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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report focuses on understanding the drivers of and barriers to rural landholder 

participation in community-led biosecurity groups and their activities in Western Australia. 

This information will assist staff from the Department of Agriculture and Food, Western 

Australia, and members of functional Biosecurity Groups to improve engagement with 

landholders in their local area. 

Residents from five WA NRM areas (Northern Agricultural Catchments, Wheatbelt, South 

West Catchments, South Coast and Rangelands) were contacted using a random-digit-dial 

telephone survey. To be included in the sampling frame, potential respondents needed to 

own or reside on a property 10 ha (25 acres) or greater within one of the target NRM areas. 

The survey assessed landholder participation, and factors that encourage (drivers) and 

discourage (barriers) membership in community-led biosecurity groups targeting invasive 

animal problems, as well as activities run by such groups. A literature review focusing on 

landholder participation in a range of biosecurity and conservation management groups was 

conducted to inform the design of the survey. 

The survey was conducted in June/July 2016. Over two weeks, 838 responses were 

collected. Latent profile analysis identified two distinct ‘behaviour’ profiles based on 

membership and participation in a range of group activities: participators (7%) and non-

participators (93%). Participators were aware of invasive animal management groups in 

their area, and attended meetings and educational activities (such as field days).  

Participators were also more likely to engage in group-led control activities (such as group 

baiting). All participators were formal members of at least one community-led biosecurity 

group, and 2% were members of two or more groups.  

Non-participators had low awareness of invasive animal management groups in their 

area, with 70% indicating that they were not aware of any invasive animal management 

groups in their area.  Non-participators were also unlikely to attend meetings, educational 

activities, or group-led control activities. 

A step-wise regression analysis was conducted to identify which beliefs about 

administration of community-led biosecurity groups were most strongly associated with 

participation in meetings arranged by such groups.  The most important beliefs: 
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1. Trust. Relative to those who did not participate in meetings, participants reported 

greater trust in the capabilities and judgement of the other members of the group. 

2. Enjoyment of social interactions. Participants enjoyed the interactions with other 

members of the group more than non-participators. 

3. Committee skills. Participants reported higher levels of skill related to committee work 

compared to non-participators. 

4. Perceived expectation to be involved. Participants believed their family and friends 

expected them to participate in community-led biosecurity group administration. 

Identified strategies for the participants in administration to adopt to address these 

factors include: 

 Planning activities and events that build trust and social cohesion. 

 Planning activities and events that are fun and enjoyable.   

 Introducing structures, procedures and training to increase the capacity of members 

to work effectively in groups.    

 Publicising individual’s actions as important for setting examples and enhance 

personal responsibility. 

A second step-wise regression analysis was conducted to determine which landholder 

beliefs were most strongly associated with participation in educational events and group 

control activities organised by biosecurity groups.  The most important beliefs were: 

1. Awareness. Participants reported higher levels of awareness related to biosecurity 

group activities in their area compared to non-participators. 

2. Trust. Participants had trust in the capabilities and the programs of the group. 

3. Skill. Participants reported higher levels of skill related to group-led control activities 

compared to non-participators. 

4. Community spirit. Participants enjoyed contributing to resolving community invasive 

animal issues. 

5. Know how. Participants reported higher levels of knowledge related to group-led 

control activities compared to non-participators. 

Identified strategies to address these factors include: 
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 Publicising the capability and accomplishments of the group and its programs to 

increase public awareness. 

 Planning activities and events that build trust and social cohesion. 

 Improving skills to conduct activities using field days and demonstration sites to 

teach best practices. 

 Highlighting the benefits of group contribution to resolving community problems 

and generating a social norm to encourage participation. 

 Improving knowledge of activities including instruction on how and when to 

conduct the activity. 

Respondents were also asked about their willingness to pay an annual rate to support 

biosecurity groups in their area.  One third of respondents indicated they were not willing to 

pay an annual rate.  This issue was divisive, with several landholders feeling that “the 

government is passing the buck”. Others indicated they “wouldn’t mind paying, (it) depends 

if they are enforcing it” or they “would pay if (they) saw some differences actually happen”. 

Those willing to pay a rate nominated a range of amounts, from ‘up to $50’ to over $500 per 

year (median $50, mean $75).  Several landholders believed that the magnitude of the rate 

should be contingent on the nature of the biosecurity issue and the specific activities 

coordinated by the group. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Western Australia is currently undergoing a transformation in biosecurity management, 

moving from a government-led to an industry and community-coordinated approach. Under 

the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act 2007 (BAM Act), the establishment of 

Biosecurity Groups (BGs) will provide the means to secure funding for this new collaborative 

approach. The Department of Agriculture and Food, Western Australia (DAFWA) and the 

Invasive Animals Cooperative Research Centre (IA CRC) are providing support to assist 

communities to establish functional BGs in their area. This report is the second in a series to 

help DAFWA and communities understand the triggers for effective community action in 

biosecurity management, with an emphasis on invasive animal management.  

The cooperation and support of rural landholders will be an integral part of the success of 

the BG program. However the increasing heterogeneity of land uses in rural areas (Buckley, 

Sander, Ollenburg, & Warnken, 2006; Klepeis, Gill, & Chisholm, 2009) has resulted in a 

greater social, cultural and educational diversity of landholders, with a complex mixture of 

values, beliefs, priorities, motivations and abilities. This change in rural inhabitants from the 

traditional fulltime farming or grazing enterprises means new strategies need to be 

developed to engage this diverse set of stakeholders. 

To be able to develop effective behaviour change interventions, human behavioural 

theory indicates that once the target behaviour and audience has been established, 

practitioners need to identify the main influence factors (i.e. drivers and barriers) that 

increase the likelihood that landholders will adopt or continue to engage in the target 

behaviours (e.g. Darnton, 2008; Gardner & Stern, 2002). This report focuses on identifying 

the drivers and barriers for landholders to participate in the administration of community-

led biosecurity groups and their activities. This information will assist the community to 

select or develop the most appropriate intervention techniques to boost participation rates.  
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2. METHODS 

2.1 Literature Review  

The published literature was reviewed to identify factors that influence landholders’ 

participation in collaborative group activities. