producers, sugar cane producers and horticulture
producers

Peak Bodies

Marketing

Government
Agencies

 Meat and Livestock Australia (MLA) – funded
by statutory levies from producers
 Rural Industries Research and Development
Corporation (RIRDC) - statutory authority
 Meat and Livestock Australia (MLA) – funded
by statutory levies from producers and Federal
Government funding
 Cooperative Research Centre (CRC) for Cattle
and Beef Quality

 Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial
Research Organisation (CSIRO)
 Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and
Forestry(DAFF)
 Queensland Department of Primary Industries
and Fisheries (QDPI&F)
 Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service
(AQIS)
 Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource
Economics (ABARE).

Sugar Cane
 Australian Cane Growers Council Ltd
 Australian Cane Farmers Association
(ACFA)
 Queensland Farmers’ Federation
(QFF)
 NFF
 Cane Harvesters (Qld Mechanical
Cane Harvesters Association)
 Australian Sugar Milling Council Pty.
Ltd. (ASMC)
 Queensland Sugar Limited (QSR) –
marketing
 RIRDC - statutory authority
 Sugar Research and Development
Corporation (SRDC) – statutory
authority
 Bureau of Sugar Experiment Stations
(BSES)
 Cooperative Research Centre for Sugar
Industry Innovation through
Biotechnology - CRC-SIIB
 CSIRO
 DAFF
 QDPI&F
 AQIS
 ABARE

Horticulture
 Horticulture Australia Council
 Queensland Fruit & Vegetable Growers
Association (QFVG),
 Growcom – QLD agri-political organisation
 QFF
 NFF

 Horticulture Australia Limited (HAL) – industry
owned - funded by statutory levies from producers
 RIRDC - statutory authority
 Horticulture Australia Limited (HAL) – industry
owned - funded by statutory levies from producers
and Federal Government funding







CSIRO
DAFF
QDPI&F
AQIS
ABARE

(Sources: National Land and Water Resources Audit, 2001; Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, 2005a)
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Research and
Development

Beef Cattle
 Cattle Council of Australia (CCA) – beef
producers
 Agforce (QLD)
 Queensland Livestock Exporters' Association
 National Farmers’ Federation (NFF)
 Australian Lot Feeders’ Association – beef feed
lotters
 Australian Meat Industry Council – beef
processors
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Lockie (2006) notes that the Queensland sugar industry might demonstrate more regional
homogeneity than other primary industries because it was organisationally dense, with
many group structures responsible for co-ordination of activity and interaction within the
industry (2006:22-39). A cursory review of Table 10.5 does not support this proposition,
but comments from the interviewees in this study do. The sugar cane organisations are
seen to have more control over sugar cane farmers than beef cattle organisations do over
beef cattle graziers. This is based on the quota system that is imposed on sugar cane
farmers where they are told what their allocation is for milling each year, and on the fact
that the sugar mills dictate when they will process the cane from a farmer’s property. In
the case of beef cattle, the grazier decides how many cattle they will carry on their
property and they negotiate with meat processors as to when their cattle will be supplied
for processing. The beef cattle industry is indeed less controlled than the sugar cane
industry, and also less than in the horticulture industry.
10.4.2

Industry Age and History

The beef cattle industry was one of the first industries in Australia, and certainly the first
agricultural industry in North Queensland (see Chapter 4, Section 4.2 - Diminishing
Relevance of Agriculture in the Economy). The age of an agricultural industry, or the
proportion of industry new-comers, was identified by non-grazier interviewees as another
important reason for differences between primary industries. These factors were
considered to have many flow-on effects in terms of how the industry as a whole
perceives change and reacts to pressure to change.
I think the cotton industry in Australia is probably coming up to 35 to 40
years old; the grazing industry in Australia is 200 years old. I reckon one
of the strengths of the cotton industry was there was no baggage and also
it's very contained like there might be 1,500 cotton growers and the cattle
industry isn't so [contained]. (Advisor11)
If you compare them [beef cattle graziers] to cotton farmers, I mean often
cotton farmers have been after something else first and then they come to
cotton production as a business. They [cotton farmers] look for
innovative things to do. They've just got a different attitude. By nature I
think beef producers yes watch a bit more. (Extension14)
I think these other [newer] industries that are evolving and expanding
quickly, you get people coming into them for the first time like myself
who have fairly heavy debts and the only way we will survive is to work
like hell. We can’t be complacent or we will run second. Whereas a lot of
the beef producing properties are sort of second and third generation and
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their debt levels are fairly low or nil, so they can be a bit more
complacent. (Market02)
One thing about cotton though, … it's expanded so much, it's really
grown like Topsy in the last 15 years. But in the cotton industry, by its
nature; the people it attracts are early adopters. Now you're only just
getting the early adopters, the people who went into the cotton are only
now looking at passing onto the next generation. So you're really
looking [at the moment] at first generation early adopters. Now unless
being an early adopter is something that's bloody hereditary I think that
in 50 years when you get to third and fourth generations you're going to
start seeing there are early adopters and there are those who drop out.
(Advisor10)
People in the cotton industry are more responsive. I mean, it is a much
younger industry. It is a new industry and people are not constrained by
passed generations of thinking. (IndustryOrg02)
Now, there are a lot of people in the [beef cattle] industry who are doing
things exactly as the grandfathers, and fathers before them have done,
and in many cases the technology, and implications of the technology,
would suggest that things should be done differently. For instance, the
utilisation of cattle handling equipment, up until five years ago the use of
scales, and calf marking cradles was not all that prevalent in some areas
in the north-west of Australia. The thing is, the beef industry is steeped
in tradition simply because it is an older industry than say the cotton
industry. Naturally there is a tendency for some people to do things the
way they have been done for generations. And in many cases with the
advent of technology [it] is no longer appropriate. (IndustryOrg02)
I used to work as an agronomist in a cropping district and it was much
easier to get people to take up the technology in new crops as opposed to
old crops. As an example with wheat it was, everybody said “We're not
happy to grow wheat when you can't tell us anything about growing
wheat.” But along came chick peas and dry land cotton and we say,
“Okay, if you're going to grow chick peas you've got to bug check. If you
don't want to do it you're got to get someone in to do it.” And you get 90
percent uptake of people bug checking and spraying. Dry land cotton yes there's big money to be made in it, also there's big money to be lost in
it if you don't do it right. I mean we as the advisers of the industry went
out telling people that “This is really hard. This is really high risk unless
you do the things that we're saying that you do.” We had all bar one
grower using external bug checkers to check their dry land cotton crops.
People were willing to listen because there were potentially big profits at
the end. Big risks and it was new technology so they were quite willing
to say “We know nothing about it.” Whereas with wheat and use of
nitrogen, checking plant populations and other things it was more
difficult to get uptake of that technology because there was a history
there with those things. (IndustryOrg03)
The first generation of the family in the industry makes the most change
and also finds it easier to change. An example of this is the aquaculture
industry, which is new, compared to the grazing industry, which is one of
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the oldest industries. Another example, from the cane industry, is that
Bundaberg, which has been in the cane industry for a long time, is more
conservative than North Queensland which is newer to the industry.
Many producers are influenced by the way previous generations made
decisions. The process of passing on the property will greatly influence
decision-making and adopting change. (Extension05)
The interviewees raised a number of issues linked to the age of the industry, or the length
of time that a farmer’s family has been in the industry. The newer the industry, or the
shorter the time that a family has been in the industry, the more likely the farmer will be:
innovative; treat the enterprise as a business rather than a lifestyle; unconstrained by
either industry or family tradition; constrained by succession expectations.
The last industry characteristic raised as a possible reason for differences between
agricultural industries was the cultural heritage of the farmers:
I met a bloke [beef cattle grazier], he was from [beef cattle region], at a
field day. I shared a room with him and we must have bloody talked for
about five hours. But he just said to me as soon I introduced myself, he
said ‘You bloody Mediterranean fellows, you've got the right idea.’ I
said ‘Why is that?’ He said ‘Us bloody spud farmers; all we do is try and
screw our neighbour at every step of the way.’ He said ‘You fellows pull
together. You came out here [and] you built up good farming
businesses.’ He said ‘What did we do? We bloody stole each other’s
cattle, back stabbed, and did whatever we could to undermine our
neighbour.’ He said ‘It's only when the shit hits the fan that we actually
work together.’ (Extension18)
Many of the original beef cattle graziers in Australia, and North Queensland in particular,
were of British or Irish descent and colloquially known as ‘spud farmers,’ while many of
the sugar cane farmers and horticulture farmers in North Queensland were from
Mediterranean countries. In the above quote, the beef cattle grazier indicates that the
unwillingness to work together in their industry can be traced back to their cultural
heritage, and the willingness to work together in the sugar cane and horticultural
industries can similarly be traced back to their cultural heritage. Settler societies, like
Australia, assume many of the cultural attributes, and technological innovations of their
colonising nations (Hardt & Negri 2000; Blunt & McEwan 2003). Cultural traditions
arising from pioneer, or colonizing, heritage condition farmers’ awareness, flexibility and
willingness to change, innovate and step outside of accepted ways of doing things
(Synapse Research and Consulting & CapitalAg Consulting, 2001). At the time of
settlement, the Australian beef cattle industry imported more than a century worth of
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farming technologies and practices from Great Britain. Since then these technologies and
practices have been adapted to fit the Australian circumstance (Powell 1988), particularly
the Australian social, political, environmental and economic context (Anderson 2000;
Jones & Birdsall-Jones 2008, Tonts, et al., 2009).
10.4.3

Financial Factors: Too Easy to Make a Living in the Beef Industry

The beef cattle industry has historically been viewed as an industry where it is possible to
survive regardless of how good, or bad, a manager you are. Whilst the droughts which
started in the 1990s have rendered this untrue for many beef cattle graziers, the beef cattle
industry is still thought by many people to be an easier primary industry in which to
survive. Sugar Cane, feedlotting and cotton are specifically noted by the interviewees as
being more unforgiving, or difficult to make money, than beef cattle grazing.
I always feel that the problem [before the droughts of the 1990s] was that
it was too easy to make a living in the beef industry. We didn't have to
try hard enough. Just poke along. Yeah there's a lot of us are ludicrously
inefficient. We wouldn't make it in any other industry. I mean we're
dragging ourselves into the 20th Century, but just in time for the 21st
Century to come along. I think we've had to have a real mind change
from being graziers to being businessmen. (Grazier11)
Yep, the thing about cotton is, it's not as nice as the cattle industry, just
go, you're gone. You're in and you're out before anyone knows you. If
you don't do it right, you're gone. (Advisor10)
With the feedlot industry, and I'm generalising here, they have to be
better financial managers simply because the margins are so fine, and too
they are very responsive to technology, because they can see the results
of management changes very quickly, which aren't as apparent within the
grazing industry. The thing is if they aren't responsive to good
technology and good financial management they just aren't in the
business. I mean they can go broke very, very, very quickly. Whereas in
the grazing industry, people will continue to eat into equity, for quite
long periods of time, before being shaken into the recognition that they
need to make management changes. (IndustryOrg02)
[T]he cane farmers have always been going through change and it's
because I guess technology is advanced within the industry itself. Like
you see different harvesters, you see different tractors, and you see
different implements, you see different … strains of cane coming
through. It's all done by someone researching. So there's always change
I guess. Within the grazing industry there is change but it doesn't happen
quite as quickly. Probably has been a little bit more dynamic in the last
eight to ten years where we've seen live export and we've seen the
rationalisation I suppose of meatworks and all those sorts of things.
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Which means that they sort of had to change a bit? [But] there's no real
generic change I suppose happening. Whereas in the sugar industry
you've got to change or else you just don't keep up. (Advisor07)
Most other agricultural industries were perceived to more finely tuned than the beef cattle
industry. For farmers in other agricultural industries attrition happened more quickly and
it was more critical to keep pace with industry changes and new technologies. As
discussed in Section 10.3.5 the beef cattle graziers’ preparedness to lower their standard
of living to meet changed circumstances may also to relate to their ability to stay in their
industry. Table 10.6 shows the estimated value of agricultural operations (EVAO) for
beef cattle, sugar cane and cotton in Queensland as at 31 March 1997. These are the three
agricultural industries compared by the interviewees in the abovementioned quotes.
Because I am interested in sociological effects as opposed to economic effects I have
compared EVAO for the industries to minimise the risk of comparing incomes or profits
in a year when one industry has an aberrant high or low selling price.
Table 10.6 Comparison of Agricultural Businesses by Estimated Value of
Agricultural Operations11 (EVAO) in Qld
EVAO
($)

Less than 5,0005,000
22,499

22,500049,999

50,00099,999

100,000199,999

200,000499,999

500,000
or more

Total
establishments

Beef
Cattle

563

4172

2152

1468

1220

975

374

10924

Sugar
Cane

4

37

151

641

1610

1640

472

4555

Cotton

-

-

-

5

22

113

329

469

The modal range is bolded for each agricultural commodity shown in the table.
(Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics, 1998)

The modal EVAO range for beef cattle graziers is $5,000-22,499, which is less than one
tenth of the modal EVAO for sugar cane farmers and cotton farmers. Comparatively the
extent of agricultural activity on both sugar cane farms and cotton farms is considerably
higher than that occurring on beef cattle farms. Whilst not a measure of income or profit,
EVAO is a reasonable indicator of income and profit, and this data implies that for the

11

Estimated value of agricultural operations (EVAO) is an estimation of the value of the annual
production of a farm business, and an estimation of agricultural activity undertaken by an agricultural
establishment. Three-year average weighted prices are applied to livestock turn-off and livestock
numbers on the farm, and to area and production data for crops. The resultant aggregation of these
commodity values is the EVAO. It is not an indicator of the value of receipts of individual farms. It is an
indicator of the extent of agricultural activity (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2005a)
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three year period that the data is based on, the average beef cattle producer had a lower
income than the average sugar cane farmer or cotton farmer. This is consistent with the
premise put forward by the interviewees that beef cattle producers are not as profit driven
as other farmers.
10.4.4

Elapse Time of the Agricultural Production Cycles and Impacts on
Ability to Change

When implementing change, it is very important to be able to get feedback as to whether
the change has achieved the desired results. The elapse time of the production cycle
determines how quickly product is ready for market, and the market provides the ultimate
feedback on product quality. Longer production cycle times mean that many innovations
will have delayed benefits. Beef Cattle production has one of the longest production
cycles. A crop of sugar cane takes about 9-16 months to grow and is harvested between
June and December each year. Australia’s cotton growing season lasts approximately 6
months, with planting starting in September/October/November and picking in
March/April/May – depending on the region. The beef cattle production cycle including
the stages of breeding, growing and finishing are discussed in detail in Chapter 7, Section7.2
- The Challenge of Working the Land. The North Queensland beef cattle production cycle
lasts between 24-48 months, with the majority of cattle being sold for slaughter at around 3642 months. Several interviewees drew attention to the variation in length of production cycle
between agricultural industries and related impacts on take up of change.

I mean they [farmers] do a practice and they can see it in their crop,
which is within six months. When you do something like changing [beef
cattle] stocking rates you can't see the results straight away. And I think,
I've come to the conclusion that the reason for graziers not taking things
up quickly is because very often the outcome is marred by the very large
fluctuation in climate that we have. See you have a change that is set
against the backdrop of a huge change [weather variation]. Say for
example they've got too many stock, but next year happens to be a great
year, they get away with it. If it happens to be a bad year they then blame
the weather. So they've got an out every time, you know, because they
could say ‘well it was a drought’. But when you take them out to
paddocks and you show them side-by-side, ‘this was stocked at this rate,
this at this rate, and this at this rate.’ Even then they believe the rain stops
at the fence line. But you can show them: ‘This is what your paddocks
look like, [and] this is what ours look like. Stop blaming the rain. In the
same drought years you've had, we've got pasture because the stocking
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rate is right. You know we control it.’ So it's a bit hard I must say to get
across. (Extension17)
The production cycle is much slower so therefore decision making
processes are different. (Extension05)
The length of production cycle is one reason for agricultural industry
differences: in the dairy industry milk is produced twice a day; beef cattle
are turned off between 2-4 years, and timber takes 25-50 years. It is
harder to get timber farmers to change than it is to get beef cattle farmers
to change. ( IndustryOrg11)
The grain industry [compared to grazing] is more dynamic in as far as
they get returns, if you like reward on effort, a couple of times a year
with their crops. Whereas when you're producing wool or beef it's a
longer term way and also it's much harder to measure the impact of the
decision that you've made. Another comparison is with the dairy industry
where dairy farmers can measure the impact of their management every
single milking. You know - Have they given [the cows] enough grass?
Has the grass been of high enough quality? Well if they haven't they sure
know when the milk fat is not as full. And it's those benchmarks on
performance that the grazing industry has to work much harder at getting
than say the dairy industry or the grains industry. I guess another sort of
big contrast that you see is with the cotton industry because they've got
so many external threats on them. I mean also quite a profitable industry
but also a high risk industry in as far as if you don't keep doing things
right you can lose a lot of money. But if you look at cotton it’s quite
progressive in as far as the uptake of new technology, being proactive as
an industry in their environmental issues and threats that they may see.
(IndustryOrg03)
I'd also say that the shorter the production cycle the easier to analyse the
consequences of change. With cattle it's a real mystery with the five year
production cycle. And it requires a fair bit of effort to work out what the
consequence of change is. (Extension09)
With a longer production cycle there are more variables and intervening factors that could
contribute to the outcomes other than just the change. Long time lags between
implementing an innovation and seeing the benefits at the end of the production cycle
mean that it is risky because there is scope for unanticipated developments in product
markets, development of competing technologies, accidents or natural events to damage
or interfere in the production cycle (Pannell, Marshall, Barr, Curtis, Vanclay &
Wilkinson, 2006). The more readily observable the results of innovation are, the more
likely the diffusion of the innovation through ‘over the fence’ learning by farmers from
one another (Shampine, 1998; Geroski, 2000). New technologies that produce readily and
rapidly observable results are more likely to be adopted by farmers (Pannell et al., 2006).
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Together with it being difficult to directly associate change with outcomes,
interviewees similarly expressed a view that with longer production cycles change was
perceived to be riskier:
I'd have to say yes - beef cattle graziers are more conservative I guess
than other primary producer groups. Possibly because the risks are higher
[in beef cattle] too. If something doesn't work, I mean if there's failure,
the consequences are a bit more serious compared to say something like
growing sugarcane or other sort of [crop] farming enterprises. So I think
they're a bit more conservative in that regard [to taking up change].
(Extension01)
There is strong evidence that, the world over, most farmers are risk averse12 (Antle 1987;
Myers 1989; Pluske & Fraser 1996; Binswanger, 1980). In particular, empirical evidence
indicates that Australian farmers vary widely in their personal degree of risk aversion
(Bond & Wonder 1980; Bardsley & Harris 1987; Abadi Ghadim & Pannell 2003). Riskaverse farmers tend to rapidly adopt innovations perceived to reduce risk (see for example
Shapiro et al. 1992) and not adopt innovations perceived to increase risk (see for example
Abadi Ghadim et al. 2005). If the impacts of a new technology are readily and rapidly
observable by a farmer the technology is more likely to be adopted by the farmer
(Pannell, 2001; Pannell et al., 2006) supporting the interviewees’ view that beef cattle
graziers were more hesitant taking up change and this is partially attributable to the
difficulty of linking the change to resultant outcomes because of the long production
cycle.
Comparatively, beef cattle graziers were described by interviewees as unwilling
and infrequent decision makers. Time-pressure for decision-making was seen as a
function of the length of the production cycle such that the longer the production cycle
the less perceived pressure there is to make decisions.
If you look at the cattle industry compared to the coffee industry or the
chicken industry the decisions that cattle producers make in the north is
basically [around] two musters a year. One around April, May, June and
one later in the year August, September, October so they only make
major decisions twice a year about changing your stock numbers
Whereas if you're a [crop] farmer you've got to decide when you're going
to plant, you look around for the rain every day. You're thinking about
having to make decisions on a day to day basis - same with a chicken

12

Risk aversion describes an individual’s tendency to take or avoid risks in their decision making.

311
producer. And then you've got to spray your crops; you've got to get
fertiliser on; you've got to make a range of different decisions throughout
the year. Whereas with beef producers the decisions they make - whether
they're going to change breeds or any of those sorts of things - are major
decisions that go on for a long period of time. But they [graziers] don't
make the numbers [of decisions], or have the amount of pressure so
much on them to make decisions. And I'm not saying they [beef cattle
graziers] can't make decisions, but it’s the continuity of making decisions
and the timeliness and all those sorts of thing. And for example if you go
to a grazier property, often you'll get [in] a Toyota and drive around for a
half a day looking at waters or a whole day and have a great chat. Where
you go and see a farmer you'll often spend a couple of hours and you'll
go and do a few things, but when they're doing things - like graziers,
when they're mustering - they're very busy. But a lot of that other time
there's a lot of things that aren't so much time bound. And I think time is
a bit more flexible [for beef cattle graziers]. (Extension15)
[O]ne of the other things, people [beef cattle graziers], and the industry
too, they don't have any training in decision making either. They have all
the time in the world to make decisions and most of them don't even get
around to making that decision because it just usually happens. You
know, they're pretty laid back. (Grazier20)
In contrast to many other farmers, beef cattle graziers were not under the same pressure to
make decisions, they were not as practiced in decision making, and they tended to
postpone it for as long as possible.
The time taken to complete the production cycle was also linked to beef cattle
graziers’ limited interest in the production chain beyond the farm gate. Most beef product
from the North Queensland beef cattle industry is not branded so there is a very weak link
between the price paid to the beef cattle grazier and the ‘goodness’ of the beef served up
on a consumer’s plate.
The thing that's held back our industry [beef cattle] for so long has been
our averaging system. You get paid on average and what ever you do is
mixed in with what everybody else does and it's [beef] dealt up to the
consumers on average. There's no price signal, there’s no reward for
quality. And if people don't know what value they're buying, if they're
buying on average they'll buy at the bottom end of the average because
that's what they expect to get. So we're actually you know, our product is
continually being under priced because people expect that they're going
to get at the bottom end of the average. If you've got a sack of Rolls
Royces, Holden Kingswoods and bicycles, and I mean what price do you
pay? If you're going to get one item out, what price do you pay? You
pay the bicycle price. If you get a Rolls Royce, you think ‘Fantastic, I got
a cheap Rolls Royce.’ And value for money is a trade off between price
and quality and that's why grading is so critical. Until we have that sort
of a system you can't make decisions at that farm. But you can make
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macro decisions on sort of average things, but you can't really make
properly based business decisions. (Advisor02)
The current system does not allow product differentiation of the majority of beef
produced by beef cattle graziers. When the market, or consumer, has the ability to
differentiate beef it will be possible for beef cattle graziers to identify financials benefits
of change and to link their decisions with rewards in the market-place.

10.5

Conclusion

Beef cattle grazing continues to be a dominant agricultural industry in Australia, and
particularly in North Queensland, with the number of graziers steadily increasing in
contrast to a decline in the number of farmers in other agricultural industries. The results
presented in this chapter reinforce the idea that considerable heterogeneity exists between
agricultural industries in North Queensland and disentangles the types of differences that
exist between farmers of different agricultural commodities and the reasons for these
differences.
Noteworthy differences were identified between the beef cattle industry and other
agricultural industries, between beef cattle enterprises and other agricultural enterprises,
and also between the farmers in these agricultural industries. Beef cattle producers were
perceived as: older; having a lower level of formal education and skills; generally seeking
to have someone else solve their problems; being reactive and only looking to change in
times of need; faddish in terms of the change that they would adopt; lacking a market
focus and unwilling to ‘look beyond the farm gate’ compared to farmers in other
industries; more resilient and able to weather hard times; and, not ‘in tune’ with their
land, being more interested in their animals. It was posited that the attitudinal and
behavioural variations present between farmers of different agricultural commodities
were mirrored in the extension people of the different agricultural commodities.
Comparing enterprises in the various agricultural industries, the following
differences were noted: cropping industries were viewed as more agile and more willing
to change perhaps because less capital is involved, less land is required and there is a
shorter production cycle; cropping enterprises required more management skills of the
farmer because of the more intensive nature of the work involved in the production cycle,
more frequent decisions to be made, and more employees involved. At the industry level
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a number of differences were highlighted including: there was less involvement of
women in the beef cattle industry; the beef cattle industry was less cohesive; and it was
perceived as a prestigious, higher status industry.
Many reasons were canvassed to explain the differences evidenced between
agricultural industries including: variation in industry infrastructure and controls, and the
extent of producer involvement in the production chain beyond the farm gate; as one of
the oldest primary industries, the beef cattle industry is more constrained by industry and
family traditions and by succession expectations; a different cultural tradition to other
industries in North Queensland based on the heritage of the first farming families in the
industries; beef cattle graziers seem to be able to survive no matter how good, or bad, a
manager they are because the industry is more forgiving of poor management; the long
production cycle time means a long time lag between implementing an innovation and
seeing the benefits, resulting in beef cattle graziers being less willing to take up change;
beef cattle graziers were considered to be unwilling and infrequent decision makers.
Analysis of the interviewee data has shown that many of the drivers for
difference between industries are internal to the industry rather than external. What
differentiates the results of this research from other research is acknowledgement of this
complex and interacting set of internal and external factors, rather than a reliance on
external drivers like economics, markets and finances, to explain industry behaviour and
differences.
In this chapter the Beef Cattle Industry is established as a new actor/actor class in
the beef cattle grazier-network. No new enrolment instruments were identified but 5
existing enrolment instruments were confirmed and elaborated. The new actor/actor class
– Beef Cattle Industry –moderates the enrolment of all of the other actors/actor classes
into the grazier’s network, but with less widespread impact than Locale. Implementation
of the following enrolment instruments is affected by the Beef Cattle Industry: take up of
change; cattle management regime; land management regime; good grazier behaviour;
and, self image. The chief characteristics of the Beef Cattle Industry that give rise to this
impact are: its longevity and associated knowledge base; the industry infrastructure and
controls; length of the beef cattle production cycle; ‘on farm’ as opposed to ‘beyond the
farm-gate’ focus of beef cattle graziers; the resilience and skepticism of beef cattle
graziers; the perceived high social status of the beef cattle industry.
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The grazier-network has been updated using the findings from this chapter and is
shown in Figure 10.1. All connections are bolded because all are further clarified in this
chapter.
Figure 10.1 The grazier actor-network relating to change, success, motivation,
lifestyle, locale and Beef Cattle Industry.

Beef Cattle
Industry

Locale

Extension
Advisors
Family
Tradition

13.
12.
1.
Community

2.

11.

3.

10.

Spouse/
Children

Grazier
Property

4.

9.

7.
Cattle

Grazier
Subculture

5.

8.
6.

Markets
Mother
Nature

Government

Figure 10.2 details new information for the connections between actors and the grazier.
The complete specification of each connection, or enrolment of an actor is given in Figure
H1 in Appendix H.
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Figure 10.2 Aspects of enrolment for the grazier actor-network relating to Beef Cattle Industry
1. Extension - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Beef Cattle Industry
Cattle Management
• Beef Cattle Industry
Regime
Land Management
• Beef Cattle Industry
Regime

6. Government - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Beef Cattle Industry

2. Family Tradition - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Beef Cattle Industry
Cattle Management
• Beef Cattle Industry
Regime
Land Management
• Beef Cattle Industry
Regime
Good Grazier Behaviour • Beef Cattle Industry

8. Cattle - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
Cattle Management
Regime
Self Image

3. Spouse/Children - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Beef Cattle Industry
4. Grazier Subculture - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Beef Cattle Industry
Cattle Management
• Beef Cattle Industry
Regime
Land Management
• Beef Cattle Industry
Regime
Good Grazier Behaviour • Beef Cattle Industry
5. Markets – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Beef Cattle Industry
Self Image
• Beef Cattle Industry

7. Mother Nature - Grazier
Enrolment Choices
Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Beef Cattle Industry
Moderating Actor/s
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Beef Cattle Industry

9. Property – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Land Management
• Beef Cattle Industry
Regime
Self Image
• Beef Cattle Industry
10. Community - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Self Image
• Beef Cattle Industry
11. Advisors - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Beef Cattle Industry
12. Locale – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
Take up of change
Cattle Management
Regime
Land Management
Regime
Good Grazier Behaviour
Self Image

13. Beef Cattle Industry– Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisor
• Locale
Cattle Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Locale
Land Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Locale
Good Grazier
• Grazier Subculture
Behaviour
• Family Tradition
• Locale
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Community
• Locale

Moderating Actor/s
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Beef Cattle Industry

The descriptions of all actor-network connections have been merged into a Table
10.7 to allow easy identification of actors enrolled by a particular instrument and of the
other actors moderating the implementation of that enrolment instrument.

Table 10.7 Matrix representation of the Grazier actor-network showing instruments that enrol actors into the grazier’s network – Part A.
Enrolled Actors
Enrolment
Instruments
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• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension

•
•
•
•
•
•

• Family Tradition
• Locale
• Beef Cattle
Industry
•
•
•
•
•

Extension
Family Tradition
Spouse/Children
Grazier Subculture
Markets
Government
Mother Nature
Beef Cattle
Industry

•
•
•
•
•

Family Tradition
Grazier Subculture
Markets
Locale
Beef Cattle
Industry

•
•
•
•
•
•

Family Tradition
Spouse/Children
Grazier Subculture
Market
Locale
Beef Cattle
Industry

Family Tradition
Extension
Spouse/Children
Property
Markets
Locale

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Family Tradition
Extension
Spouse/Children
Property
Markets
Advisors
Grazier Subculture
Family Tradition
Beef Cattle
Industry

•
•
•
•
•

Family Tradition
Grazier Subculture
Markets
Community
Beef Cattle
Industry

• Extension
• Family
Tradition
• Spouse/Childre
n

• Grazier
Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisor
• Locale
•

• Family
Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Extension
• Locale
• Family
Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Extension
• Locale

• Family
Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Locale
• Family
Tradition
• Grazier
Subculture
• Community
• Locale
• Market

316

Cattle
Management
Regime

Financial
Management
Regime
(Viability)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

• Family Tradition
• Locale

• Grazier Subculture
• Locale

Breed of Cattle

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Beef Cattle
Industry

Table 10.3(b) Matrix representation of the Grazier actor-network showing instruments that enrol of actors into the grazier’s network
Enrolled Actors
Enrolment
Instruments

Spouse/
Extension

Family Tradition

Grazier Subculture

Markets

Government

Mother Nature

Cattle

Property

Community

Advisor

Locale

Children
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Farm Labour

Intergenerational
Succession

Markets
Community
Grazier Subculture
Spouse/Children
Locale
Community
Grazier Subculture
Spouse/Children
Cattle
Property

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Markets
Community
Grazier Subculture
Family Tradition
Locale
Community
Grazier Subculture
Family Tradition
Cattle
Property

•
•
•
•
•
•

Family
Environment
Challenge of
being NQ
Grazier
Desire to work
with Cattle

• Family Tradition
• Property
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Rural way of life

Solitude

Community
Grazier Subculture
Spouse/Children
Family Tradition
Cattle

• Family Tradition
• Locale

Stewardship

Independence

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Grazier Subculture
Government
Community
Advisors
Locale
Government
Community
Advisors
Locale

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Extension
Government
Community
Advisors
Locale

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Spouse/Children
Community
Locale
Family Tradition
Spouse/Children
Community
Locale

Extension
Grazier Subculture
Community
Advisors
Locale
Extension
Community
Advisors
Locale

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Extension
Grazier Subculture
Government
Advisors
Locale
Extension
Government
Advisors
Locale

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Extension
Grazier Subculture
Government
Community
Locale
Extension
Government
Community
Locale

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Spouse/Children
Community
Property
Family Tradition
Spouse/Children
Community
Property
Extension
Grazier Subculture
Government
Community
Advisors
Extension
Government
Community
Advisors

Family Tradition
Extension
Government
Advisors
Markets
• Property
• Cattle
• Locale

• Property
• Mother Nature
• Locale

• Mother Nature
• Cattle
• Locale

• Mother Nature
• Cattle
• Property
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Love of Cattle
Desire to work
with cattle
Sense of place
- attachment
Sense of
belonging

Community
Grazier Subculture
Spouse/Children
Family Tradition
Property
Family Tradition

Beef Cattle
Industry
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This final chapter of Section 4: Group Differences explored differences at the group
level that are relevant to any discussion concerned with encouraging change among different
groups of people, and critical to understanding why one size does not fit all. This chapter
completes analysis of the data collected for this investigation of the effects of isomorphism
on the North Queensland beef cattle industry. Section 5: What’s new?, which comprises
Chapter 11, synthesises the findings of the previous 2 sections, using the grazier actornetwork model that has evolved to clearly show the complex network of connections
between graziers, their family, their property, their locale and their industry together with the
differing demographic and historical characteristics of all of these elements. This graziernetwork, and the description of the ways that actors/actor classes are enrolled into the
grazier’s network, will illuminate our understanding of North Queensland beef cattle grazier
attitudes and behaviours relating to change. In Chapter 11 the implications of these findings
will also be discussed together with avenues for future research.

11

11.1

Conclusion and Implications

Introduction

The overarching purpose of this study was to investigate the North Queensland beef cattle
industry’s reaction to the isomorphic pressures for change applied at a global, national
and local level and to address two key intertwined questions: Why do farmers behave the
way they do? and How do we get graziers to change? The research objectives were to use
an actor-network theory approach to identify the actors influencing the grazier’s decisions
to change, and to identify the enrolment instruments involved in the grazier’s decisions to
change. In meeting these objectives a number of complementary issues were explored in
the data analysis chapters including: the forces driving change (discussed in Chapter 5);
change that has been taken up (identified in Chapter 5); why ‘one size does not fit all’
(analysed in Chapters 6 through 10); and how graziers differ from one another (addressed
in Chapters 6 through 8), across regions (addressed in Chapter 9) and from other
agricultural farmers (explored in Chapter 10). The results presented in these chapters
address the broad purpose of this thesis and touch on the more specific research questions
I posed at the outset of the study. The results presented in the following three sections of
this chapter illustrate my main conclusions. Section 2 summarises the major findings of
the study as reported in Chapters 5 through 10 and expounds the resultant graziernetwork. The grazier-network is explored to expose the most powerful actors/actor
classes in the network and the most extensive enrolment instruments. The section also
proposes reasons why it is difficult to get graziers to bend to the isomorphic forces
imposed on them. The third section outlines the sociological implications of the study
findings. The fourth section focuses on the practical implications of the findings of this
research for anyone seeking to achieve change within the North Queensland beef cattle
industry. The fifth section discusses the limitations and shortcomings of this research and
the generalisability of the findings. The sixth and final section identifies areas for future
research.
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11.2

Summary of Findings

The grazier-network that has evolved from this study embodies a complex and dynamic
set of relations enacted in response to environmental, economic, socio-cultural, political
and institutional factors. A total of 13 actors/actor classes are enrolled into the grazier’s
network via 20 distinct instruments. The generic grazier-network is shown in Figure 11.1.
Figure 11.1 The grazier actor-network relating to change, success, motivation,
lifestyle, locale and beef cattle industry.

Beef Cattle
Industry

Locale

Extension
Advisors
Family
Tradition

13.
12.
Community

11.

2.
3.

10.

Property

1.

Grazier

Spouse/
Children

4.

9.

7.
Cattle

Grazier
Subculture

5.

8.
6.

Markets
Mother
Nature

Government

A brief description of each actor/actor class is provided in Table 11.1. ANT does not
distinguish between macro and micro actors so some actors may represent an individual, a
group, or an organization.
In order to particularise the network for an individual grazier, or a grazier
instance, it will be necessary to determine which relationships are in effect for that grazier
and to identify and name instances for each actor class in the network. Additionally it will
require an understanding of whether, and how, the inclusion of an instance of one actor
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class in a network may moderate another role or relationship with the particular grazier,
of an instance of another actor class.
Table 11.1 Grazier-network actor descriptions
Actor

Description

Grazier

A beef cattle property owner, whose principal property is located in North
Queensland and whose primary business activity is managing the beef cattle
property/s.

Extension

Persons carrying out research to discover new knowledge relevant to any aspect
of the beef cattle industry and its production cycle, and persons disseminating that
new knowledge to graziers. This includes persons working in both the public and
private sector. For a fuller definition see Chapter 4, Section 4.6.

Family Tradition

Previous generations of the family together with the cattle management and land
management practices that they have followed.

Spouse/Children

The grazier’s own immediate family. These family members will be potential
successors.

Grazier Subculture

The North Queensland Beef Cattle graziers: a group which has a shared meaning
and understanding of what constitutes good farming behaviour in North
Queensland. This actor may intersect, or overlap, with the actor Community but
neither actor is a subset of the other.

Markets

Cattle buyers for meat works or live trade, rural agents and their customers: they
reflect consumer requirements in terms of quality assurance, consistency of
product, sustainable production systems and taste regimes.

Government

Statutory Industry Corporations and Federal and State Government Departments
including Australian Quarantine Inspection Service.

Mother Nature

Includes ‘acts of God’ - the ups and downs of climate, including droughts, fires
and floods.

Cattle

The grazier’s herd of cattle.

Property

The characteristics of the cattle property in terms of natural resources and the
aesthetic landscape. Many graziers exhibit ‘place attachment’ and take on a
stewardship role in relation to their property.

Community

A grazier’s community includes the wide variety of people that the grazier
associates with linked to their rural life. It will include other graziers, people who
work on the property, people living in the same locale, cattle buyers, produce
agents who supply chemicals and feed mix. Some members of this community
may have a social role as part of community, and also have a work related actor
role in the grazier’s network as Market or Extension, for example. This actor may
also intersect, or overlap, with the actor Grazier Subculture but neither actor is a
subset of the other.

Advisors

Financial and business advisors, and rural consultants.

Locale

The geographic region within which the grazier’s property is located. A locale
will have its own social and historical context. A locale will also have distinctive
characteristics including: weather pattern, agricultural potential and proximity to
cattle sale yards, transport, and rural commercial centres.

Beef Cattle Industry

The industry infrastructure, peak bodies, the codes of practice, and the political
and economic environment in terms of attitudes to grazing and the land use for
and by grazing.
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Differences between instances of the grazier-network arise due to differences in
how the connections, or relationships, between each actor/actor class and the grazier
transpire. Each connection is a conduit for a number of different enrolment instruments,
the enactment of which is mitigated by a number of other actors/actor classes in the
grazier-network. How other actors will mitigate or interfere with the enrolment of an
actor into the network is peculiar to the grazier involved because of their own specific
context. For example, Grazier-A who is male, British heritage, middle aged, single, a
fourth generation grazier on the original family property, in the Gulf of Carpentaria will
be connected to the actors in his network differently to Grazier-B who is male, South
African heritage, middle aged, married with two school age children, third generation
grazing family, recent immigrant from South Africa, two years on property outside
Charters Towers. Each instance of the grazier- network thus will contain instances of all
or some of the actors/actor classes identified for the generic actor-network, but there may
be significant differences in how each instance of a particular actor/actor class is enrolled
into the network, particularly in terms of how instances of other actors/actor classes in the
network impinge on an enrolment.
All of the actors/actor classes have relevance in understanding grazier attitudes
and behaviours. However four actors/actor classes, including the Grazier, were more
prominently featured in the data analysis because interviewees saw each instance of an
actor from these actor classes as being unique, or at least very different to one another.
These four actor classes are shaded in Figure 11.1 – Beef Cattle Industry, Locale,
Property, and Grazier – and are pertinent to understanding the effects of isomorphism on
the North Queensland beef cattle industry. The distinguishing set of characteristics for
each actor/actor class unfolded through this study and are summarised in Table 11.2.
The distinctive attributes of the actor/actor class ‘Beef Cattle Industry,’ especially
for North Queensland, were ascertained in Chapter 10. The unique features of a ‘locale,’
that set apart their grazier population from the grazier population of a different ‘locale’,
were discovered in Chapter 9. The critical characteristics that make a ‘property’
inimitable and a ‘grazier’ inimitable were uncovered in Chapters 6 through 8. Each
grazier, each property, and each locale has a unique profile. And the beef cattle industry is
unique compared to other agricultural industries as demonstrated in Chapter 10. Changing
a value for any variable in this matrix of characteristics creates a totally new potential to
take up change. A shortcoming of some of the advice emanating from Extension,
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Advisors, and others providing advice to a grazier, is predicated on one property being the
same as the next, or that a new technology is equally applicable to all properties. This
thesis does not assume such a position: one size does not fit all; one farm is not the same
as the next.
Table 11.2

Characteristics of beef cattle industry related actors relevant to
understanding effects of isomorphism

Beef Cattle Industry

Locale

Property

Grazier

Industry culture: Oldest
agricultural industry in
Australia; UK based
cultural heritage;
industry knowledge base

Regional history and
culture - Norms and
customs

Property use options:
soil type, crop potential,
distance from
commercial centres,
state of roads

Lifestyle: Independent;
like solitude; like
unstructured and
variable nature of the
work

Industry Infrastructure:
codes of practice; peak
bodies; and government
agencies

Industry history in the
region

‘Structural’ factors:
property size, type of
tenure, lease restrictions

Family history: History
in beef cattle industry;
history on that property;
accumulated knowledge

Industry less cohesive in
terms of the whole
production chain
working together

Relative wealth of the
locale

Level of infrastructure,
and degree of
development and
improvement

Identity, sense of
belonging, and what
constitutes a ‘good
farmer’ to them

Graziers are: older; less
formal education and
skills; understand
animals better than land.

Degree of remoteness /
isolation

Property capacity:
weather pattern, water
availability, nature of
terrain, pest infiltration

Vision of success,
motivation and goals

Comparatively long
production cycle

Locale land capacity

Place attachment of
grazier

‘Love of land’ and belief
in a stewardship role

Graziers comparative
resilience to hard times
& low income

Locale land use options

‘Wide open spaces’ and
challenge of working
with nature

Less agile in terms of
ability to change

Like cattle and working
with cattle

Require less
management skills of
their farmers

Lack market focus more interest in cattle
produced than beef sold

Male dominated

Family ‘environment’
and succession

The goal of this study was to establish the composition of the grazier-network
and identify the power bases within it. To understand how power operates in the network
it is necessary to establish the roles of each actor/actor class and the resultant relationship
between each actor /actor class and the Grazier. Additionally the enrolment
process/instruments must be identified and understood as it is through the process of
enrolment that translation occurs, causing alignment of the actors/actor classes in the
network. The resultant aligned grazier-network positions the Grazier in terms of their
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attitude to change and associated behaviours in order to achieve the network’s goal of
determining an appropriate beef grazing practice for the grazier. In previous chapters,
the enrolment instruments for each actor/actor class linked to the grazier, together with
the other actors/actor classes who might moderate the operation of each enrolment
instrument, were discovered and listed in the following Tables 6.1, 7.3, 8.1, 9.1 and 10.7.
A perusal of any of these tables will reveal the extent of ‘interference’ potentially exerted
on an enrolment by moderating actors/actor classes identified to that point of the study.
Details of each grazier-actor link, as numbered in Figure 11.1, are provided in Figure
11.2. Each link is summarised by listing the enrolment instruments invoked and listing all
of the actors who might interfere with, or moderate, the operation of the enrolment
instruments.
Throughout the thesis the actor class Extension has been repeatedly noted as a
source of expert isomorphic pressure on the grazier. Accordingly Extension is a key
actor/actor class interacting with the grazier to achieve the adoption, or take up, of
change. Figure 11.2 shows that 6 enrolment instruments are enlisted to link these
actors/actor classes: Take up of change; Cattle Management Regime; Land Management
Regime; Financial Management Regime (Viability); Independence; and Solitude.
However, the operation of these instruments is potentially moderated by 11 other
actors/actor classes: Family Tradition; Grazier Subculture; Markets; Spouse/Children;
Government; Mother Nature; Advisors; Locale; Beef Cattle Industry; Property; and
Community. This ‘interference’ points to possible reasons why a grazier’s decision to
take up change is complex and differs from grazier to grazier. The actor/actor class
Markets imposes coercive isomorphic pressures on graziers and from Figure 11.2 we see
that the study data suggests that four instruments enrol Markets into the grazier network:
Take up of change; Financial Management Regime (Viability); Self Image; Challenge of
being a NQ Grazier. However 10 other actors/actor classes ‘interfere’ with the enrolment
of Markets into the network, and ultimately with the power that Markets have within the
network. The remaining actors/actor classes in the grazier-network are similarly enrolled
into the network via more than one instrument, and with several other actors/actor classes
moderating the enrolment.
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Figure 11.2 Aspects of enrolment for the grazier actor-network relating to change, success,
motivation, lifestyle, locale and Beef Cattle Industry
1. Extension - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
• Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Cattle Management • Grazier Subculture
Regime
• Markets
• Land Management
• Spouse/Children
Regime
• Government
• Financial
• Mother Nature
Management
• Advisors
Regime (Viability)
• Locale
• Independence
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Solitude
• Property
• Community
2. Family Tradition - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
• Take up of change
• Grazier Subculture
• Cattle Management
• Extension
Regime
• Markets
• Breed of Cattle
• Spouse/Children
• Land Management
• Government
Regime
• Mother Nature
• Financial
• Advisors
Management Regime • Locale
(Viability)
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Good Grazier
• Property
Behaviour
• Community
• Farm Labour
• Cattle
• Intergenerational
Succession
3. Spouse/Children - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
• Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Financial
• Grazier Subculture
Management Regime • Extension
(Viability)
• Markets
• Farm Labour
• Government
• Intergenerational
• Mother Nature
• Succession
• Advisors
• Family Environment
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Property
• Community
• Cattle
4. Grazier Subculture - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
• Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Cattle Management
• Extension
Regime
• Markets
• Breed of Cattle
• Spouse/Children
• Land Management
• Government
Regime
• Mother Nature
• Good Grazier
• Advisors
Behaviour
• Locale
• Independence
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Community

5. Markets – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
• Take up of change
• Financial Management
Regime (Viability)
• Self Image
• Challenge of being a
NQ Grazier

Moderating Actor/s
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Property

6. Government - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
• Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Independence
• Grazier Subculture
• Solitude
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Markets
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Community
7. Mother Nature - Grazier
Enrolment Choices
Moderating Actor/s
• Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Challenge of being a • Grazier Subculture
NQ Grazier
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Markets
• Government
• Advisors
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Property
• Cattle
8. Cattle - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
• Cattle Management
Regime
• Breed of Cattle
• Self Image
• Love of cattle
• Desire to work with
cattle
• Challenge of being a
NQ Grazier
9. Property – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
• Land Management
Regime
• Financial
Management Regime
(Viability)
• Self Image
• Intergenerational
Succession
• Sense of place –
attachment
• Stewardship role
• Rural way of life
• Challenge of being a
NQ Grazier

Moderating Actor/s
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Markets
• Mother Nature
• Property

Moderating Actor/s
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Markets
• Community
• Cattle
• Mother Nature

10. Community - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
• Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Sense of belonging
• Spouse/Children
• Independence
• Grazier Subculture
• Solitude
• Market
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Extension
• Government
• Advisors
11. Advisors - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
• Take up of change
• Financial
Management Regime
(Viability)
• Independence
• Solitude

12. Locale – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
• Take up of change
• Cattle Management
Regime
• Breed of Cattle
• Land Management
Regime
• Financial
Management Regime
(Viability)
• Good Grazier
Behaviour
• Self Image
• Sense of place –
attachment
• Stewardship role
• Rural way of life
• Challenge of being a
NQ Grazier
• Independence
• Solitude

Moderating Actor/s
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Property
• Community
Moderating Actor/s
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Property
• Community
• Mother Nature
• Cattle

13. Beef Cattle Industry– Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Extension
Cattle Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Spouse/Children
Land Management
• Grazier Subculture
Regime
• Markets
Good Grazier Behaviour • Government
Self Image
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Locale
• Community
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The grazier-actor links are clearly very complex network conduits comprising a
number of enrolment instruments and subject to interference from a varying number of
other actors. Whilst not to diminish the importance of this mediation, this research seeks
only to highlight the existence of mitigating effects, and leave detailed analysis of the
nature of their impact to future research. Accordingly, the links in the grazier-network are
further summarised in Table 11.3 which lists all of the enrolment instruments and shows
the actors enrolled by each instrument.
Table 11.3 Enrolment instruments for grazier-network
Enrolled Actors
Enrolment
Instruments

Take up of
change

Extension

√

Breed of Cattle

Spouse/

Family
Tradition

Grazier
Subculture

Markets

Government

Children

Mother
Nature

√

√

√

√

√

√

Cattle

Property

Advisors Locale

√

√

Beef Cattle
Industry

4

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

Land
Management
Regime

√

√

√

Financial
Management
Regime (Viability)

√

√

Total
Actors
enrolled

10

√

√

Cattle
Management
Regime

6

6
√

7

Good Grazier
Behaviour

√

√

√

√

√

4
√

√

Self Image

√

Farm Labour

√

√

Inter-generational
Succession

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

6
2
4

√

Love of Cattle

√

Desire to work
with cattle

√

√

1
1

Sense of place –
attachment

2
√

√

Sense of
belonging

1
√

Stewardship

√

Rural way of life
√

Solitude

√

√

Family
Environment

√

2

√

2

√

√

√

√

6

√

√

√

√

5

√

Independence

1
√

Challenge of
being NQ Grazier

5
√

√

√

Desire to work
with Cattle
TOTAL
instruments of
enrolment

Community

√

√

1
√

6

8

5

6

4

3

2

8

8

4

4

13

5
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Each row in Table 11.3 relates to one enrolment instrument; within the row if a
cell is not shaded then the actor for that column is enrolled via that instrument, whilst if
the cell is shaded the actor is not enrolled by that instrument. The enrolment instrument
‘Take up of change’ enrols the following actors into the grazier-network: Extension;
Family Tradition; Spouse/Children; Grazier Subculture; Markets; Government; Mother
Nature; Advisors; Locale; and, Beef Cattle Industry. The three actors – Cattle, Property,
and Community – are not enrolled into the grazier-network via ‘Take up of change.’ The
discussion of the results presented in Table 11.3 will be limited to the direct connections
between the grazier and other actors within the grazier-network without consideration of
the moderating effects of other actors.
The actor most tightly coupled to the Grazier is Locale, which is potentially
enrolled into the network via 13 separate instruments. From its definition in Table 11.1
and the enrolment instruments identified in Table 11.3, the actor Locale gives rise to a
grazier’s sense of belonging and is an important determinant of the grazier’s capacity to
change. The characteristics of Locale subsume some of the characteristics of another actor
tightly coupled to a grazier – Property. A Property is physically and socially located in a
Locale if there is an overlap in capacity constraints determined by: weather patterns;
transport and regional infrastructure; land capacity and land use options; history of
settlement; and beef cattle industry development in the locale. Locale and Property exist
as separate actors because they retain a number of exclusive characteristics as well: a
locale includes a larger number of people than does a property; a locale’s history provides
a context for the history of a property; and, agricultural potential may vary markedly
across a locale compared to the agricultural potential of a property. Property has a unique
connection to the grazier through the grazier’s family and work history on that particular
property, and the infrastructure and development in place on the property. Additionally,
for some graziers there is a strong ‘sense of attachment’ to that particular property.
Two other actors tightly coupled to the Grazier are Family Tradition and Cattle.
Family Tradition is defined in Table 11.1 as comprising the history of previous
generations of the grazier’s family and in particular their accumulated industry
knowledge and practices. Family Tradition acts to ‘finely filter’ the attempts to apply
isomorphic pressures on graziers to change their beef grazing practices in North
Queensland. Cattle is tightly coupled to the Grazier because of its centrality to the
Grazier’s work and the Grazier’s reason for being on the land. Enjoyment of working
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with cattle and an empathy with cattle were identified in Chapter 7 as elemental to why
graziers remain on the land.
These four actors/actor classes – Locale, Property, Family Tradition, and Cattle –
exhibit stronger ties to Grazier than the other actors/actor classes in the network, and as a
result will be able to wield greater power within the grazier-network. This strongly
supports the evidence and opinions from interviewees, particularly from Extension, of the
relative lack of power that other actors have been able to exert to date to effect
isomorphic change throughout the North Queensland beef cattle industry. To achieve
change within the North Queensland beef cattle industry, the power and influence of these
four actors/actor classes will have to be recognised and garnered or countered.
From Table 11.3 it is evident that the most expansive enrolment instrument is
‘Take up of change’ which is implicated in the enrolment of 10 actors/actor classes into
the grazier’s network. The following enrolment instruments display equal importance by
enrolling either 6 or 7 actors/actor classes each: Cattle Management Regime (Chapter 6);
Land Management Regime (Chapter 6); Financial Management Regime (Chapter 6); Self
Image (Chapter 5); and Independence (Chapter 8). It is not surprising that the three
instruments - Cattle Management Regime, Land Management Regime, and Financial
Management Regime - also represent the domains where change is usually sought of
graziers. Self Image and Independence represent two noteworthy items that this study has
found to be core to understanding grazier attitudes and behaviours.
Self Image was uncovered as an enrolment instrument during the exploration of
what are indicators of how graziers assess performance and gauge success. It was exposed
as a very complex instrument with both public elements and private elements. Public
elements were: whether the grazier was viewed to be a ‘good grazier’ as represented by
their ‘front stage’ activities; visible signs of wealth; perceived social standing, or status,
within the grazier subculture; acceptance within the grazier sub-culture. ‘Front stage’
activities are evidenced by the ‘visible1’ quality of cattle presented for sale and the visible
quality of property pasture and infrastructure. Private elements of self image include:

1

Refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.2.1, for a detailed discussion of what constitutes the visible characteristics
of a ‘good even pen of cattle.’ Important characteristics include: size of cattle in terms of weight for age;
evenness of the cattle in the pen in terms of colour and size; and, finish of the cattle.
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‘back stage’ activities; enough financial viability to ensure being able to continue as a
grazier. ‘Back stage’ activities include cattle-based performance indicators like cattle
turnoff, branding or calving rates, and grading of the cattle processed at the meat works;
and property related indicators like sustainability and whether the grazier has taken an
holistic approach to the management of their agricultural business. Clearly self image is
closely linked on a number of levels to the grazier’s Cattle and the grazier’s Property,
confirming their primacy as actors/actor classes within the grazier’s network.
Independence surfaced as a vital enrolment instrument in Chapter 8 - Branding
the Grazier: The Battle over Lifestyle. The elements that independence includes were
established to be ‘being in control of their own life’ with little interference from ‘external
constraints.’ From the perspective of the grazier it was especially important to be
autonomous: to be able to control and manage their time and workspace. It is notable that
both graziers and non-graziers acknowledged that the grazier’s desire for autonomy, and
the invoking of Independence as an enrolment instrument, generally comes at the price of
economic efficiency.
Recognising the extent of these two instruments - Self Image and Independence in enrolling actors into the grazier’s network is fundamental to understanding what
motivates graziers to remain on their properties and how they will react to the isomorphic
forces of change. These two enrolment instruments, together with Cattle Management
Regime, Land Management Regime, and Financial Management Regime, are
representative of the tensions that exist in the grazier-network: on one side are the
isomorphic forces to change in particular ways; and on the other side are prime elements
of being a grazier that these isomorphic forces threaten.
Agencies of change will have to acknowledge both the preeminence of the two
enrolment choices Self Image and Independence, and the power of the actors/actor classes
Locale, Property, Family Tradition and Cattle, in developing extension programmes that
are flexible enough that their isomorphic forces of change align with the grazier-network
of individual North Queensland Beef Cattle graziers.
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11.3

Sociological Implications of the Study

This research contributes to a broader sociological knowledge of agricultural change by
developing an actor-network model explaining the unevenness in adoption of
technologies by farmers despite significant isomorphic pressure. Rural spaces are
contested domains, having economic, consumptive and aesthetic values. Agricultural
industry is no longer the activity in these rural spaces and this study has attempted to
make sense of how one industry is coping with the resultant sociological changes. While
this study has been of a single agricultural industry - the North Queensland beef cattle
industry - the thesis has drawn upon relevant sociological literature and concepts on
isomorphism generally to make sense of the issue of the changing nature of that particular
industry. The theories of isomorphism provided a rich approach for understanding how
and why graziers take up change, and to identify and understand the complex network of
global, national and local actors that influence a grazier’s decision to change. As a
theoretical approach it acknowledges the competition for political power and legitimacy
amongst actors, the formal and the informal pressures exerted on a decision maker by
other actors, and the pressures exerted by the cultural expectations in the society within
which the decision maker functions. As such, the thesis has attempted to locate the
pertinent actors/actor classes and give voice to the diverse and competing discourses
relating to the problems faced, and the proposed solutions, giving rise to the push for
change in the North Queensland beef cattle industry. In doing so, this thesis has drawn
upon the rich legacy of international and Australian ‘rural sociology’ research, and this
section seeks to make some connections to this literature. Like many qualitative research
studies, this study does not seek to extrapolate too widely, but it is important to establish
and comment on the links to this literature.
One key finding of this study is that, as with many other industries undergoing
structural change, all of the participants have views on how, why and, if, change should
take place. The graziers are shown to be a complex group for which is not easy to
generalise in terms of how they respond to forces for change. Understandably, they reject
the idea that they are reactive and conservative. The extent that graziers reject advice
from Extension, needs to be interpreted in an historical context. It is convenient to portray
graziers as ‘laggards,’ but reticence to adopt new technologies and processes, should be
viewed within the context of the grazier’s own agricultural knowledge base and their
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previous experience with advice issued by the agencies. In the study, graziers cited
examples of previous extension efforts which did not always deliver positive outcomes
for every grazier taking up the change, thus making them more circumspect when
presented with the latest wisdom from the scientists.
The study has found that ‘lifestyle’ and ‘family’ were important variables in
understanding the motivations and actions of graziers in their responses to the on-going
issues of restructuring. The ‘family’ is a contested and constantly changing institution but
one which evokes strong feelings even among those who recognise the limitations of
family life (Coontz, 1992). Graziers are not unique in displaying a desire to keep the
family together in ways which might appear to be against their interests. Likewise,
graziers are not the first group to invoke ‘lifestyle’ as a justification for economic
decisions. The desire to keep family together and to invest, economically and
emotionally, in children particularly, is not unremarkable. In this sense, there is nothing
especially different about graziers. However, in this exploration of grazier attitudes to and
behaviours towards change, family and lifestyle take a pre-eminent role. The way in
which the grazier’s work life and home life are so inextricably intertwined means that
both the traditions of previous generations and the succession requirements for future
generations significantly constrain the power of other actors/actor classes to influence the
grazier to take up change.
Developing an understanding of ‘lifestyle’ from the point of view of the grazier is
one of the original components of this thesis. Other researchers (e.g. Richards &
Lawrence 2009) use lifestyle but do not emphasise the various components. Lifestyle is
found to be multifaceted and multidimensional because the grazier has social, personal,
natural/environmental and work facets. In terms of the personal, independence, solitude
and family are relevant dimensions. Social dimensions incorporate belonging to a
community yet controlling your involvement and interaction in that community, and for
some, participation in uniquely rural activities like camp-drafting and cattle sales.
Natural, or environmental, dimensions include a sense of place and belonging, and a
special caring relationship with the land. Dimensions of work that surfaced comprise the
variability and unstructuredness of the work, the physicality of the work, the sense of
achievement in developing a good property, working with animals, and the challenge it
presents. An appreciation of the nuances in grazier use of the term lifestyle enriches our
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understanding of grazier behaviours and responses when confronted with pressure to
change.
As with any industry undergoing change, there is a mixture of free market ideas
and government intervention and a reaction by those concerned, either individually or on
behalf of their industry associations. The interaction of these players can be understood
from within a variety of sociological perspectives. Actor-network theory (ANT) has been
adopted for this research because it allows for the integration of non-human actors into
the equation of change within the North Queensland beef cattle industry, treating
technical, natural and social actors equally. Additionally ANT does not distinguish
between macro and micro actors (i.e. individuals, groups, or organizations). As this thesis
has demonstrated, there is a complex array of variables which becomes part of the
equation and explanation about why graziers continue to stay on the land despite the
isomorphic pressures. Using ANT facilitates a comprehensive understanding of the
motivations of graziers. Additionally, it gives voice to graziers’ historically and
experientially-based knowledge, which acknowledges the micro-environment of
individual farm properties. Throughout the study various non-grazier actor classes,
particularly Extension, view the grazier as reactionary and not economically focused.
Actor-network theory allows a capturing of the expressed objectives and values of
graziers, and acknowledge and makes the case for integration of non-human actors - the
property, landscape and animals - which make up the grazier’s context. As noted in
earlier chapters, a grazier’s attachment to their land and their cattle is indicative of the
pride and love that graziers bestow on them. Also, evidence surfaced highlighting the
strong stewardship role that many graziers feel towards their property: a key goal for
many graziers is to leave their property ‘in a better state than they found it’ for the next
generation. The associated grazier discourse shared some meanings with the
environmental discourse.
The usage of ANT in this thesis has not been, and was never intended to be, a
textbook usage of the theory. There is no unitary school of writing or research around
ANT, thought there are a number of key concepts accepted by key scholars –
actants/actors are translated into a network operating together to achieve a common goal
or output as determined by the networks focal actor. In this study the focal actor has been
the ‘generic’ grazier and the goal for the network has been ‘to determine an appropriate
beef grazing practice for the grazier.’ The actors identified are potential sources of
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isomorphic pressure on the grazier as they determine which beef grazing practice/s they
will use. The enrolment instruments that enrol an actor into the grazier actor-network
provide the means for the actor to impose isomorphic pressure on the grazier. Because of
the complexity of the grazier- network that unfolded during data analysis a tool using
diagrams and tables was developed to represent the grazier-network. This tool is an
extension of the diagramming techniques that are beginning to appear in published
literature (Gooch et al., 2008; Tilsen, 2008). The diagram shows the actors/actor classes
and identifies the relationships that exist between the focal actor and other actors/actor
classes; a table is then used to provide detail for each relationship/connection shown on
the diagram together with an indication of whether the relationship is moderated by any
other actors/actor classes shown on the network. Identifying this mediation of an actorfocal actor relationship is very important to understanding the way that the network
operates to achieve the focal goal of determining an appropriate beef grazing practice for
a particular grazier. The use of diagrams and tables as a visual representation of the actornetwork that evolved during the data analysis is an original contribution to knowledge.
Further research is needed to trial and refine the technique, which could provide a very
useful and powerful tool to facilitate effective communication.
Post-productivism also provided a useful tool for understanding the historical
change in the North Queensland beef cattle industry and for locating the grazier in the
bounds of wider sociological forces within advanced western society. Post-productivist
strategies have served various overseas farming regimes well and helped to diminish the
reliance on isomorphic tendencies within these advanced western societies. Based on the
findings of this study I argue that the North Queensland beef cattle industry has not made
the transition to a post-productivist regime but multifunctionality is evident in some
locales. A grazier’s ability to utilise a post-productivist strategy or to become
multifunctional is dependent on the agricultural capacity of the land, and proximity to
sealed highways and regional centres. Remoteness, unsealed roads, and being ‘on the
road to nowhere,’ severely limits the number of tourists travelling to remote farms for
farm stays, a farm experience, or the possibility of passing trade. Whilst the North
Queensland grazier may not operate in an industry that is post-productivist, the Australian
society and politics reveal requirements of graziers that are consistent with those of a
post-productivist consumers and governments.
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In this study post-productivism coalesced with ANT to recognise and give agency
to non-humans actors and to ensure that no one actor was given undue primacy in the
grazier-network. Through the mechanisms of post-productivism and ANT, graziers have
given voice to the triggers to, and influences on, their attitudes and behaviours, resulting
in a richer understanding of graziers’ ‘apparent’ position regarding change. Status has
been accorded to the uniqueness of locales, the grazier’s empathy for cattle, the nature of
the North Queensland beef cattle industry, and the importance of links with consumers
and other previously neglected actors. There is little doubt that agriculture, and the North
Queensland beef cattle industry in particular, is part of an increasingly complex cultural,
social, economic and environmental web attaching to rural landscapes across the globe.
Analysis of discourses, and the mechanisms of post-productivism and ANT have
been utilised to conduct an investigation of isomorphism on the North Queensland beef
cattle industry. Evidence and examples of the various sources of institutional isomorphic
pressure have been detailed throughout the data analysis chapters. The enrolment
instrument through which an actor/actor class is able to exert pressure to change, or adopt
innovation, is take up change. Some of these pressures to change may result in a tendency
to isomorphism within the North Queensland beef cattle industry. The actors/actor classes
enrolled into the grazier-network through the take up change instrument are: Extension;
Family Tradition; Spouse/Children; Grazier Subculture; Markets; Government; Mother
Nature; Advisors; Locale; and Beef Cattle Industry. Several of these actors/actor classes –
Extension, Family Tradition, Spouse/Children, Grazier Subculture, Markets, Government,
and Mother Nature -where identified and discussed early in the thesis in Chapter 5 –
North Queensland Context of Change – from the study participants. The actors/actor
classes identified provide a source of ideas for change and some also are a source of
pressure to change. In particular Extension provides a basis of expert isomorphic
pressure, Markets and Government a basis of coercive isomorphic pressure and Grazier
Subculture basis of mimetic isomorphic pressure. The Extension actor class includes
researchers, scientists, and extension officers. The Government actor class tends to rely
on the knowledge of experts and professionals, from the Extension actor class, to serve as
a source of legitimization for their coercive pressures so that both coercive and expert
isomorphism can operate and interact with each other, to produce synergetic effects. This
is particularly evident in attempts to encourage graziers to adopt sustainable beef grazing
practices. However the data and literature also show some grazier resistance to both
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expert and coercive isomorphic pressures stemming from a questioning of the legitimacy
of scientific claims made by experts. Grazier resistance also stems from alternate, and
sometimes conflicting pressures, from other actor classes within the network including
Family Tradition, Spouse/Children and Grazier Subculture. The actor class Advisors,
another source of expert isomorphic pressure, was recognised in Chapter 8 - Branding the
Grazier: The Battle over Lifestyle. In this chapter, the Advisors were identified as holding
expert knowledge in financial management giving rise to a potential source of expert
isomorphic pressure on graziers. The actor class Locale, surfaced in Chapter 9 –
Geographic Differences. Whilst not seen as a source of isomorphic pressure it very
definitely constrains the degree of impact that other actor classes are able to achieve in
terms of their isomorphic pressures on graziers to change. The final actor class to be
enrolled into the grazier-network through the take up change instrument was Beef Cattle
Industry. Like Government and Markets, this actor class attempts to achieve coercive
isomorphism. In summary, through the instrument take up change, there are 10 actor
classes who are sources of ideas and pressure for change: Extension and Advisors exert
expert isomorphic pressure to change; Markets; Government; and Beef Cattle Industry
exert coercive isomorphic pressure to change; the Grazier Subculture exerts mimetic
pressure to change; and Mother Nature, Family Tradition, Spouse/Children, and Locale
constrain the ability of the other actor classes to achieve isomorphic outcomes. The
tensions evident in the grazier-network are consistent with the tenants of ANT and having
a common goal – it is the means of achieving the common goal that produces tensions,
not the goal itself. An understanding of the different types of pressures– non-isomorphic,
expert isomorphic, coercive isomorphic, and mimetic isomorphic – that are exerted on
graziers, and the actor classes that are exert this pressures provides a useful insight into
grazier attitudes and behaviours, and most importantly how to change them. The
discourse of isomorphism adds to our understanding of processes of homogenisation with
rural industries. This novel use of isomorphism together with ANT has provided a
powerful theoretical context within which to study and understand changes affecting the
North Queensland beef cattle industry.
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The discourses used in describing the North Queensland beef cattle industry liken
it to a ‘legacy’ agricultural system2: developed in a time when the focus of goals and
objectives was limited to the operating entity, and not inclusive of nor even aware of,
broader societal goals and objectives which are now evident in terms of the
environmental imperatives being decided and set by local, national and global
communities. The goals and objectives of the beef cattle grazier should now encompass
not only the desires and aspirations of their own family but also the desires and
aspirations of a ‘global family.’ Unfortunately the increased operating costs incurred in
meeting these newly imposed ‘global family’ goals and objectives are currently borne by
the beef cattle grazier despite there being no matching increase in price paid by customers
for products meeting these new goals and objectives. Given this scenario, one might
expect the inevitable demise of such a ‘legacy’ industry. The capacity of the grazing
enterprise is currently constrained by the capacity of the grazier 3and the capacity of their
property. However the constraints imposed by the operating environment have changed
significantly and extend to include more socially defined but non-income-producing
goals, the validity of which graziers still see as unproven.

11.4

Practical Implications of the Study

An objective of this research was to develop an actor-network for the grazier that would
be of significance to policy makers in the beef industry. The actor-network should
illuminate why graziers react the way that they do when confronted with change, thus
helping in the formulation of policies that would resonate with graziers and achieve the
desired outcomes. The discourse and principles of isomorphism provide a richer
understanding of the pressures to which graziers are subjected. It was also hoped that the
findings would be of practical assistance to Extension, by elaborating the power bases
impacting graziers and their decision making, obviating impediments to change.

2

The term legacy system was coined to describe an information technology or other automated system
that is technologically obsolete. It may be too expensive to update or replace, but it is still needed for the
company’s operations and thus is kept operational even though a newer system is in use.

3

The grazier’s capacity may include their financial capacity, their manpower capacity, and their level of
education and training.
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The grazier-network developed, together with the detailed descriptions of the
linkages between the grazier and each actor, meets these objectives. For example, if
Government wants to understand how they can improve the power that they have to
influence grazier behaviour, we are able to see, from Figures 11.1 and 11.2, that
Government is directly linked to the grazier, via 3 enrolment instruments. However, there
are 10 other actors who can potentially mediate Government’s relationship with the
grazier - Family Tradition, Grazier Subculture, Extension, Spouse/Children, Markets,
Mother Nature, Advisors, Locale, Beef Cattle Industry, and Community. This means that
Government would be well advised to understand how these 10 actors can encumber the
relationship, and to act to circumvent, or minimise, how this can happen if Government
wants to achieve its full potential to elicit its desired response from the grazier.
Similarly, Extension, as mentioned previously in this chapter, is directly linked to
the grazier via 6 enrolment instruments but the operation of these instruments is
potentially moderated by 11 other actors. It would be naive to believe that extension of
new technologies will be either straightforward, or easy. Extension officers will need to
try to understand how any of those 11 actors - Family Tradition, Grazier Subculture,
Markets, Spouse/Children, Government, Mother Nature, Advisors, Locale, Beef Cattle
Industry, Property, or Community - might impede the uptake of whatever technology they
are promoting. It is only by coming to grips with these possible impediments that they
will be able to develop more successful extension programmes.
While any study cannot hope to map the exact impacts of various factors on an
individual grazier, the results of this study including the grazier-networks and
accompanying tables mapped through it will provide a tangible tool for planning,
implementing and evaluating change in the North Queensland beef cattle industry. This
tool produces a succinct visual representation of the complex tapestry of the graziernetwork which will prove useful in any communications about triggers and inhibitors to
change.

11.5

Limitations of the Study

This study used qualitative research methods in an effort to discover and generate theory
relating to the attitudes and behaviours of North Queensland beef cattle graziers in the
face of significant isomorphic forces to change. The scope of the study and the findings
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are specific to the North Queensland beef cattle industry and as with the findings of any
qualitative study are not broadly generalisable.
Having noted this limitation, it is nevertheless thought that because the North
Queensland beef cattle industry is subsumed by the Northern Australia beef cattle
industry, the findings may have applicability to the industry in this larger region. Findings
may also have applicability to other broadacre agricultural industries that are similarly
located away from the periphery of large urban areas. These industries may also face
similar isomorphic pressures in our increasingly post-productive society, as it calls for
ecologically sustainable, multifunctional use of its rural landscapes.

11.6

Further Research

The adoption of new technologies and practices in agricultural industries has long been of
interest to geographers, sociologists and economists (e.g. Ryan and Gross 1943;
Hagerstrand 1967; Brown 1981; Ison and Russell 2000; Vanclay 2004). The adoption of
new technologies and practices can be thought of as being driven by a blend of individual
decisions, spatially uneven flows of information, socio-cultural traits, political and
institutional dynamics, and economic considerations (Grigg 1984; Ilbery 1985; Black
2000; Vanclay 2004). The findings of this study, which study aimed to understand the
effects of isomorphism on the North Queensland beef cattle industry from the cattle
producers perspective, are consistent with these propositions. The findings attempt to
identify and depict, in a new way using an actor-network theory approach, the various
actors and enrolment instruments that impact on the grazier’s attitudes and behaviours
relating to making a decision to change.
This study proposes that you do find graziers with different characteristics in
different regions suggesting the need for further research to more fully understand the
connection between place and human being, and how the nature of this connection
changes over the lifetime of a human being.
A complex grazier-network has been developed which incorporates a number of
enrolment instruments whose operation is mitigated by numerous actors. This research
highlighted the existence of mitigating effects, or moderating actors, further research is
required to more fully map the complexity of each actor-enrolment, and the way in which
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it is impacted by other actors. Additionally, it would be advantageous to develop a
technique for diagrammatically representing the intricacy of each grazier-actor link in the
grazier-network.
The completeness and correctness of the grazier- network needs to be established
through further research to explore and describe: the number and nature of actors in the
network; the number and nature of enrolment instruments joining actors to the network;
and, the appropriate moderating actors for each enrolment of an actor.
Further research is required to test the grazier-network developed in this study for
its ability to generate new understandings of North Queensland beef cattle industry
graziers in their ever changing networks. The changes currently confronting the world in
the midst of the global financial crisis, which include attaching carbon-miles to food
products to match transport needed to get the product to market, in particular, provide a
‘new’ context for the North Queensland beef cattle industry to that when the study data
was collected. This changing world context provides an excellent opportunity for further
research to test whether the grazier-network developed in this study provides insight for
the ever evolving environment within which the North Queensland beef cattle industry
grazier operates. Additionally, further research is necessary to determine whether the
developed grazier-network is generalisable to the beef cattle industry in other regions of
Australia, or the beef cattle industry globally.
In Chapter 5 of this thesis it was noted that there is a perception amongst the
interviewees that graziers were more likely to take up certain types of change in
preference to other types of change. Data were not available for analysis in this study as
to whether and how processes of change differed when graziers were confronted with
preferred types of change relative to less preferred kind s of change. Future research could
determine whether and how the grazier-network varies in relation to different kinds of
change (e.g. sustainability innovations, productivity innovations, quality innovations etc.)
Another avenue for further research is a comparison of the beef cattle industry
with other agricultural industries - for example the sugar cane, horticultural or cotton
industries - which were regularly compared with the beef cattle industry by interviewees.
Much was made of the differing characteristics of these industries to explain perceived
differences in farmers’ attitudes and behaviours across the different agricultural
industries, and their resulting reactions to isomorphic pressures to change.
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This research has developed a new model of visualising the major players in the
beef cattle industry through an actor-network analysis. Further research will determine its
applicability to other organisational fields.
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Appendix A – Letter to Interviewees
Accounting and Finance Programme
School of Business
James Cook University
Trish Allingham
Senior Lecturer
Telephone Enquiries: (07)47 814580

Date

Dear Interviewee,
Thank you for agreeing to talk to me about ‘change’ and the beef cattle industry. As I
mentioned, I am currently studying for a PhD in Sociology. The working title of my thesis
is:
An investigation of the changes that have occurred in the North Queensland beef
cattle industry since 1985; the impetus for, or forces of, the changes; the differences
in Grazier reaction to the changes and the effects of the changes; the implications for
the North Queensland beef cattle industry.
I am gathering data from a variety of sources, including graziers, extension officers, agents,
buyers, researchers and other people who interact with, and impact on, graziers. This data
will help me to better understand the changes that graziers have made and plan to make,
and why they are making the changes. I am also interested in trying to understand why
different strategies are being used. The research will consider implications of the findings
for policy makers and producers in the industry. The results will be of significance to
policy makers in the industry in relation to decisions affecting beef cattle graziers, feed lot
owners, meat works, abattoirs, trade unions, market development and research and
development for the beef cattle and red meat industries.
This research has been allocated Ethics Approval number H537 by the Experimentation
Ethics Review Committee at James Cook University. This means that your participation in
this study is to be completely voluntary and that you are able to stop taking part in it at any
time and refuse to answer any questions. Any information given by you will be kept strictly
confidential and no names will be used to identify you with the study. Any material quoted
in reporting the results of this study will not include any details identifying you as the
source.
As discussed, I have attached a list of questions that could be used as a basis for our
discussion. This list of questions is by no means exhaustive and is not meant to be binding.
No doubt you will raise a host of additional issues. I have found that the discussions take
between one and two hours.
Yours sincerely,

Trish Allingham
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Appendix B - List of Interviewees
Interviewee ID

Stakeholder
Group

Where
Interviewed

Gender

Age
group
in
1999

Is a
Primary
producer

Exposed
to
Primary
producers
other than
beef/sheep

Previously
worked
for DPI

Grazier01

Grazier

Their workplace

Male

35-45

Yes

No

Not
Known

Grazier02

Grazier

Their workplace

Male

35-45

Yes

No

Not
Known

Grazier03

Grazier

Meeting

Male

35-45

Yes

No

Not
Known

Grazier04

Grazier

Their workplace

Male

45-55

Yes

No

Not
Known

Grazier05

Grazier

Telephone

Male

45-55

Yes

No

Not
Known

Grazier06

Grazier

Telephone

Male

45-55

Yes

No

Not
Known

Grazier07

Grazier

Meeting

Male

>65

Yes

No

No

Grazier08

Grazier

My office

Male

55-65

Yes

No

No

Grazier09

Grazier

My office

Male

55-65

Yes

No

No

Grazier10

Grazier

My office

Female

55-65

Yes

No

No

Grazier11

Grazier

Meeting

Female

55-65

Yes

No

No

Grazier12

Grazier

Meeting

Male

35-45

Yes

No

No

Grazier13

Grazier

Meeting

Male

45-55

Yes

No

No

Grazier14

Grazier

Meeting

Male

35-45

Yes

Yes

No

Grazier15

Grazier

Meeting

Male

45-55

Yes

No

No

Grazier16

Grazier

Telephone

Male

35-45

Yes

No

No

Grazier17

Grazier

My office

Female

45-55

Yes

No

No

Grazier18

Grazier

My office

Male

45-55

Yes

Yes

No

Grazier19

Grazier

My office

Male

25-35

Yes

No

No

Grazier20

Grazier

Meeting

Male

45-55

Yes

No

No

Grazier21

Grazier

Telephone

Female

55-65

Yes

No

No

Extension01

DPI

Their workplace

Male

45-55

No

Not
Known

Yes

Extension02

DPI

Their workplace

Male

45-55

No

Not
Known

Yes

Extension03

DPI

Their workplace

Male

45-55

Small
rural
holding
or agist
cattle

Not
Known

Yes

Extension04

DPI

Telephone

Female

35-45

No

Not
Known

Yes

Extension05

DPI

Telephone

Male

35-45

No

Not

Yes
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Interviewee ID

Stakeholder
Group

Where
Interviewed

Gender

Age
group
in
1999

Is a
Primary
producer

Exposed
to
Primary
producers
other than
beef/sheep

Previously
worked
for DPI

Known
Extension06

DPI

Their workplace

Male

35-45

No

Yes

Yes

Extension07

DPI

Telephone

Male

35-45

Small
rural
holding
or adjist
cattle

Yes

Yes

Extension08

DPI

Their workplace

Female

25-35

No

Yes

Yes

Extension09

DPI

Their workplace

Male

45-55

No

Not
Known

Yes

Extension10

DPI

Their workplace

Male

45-55

No

Not
Known

Yes

Extension11

DPI

Their workplace

Male

45-55

No

Not
Known

Yes

Extension12

DPI

Their workplace

Male

45-55

No

Not
Known

Yes

Extension13

DPI

Their workplace

Female

35-45

No

Yes

Yes

Extension14

DPI

Their workplace

Female

35-45

No

Not
Known

Yes

Extension15

DPI

Their workplace

Male

35-45

No

Not
Known

Yes

Extension16

Researcher

Their workplace

Male

35-45

No

Not
Known

Not
Known

Extension17

Researcher

Their workplace

Male

55-65

No

Not
Known

Not
Known

Extension18

Researcher

Their workplace

Male

35-45

No

Not
Known

Not
Known

Extension19

Researcher

Their workplace

Male

55-65

No

Not
Known

Not
Known

Extension20

Researcher

Telephone

Male

45-55

No

Not
Known

Not
Known

Extension21

Researcher

Telephone

Male

45-55

No

Not
Known

Not
Known

Advisor01

Rural Consultant

Their workplace

Male

45-55

Yes

Yes

Not
Known

Advisor02

Rural Consultant

Their workplace

Male

45-55

Yes

Yes

No

Advisor03

Rural Consultant

Meeting

Male

45-55

No

Yes

Not
Known

Advisor04

Rural Consultant

Their workplace

Male

45-55

No

Yes

Not
Known

Advisor05

Financial
Consultant/Accou
ntant

Their workplace

Male

25-35

No

Yes

Yes

Advisor06

Financial
Consultant/Accou
ntant

Their workplace

Male

45-55

No

Yes

Not
Known

393

Gender

Age
group
in
1999

Is a
Primary
producer

Exposed
to
Primary
producers
other than
beef/sheep

Previously
worked
for DPI

Stakeholder
Group

Where
Interviewed

Advisor07

Financial
Consultant/Accou
ntant

Their workplace

Male

35-45

No

Yes

Not
Known

Advisor08

Financial
Consultant/Accou
ntant

Their workplace

Male

45-55

No

Yes

Not
Known

Advisor09

Financial
Consultant/Accou
ntant

Telephone

Male

45-55

No

Yes

Yes

Advisor10

Financial
Consultant/Accou
ntant

Telephone

Male

35-45

No

Yes

Yes

Advisor11

Financial
Consultant/Accou
ntant

Telephone

Female

25-35

No

Yes

Yes

Market01

Processor

Telephone

Male

45-55

Yes
grazier

No

No

Market02

Processor

Their workplace

Male

45-55

Small
rural
holding
or adjist
cattle

Yes

No

Market03

Processor

Their workplace

Male

45-55

No

Yes

No

Market04

Processor

Their workplace

Male

35-45

No

Yes

No

Market05

Processor

Telephone

Male

45-55

No

Yes

Yes

Market06

Agent

Their workplace

Male

45-55

No

Not
Known

Not
Known

Market07

Agent

Their workplace

Male

55-65

Small
rural
holding
or adjist
cattle

No

Not
Known

Market08

Agent

Their workplace

Male

55-65

No

No

No

Market09

Agent

Their workplace

Male

45-55

No

No

Not
Known

Market10

Agent

Their workplace

Male

>65

No

Yes

Not
Known

IndustryOrg01

Statutory Industry
Corporation

Telephone

Female

>65

No

Not
Known

Not
Known

IndustryOrg02

Statutory Industry
Corporation

Telephone

Male

45-55

No

Not
Known

Not
Known

IndustryOrg03

Statutory Industry
Corporation

Telephone

Female

35-45

No

Not
Known

Not
Known

IndustryOrg04

Statutory Industry
Corporation

Meeting

Male

45-55

Yes

No

Not
Known

IndustryOrg05

Statutory Industry
Corporation

Meeting

Male

55-65

Small
rural
holding

No

Not
Known

Interviewee ID
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Interviewee ID

Stakeholder
Group

Where
Interviewed

Gender

Age
group
in
1999

Is a
Primary
producer

Exposed
to
Primary
producers
other than
beef/sheep

Previously
worked
for DPI

or adjist
cattle
IndustryOrg06

Statutory Industry
Corporation

Meeting

Male

45-55

Yes

No

Not
Known

IndustryOrg07

Industry
Association

Their workplace

Male

55-65

No

No

Not
Known

IndustryOrg08

Industry
Association

Telephone

Male

45-55

Yes

No

Not
Known

IndustryOrg09

Industry
Association

Telephone

Female

45-55

No

Yes

Not
Known

IndustryOrg10

Industry
Association

Telephone

Male

45-55

Yes

No

Not
Known

IndustryOrg11

Government

Telephone

Female

45-55

No

Yes

Yes

IndustryOrg12

Government

Their workplace

Male

45-55

No

Yes

Yes
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Appendix C – Discussion Questions
1.

What are the major problems and concerns that the beef cattle industry faces over
the next decade?

2.

What are the major changes in the industry since 1985?

3.

What factors have caused or influenced the changes (market, economic, financial,
government, DPI-CSIRO, technology, weather, etc)?

4.

What are the potential consequences to the industry, of the changes that have
occurred?

5.

How have these changes affected the way that people manage their properties or
business?
−
−
−
−
−

herd management
pasture management (pest control etc)
property management and improvement
marketing
financial aspects

6.

How widespread are the changes?

7.

Who, or what agencies, have been most influential in shaping the beef cattle
industry?

8.

What role do the industry associations, MLA, CC etc play?

9.

What improvements, or changes, or technologies, are most likely to be taken-up?

10.

What factors do you think graziers consider when adopting a particular strategy or
making change?

11.

From your experience with graziers, what will cause/prompt a grazier to make a
change?

12.

What differentiates those that ‘embrace’ change from those that don’t?

13.

What, if any, differences do the following factors account for:
−
−
−
−

financial situation
‘time’ of the land - in comer or 2nd or 3rd generation
education - agricultural college, university, secondary school
isolation/socialisation - ease of communication with others

14.

Do graziers seem to vary from one geographical area to another? Eg shire to shire. If
so, can you explain why?

15.

In general, how would you describe the relationship:
− between grazier and researcher;
− between grazier and extension officer;
− between grazier and other advisors.
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16.

Where do graziers generally get their information from? Especially when deciding
to make a change?

17.

What factors do graziers consider when they rate their own performance?

18.

How do you think graziers would ‘label’ themselves?
−
−
−
−
−

graziers
cattle producers
business man
beef producer
other?

19.

Why do you think that graziers stay on the land?

20.

What do you think that graziers are talking about when they talk about lifestyle?

21.

What is your assessment of the future for the N.Q. beef cattle industry? What
challenges will it face? How will it need to change (or will it need to change) to
survive?

22.

Thoughts on:
−
−
−
−
−

horizontal co-operatives
vertical alliances
MSA pathway for NQ cattle
national ID scheme
closure of (more?) meatworks.
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Appendix D
Connectors for grazier actor-network in Figure 6.1
Figure D1 shows the enrolment instruments, for the nine grazier-actor connections
identified in Figure 6.1 The grazier actor-network relating to change and success.
Each connection has an associated table in Figure D1 describing the connection as it has
evolved from the data analysis thus far, detailing individual instruments of enrolment
and other actors who may moderate the implementation of the particular instrument of
enrolment. New information for each connection arising from the findings of Chapter 6
is bolded while details from previous chapters are not bolded.
Figure D1 Aspects of enrolment for the grazier actor-network relating to change and success
1. Extension - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
Cattle Management • Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
Land Management • Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
Financial
• Family Tradition
Management Regime
2. Family Tradition - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Markets
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
Breed of Cattle
• Grazier Subculture
Cattle Management • Grazier Subculture
Regime
• Extension
Land
Management • Grazier Subculture
Regime
• Extension
Good
Grazier • Grazier Subculture
Behaviour
3. Spouse/Children - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature

4. Grazier Subculture - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Extension
• Markets
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
Breed of Cattle
• Family Tradition
Cattle Management • Family Tradition
Regime
• Extension
Land Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Extension
Good Grazier
• Family Tradition
Behaviour
5. Markets – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
Financial
• Family Tradition
Management Regime • Advisors
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
6. Government - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Markets
• Mother Nature

7. Mother Nature - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Markets
• Government
8. Cattle - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Breed of Cattle
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
Cattle Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
10. Property – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Land Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets

398

Appendix E
Connectors for grazier actor-network in Figure 7.1
Figure E1 shows the enrolment instruments, for the ten grazier-actor connections
identified in Figure 7.1 The grazier actor-network relating to change, success and
motivation. Each connection has an associated table in Figure E1 detailing individual
instruments of enrolment and other actors who may moderate the implementation of the
particular instrument of enrolment. New information for each connection arising from the
findings of Chapter 7 is bolded while details from previous chapters are not bolded. The
order of the tables is not strictly sequential.
Figure E1 Aspects of enrolment for the grazier actor-network relating to change,
success and motivation
1. Extension - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
Cattle
Management • Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
Land
Management • Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
Financial Management • Family Tradition
Regime
2. Family Tradition - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Markets
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
Breed of Cattle
• Grazier Subculture
Cattle
Management • Grazier Subculture
Regime
• Extension
Land
Management • Grazier Subculture
Regime
• Extension
Good
Grazier • Grazier Subculture
Behaviour
Farm Labour
• Markets
• Community
• Grazier Subculture
• Spouse/Children
Intergenerational
• Community
Succession
• Grazier Subculture
• Spouse/Children
8. Government - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Markets
• Mother Nature

3. Spouse/Children - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
Farm Labour
• Markets
• Community
• Grazier Subculture
• Family Tradition
Intergenerational
• Community
Succession
• Grazier Subculture
• Family Tradition
9. Grazier Subculture - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Extension
• Markets
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
Breed of Cattle
• Family Tradition
Cattle
Management • Family Tradition
Regime
• Extension
Land
Management • Family Tradition
Regime
• Extension
Good
Grazier • Family Tradition
Behaviour
10. Markets – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
Financial
Management• Family Tradition
Regime
• Advisors
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Community

4. Mother Nature - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Markets
• Government
5. Cattle - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Breed of Cattle
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
Cattle
Management • Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
Love of cattle - • Family Tradition
attachment
Desire to work with
cattle
6. Property – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Land
Management • Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
Sense of place - • Family Tradition
attachment
Stewardship role
• Spouse/Children
Rural way of life
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Community
7. Community - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Sense of belonging
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Market
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Appendix F
Connectors for grazier actor-network in Figure 8.1

Figure F1 shows the enrolment instruments, for eleven grazier-actor connections
identified in Figure 8.1 The grazier actor-network relating to change, success,
motivation,and lifestyle. The order of the tables in a figure may not be strictly sequential,
in order to fit all of the tables within the figure on one page.

400
Figure F1 Aspects of enrolment for the grazier actor-network relating to change, success,

motivation and lifestyle.
1. Extension - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
Cattle Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
Land Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
Financial Management • Family Tradition
Regime (Viability)
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Property
• Markets
Independence
• Grazier Subculture
• Government
• Community
• Advisors
Solitude
• Government
• Community
• Advisors
4. Family Tradition - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Markets
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
Cattle Management
• Grazier Subculture
Regime
• Extension
Breed of Cattle
• Grazier Subculture
Land Management
• Grazier Subculture
Regime
• Extension
Financial Management • Extension
Regime (Viability)
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Property
• Markets
Good Grazier Behaviour • Grazier Subculture
Farm Labour
• Markets
• Community
• Grazier Subculture
• Spouse/Children
Intergenerational
• Community
Succession
• Grazier Subculture
• Spouse/Children
• Cattle
• Property
8. Government - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Markets
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
Independence
• Extension
• Grazier Subculture
• Community
• Advisors
Solitude
• Extension
• Community
• Advisors

3. Spouse/Children - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
Financial Management • Extension
Regime (Viability)
• Advisors
• Family Tradition
• Property
• Markets
Farm Labour
• Markets
• Community
• Grazier Subculture
• Family Tradition
Intergenerational
• Community
Succession
• Grazier Subculture
• Family Tradition
• Cattle
• Property
Family Environment
• Family Tradition
• Extension
• Government
• Advisors
• Markets
4. Grazier Subculture - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Extension
• Markets
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
Cattle Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Extension
Breed of Cattle
• Family Tradition
Land Management
• Extension
Regime
• Family Tradition
Good Grazier Behaviour • Family Tradition
Independence
• Extension
• Government
• Community
• Advisors
5. Markets – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
Financial Management
• Family Tradition
Regime (Viability)
• Extension
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Property
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Community
Challenge of being a
NQ Grazier
7. Mother Nature - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Markets
• Government
• Advisors
Challenge of being a
• Property
NQ Grazier
• Cattle

8. Cattle - Grazier
Enrolment Choices
Cattle Management
Regime
Breed of Cattle
Self Image

Love of cattle
Desire to work with
cattle
Challenge of being a
NQ Grazier

Moderating Actor/s
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Family Tradition

• Mother Nature
• Property

9. Property – Grazier
Enrolment Choices
Moderating Actor/s
Land Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
Financial Management • Extension
Regime (Viability)
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Family Tradition
• Markets
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
Intergenerational
• Community
Succession
• Grazier Subculture
• Spouse/Children
• Family Tradition
• Cattle
Sense of place • Family Tradition
attachment
Stewardship role
• Spouse/Children
• Community
Rural way of life
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Community
Challenge of being a
• Mother Nature
NQ Grazier
• Cattle
10. Community - Grazier
Enrolment Choices
Moderating Actor/s
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Market
Sense of belonging
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
Independence
• Extension
• Grazier Subculture
• Government
• Advisors
Solitude
• Extension
• Government
• Advisors
11. Advisors - Grazier
Enrolment Choices
Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
Financial Management • Family Tradition
Regime (Viability)
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Property
• Markets
Independence
• Extension
• Grazier Subculture
• Government
• Community
Solitude
• Extension
• Government
• Community
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Appendix G
Connectors for grazier actor-network in Figure 9.1
Figures G1(a) and (b) show the enrolment instruments, for twelve grazier-actor
connections identified in Figure 9.1 The grazier actor-network relating to change,
success, motivation, lifestyle and locale. Each connection has an associated table in either
Figure G1(a) or Figure G1(b) describing the connection as it has evolved from the data
analysis thus far, detailing individual instruments of enrolment and other actors who may
moderate the implementation of the particular instrument of enrolment. New information
for each connection arising from the findings of Chapter 9 is bolded while details from
previous chapters are not bolded. The order of the tables in a figure may not be strictly
sequential, in order to fit all of the tables within the figure on one page.
Figure G1(a) Aspects of enrolment for the grazier actor-network relating to change, success,
motivation, lifestyle and locale – continued in Figure G1(b).
1. Extension - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Locale
Cattle
Management • Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Locale
Land
Management • Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Locale
Financial Management • Family Tradition
Regime (Viability)
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Property
• Markets
• Locale
Independence
• Grazier Subculture
• Government
• Community
• Advisors
• Locale
Solitude
• Government
• Community
• Advisors
• Locale
7. Mother Nature - Grazier
Enrolment Choices
Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Markets
• Government
• Advisors
• Locale
Challenge of being a NQ • Property
Grazier
• Cattle
• Locale

2. Family Tradition - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Markets
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Locale
Cattle
Management • Grazier Subculture
Regime
• Extension
• Locale
Breed of Cattle
• Grazier Subculture
• Locale
Land
Management • Grazier Subculture
Regime
• Extension
• Locale
Financial Management • Extension
Regime (Viability)
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Property
• Markets
• Locale
Good Grazier Behaviour • Grazier Subculture
• Locale
Farm Labour
• Markets
• Community
• Grazier Subculture
• Spouse/Children
• Locale
Intergenerational
• Community
Succession
• Grazier Subculture
• Spouse/Children
• Cattle
• Property

3. Spouse/Children - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Locale
Financial Management • Extension
Regime (Viability)
• Advisors
• Family Tradition
• Property
• Markets
• Locale
Farm Labour
• Markets
• Community
• Grazier Subculture
• Family Tradition
• Locale
Intergenerational
• Community
Succession
• Grazier Subculture
• Family Tradition
• Cattle
• Property
Family Environment
• Family Tradition
• Extension
• Government
• Advisors
• Markets
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Figure G1(b) Aspects of enrolment for the grazier actor-network relating to change, success,
motivation, lifestyle and locale – continuation of Figure G1(a)
4. Grazier Subculture - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Extension
• Markets
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Locale
Cattle
Management • Family Tradition
Regime
• Extension
• Locale
Breed of Cattle
• Family Tradition
• Locale
Land
Management • Extension
Regime
• Family Tradition
• Locale
Good Grazier Behaviour • Family Tradition
• Locale
Independence
• Extension
• Government
• Community
• Advisors
• Locale
5. Markets – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
Take up of change

Moderating Actor/s
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Locale
Financial
Management• Family Tradition
Regime (Viability)
• Extension
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Property
• Locale
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Community
• Locale
Challenge of being a NQ • Locale
Grazier
6. Government - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Markets
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Locale
Independence
• Extension
• Grazier Subculture
• Community
• Advisors
• Locale
Solitude
• Extension
• Community
• Advisors
• Locale

8. Cattle - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
Cattle Management
Regime

Breed of Cattle

Self Image

Moderating Actor/s
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Locale
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Locale
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Locale
• Family Tradition

Love of cattle
Desire to work with cattle
Challenge of being a NQ • Mother Nature
Grazier
• Property
• Locale

9. Property – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Land Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Locale
Financial Management
• Extension
Regime (Viability)
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Family Tradition
• Markets
• Locale
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Locale
Intergenerational
• Community
Succession
• Grazier Subculture
• Spouse/Children
• Family Tradition
• Cattle
Sense of place • Family Tradition
attachment
Stewardship role
• Spouse/Children
• Community
• Locale
Rural way of life
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Community
Challenge of being a NQ • Mother Nature
Grazier
• Cattle
• Locale
10. Community - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Market
• Locale
Sense of belonging
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Locale
Independence
• Extension
• Grazier Subculture
• Government
• Advisors
• Locale
Solitude
• Extension
• Government
• Advisors
• Locale

11. Advisors - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
Take up of change

Financial Management
Regime (Viability)

Independence

Solitude

12. Locale – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
Take up of change

Cattle Management
Regime
Breed of Cattle
Land Management
Regime
Financial Management
Regime (Viability)

Good Grazier
Behaviour
Self Image

Sense of place attachment
Stewardship role

Rural way of life

Challenge of being a
NQ Grazier
Independence

Solitude

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

Moderating Actor/s
Extension
Family Tradition
Spouse/Children
Grazier Subculture
Markets
Government
Mother Nature
Locale
Family Tradition
Extension
Spouse/Children
Property
Markets
Locale
Extension
Grazier Subculture
Government
Community
Locale
Extension
Government
Community
Locale

Moderating Actor/s
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisor
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Extension
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Family Tradition
• Markets
• Property
• Grazier Subculture
• Family Tradition
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Community
• Family Tradition
• Property
• Spouse/Children
• Community
• Property
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Community
• Mother Nature
• Cattle
• Property
• Extension
• Grazier Subculture
• Government
• Community
• Advisors
• Extension
• Government
• Community
• Advisors
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Appendix H
Connectors for grazier actor-network in Figure 10.1
Figures H1(a), (b) and (c) show the enrolment instruments, for thirteen grazier-actor
connections identified in Figure 10.1 The grazier actor-network relating to change,
success, motivation, lifestyle, locale and Beef Cattle Industry. New information for
each connection arising from the findings of Chapter 10 is bolded while details from
previous chapters are not bolded. The order of the tables in a figure may not be strictly
sequential, in order to fit all of the tables within the figure on one page.

Figure H1(a) Aspects of enrolment for the grazier actor-network relating to change, success,
motivation, lifestyle, locale and Beef Cattle Industry – continued in Figure H1(b).

1. Extension - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Cattle Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Land Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Financial Management • Family Tradition
Regime (Viability)
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Property
• Markets
• Locale
Independence
• Grazier Subculture
• Government
• Community
• Advisors
• Locale
Solitude
• Government
• Community
• Advisors
• Locale

2. Family Tradition - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Markets
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Cattle Management
• Grazier Subculture
Regime
• Extension
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Breed of Cattle
• Grazier Subculture
• Locale
Land Management
• Grazier Subculture
Regime
• Extension
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Financial Management • Extension
Regime (Viability)
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Property
• Markets
• Locale
Good Grazier Behaviour • Grazier Subculture
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Farm Labour
• Markets
• Community
• Grazier Subculture
• Spouse/Children
• Locale
Intergenerational
• Community
Succession
• Grazier Subculture
• Spouse/Children
• Cattle
• Property

3. Spouse/Children - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Financial Management • Extension
Regime (Viability)
• Advisors
• Family Tradition
• Property
• Markets
• Locale
Farm Labour
• Markets
• Community
• Grazier Subculture
• Family Tradition
• Locale
Intergenerational
• Community
Succession
• Grazier Subculture
• Family Tradition
• Cattle
• Property
Family Environment
• Family Tradition
• Extension
• Government
• Advisors
• Markets
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Figure H1(b) Aspects of enrolment for the grazier actor-network relating to change, success,
motivation, lifestyle, locale and Beef Cattle Industry – continued in Figure H1(c)

4. Grazier Subculture - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Extension
• Markets
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Cattle Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Extension
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Breed of Cattle
• Family Tradition
• Locale
Land Management
• Extension
Regime
• Family Tradition
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Good Grazier Behaviour • Family Tradition
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Independence
• Extension
• Government
• Community
• Advisors
• Locale
5. Markets – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Financial Management • Family Tradition
Regime (Viability)
• Extension
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Property
• Locale
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Community
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Challenge of being a NQ • Locale
Grazier

6. Government - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Markets
• Mother Nature
• Advisors
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Independence
• Extension
• Grazier Subculture
• Community
• Advisors
• Locale
Solitude
• Extension
• Community
• Advisors
• Locale
7. Mother Nature - Grazier
Enrolment Choices
Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Markets
• Government
• Advisors
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Challenge of being a NQ • Property
Grazier
• Cattle
• Locale
8. Cattle - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
Cattle Management
Regime

Breed of Cattle

Self Image

Moderating Actor/s
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Locale
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
• Family Tradition

Love of cattle
Desire to work with cattle
Challenge of being a NQ • Mother Nature
Grazier
• Property
• Locale

9. Property – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Land Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Financial Management • Extension
Regime (Viability)
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Family Tradition
• Markets
• Locale
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Intergenerational
• Community
Succession
• Grazier Subculture
• Spouse/Children
• Family Tradition
• Cattle
Sense of place • Family Tradition
attachment
Stewardship role
• Spouse/Children
• Community
• Locale
Rural way of life
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Community
Challenge of being a NQ • Mother Nature
Grazier
• Cattle
• Locale
11. Community - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Market
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Sense of belonging
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Locale
Independence
• Extension
• Grazier Subculture
• Government
• Advisors
• Locale
Solitude
• Extension
• Government
• Advisors
• Locale
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Figure H1(c) Aspects of enrolment for the grazier actor-network relating to change, success,
motivation, lifestyle, locale and Beef Cattle Industry
11. Advisors - Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Locale
• Beef Cattle Industry
Financial Management • Family Tradition
Regime (Viability)
• Extension
• Spouse/Children
• Property
• Markets
• Locale
Independence
• Extension
• Grazier Subculture
• Government
• Community
• Locale
Solitude
• Extension
• Government
• Community
• Locale

12. Locale – Grazier
Enrolment Instrument
Take up of change

Moderating Actor/s
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisor
• Beef Cattle Industry
Cattle Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Beef Cattle Industry
Breed of Cattle
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
Land Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Beef Cattle Industry
Financial Management • Extension
Regime (Viability)
• Advisors
• Spouse/Children
• Family Tradition
• Markets
• Property
Good Grazier Behaviour • Grazier Subculture
• Family Tradition
• Beef Cattle Industry
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Community
• Beef Cattle Industry
Sense of place • Family Tradition
attachment
• Property
Stewardship role
• Spouse/Children
• Community
• Property
Rural way of life
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Community
Challenge of being a NQ • Mother Nature
Grazier
• Cattle
• Property
Independence
• Extension
• Grazier Subculture
• Government
• Community
• Advisors
Solitude
• Extension
• Government
• Community
• Advisors

13. Beef Cattle Industry– Grazier
Enrolment Instrument Moderating Actor/s
Take up of change
• Extension
• Family Tradition
• Spouse/Children
• Grazier Subculture
• Markets
• Government
• Mother Nature
• Advisor
• Locale
Cattle Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Locale
Land Management
• Family Tradition
Regime
• Grazier Subculture
• Extension
• Locale
Good Grazier
• Grazier Subculture
Behaviour
• Family Tradition
• Locale
Self Image
• Family Tradition
• Grazier Subculture
• Community
• Locale

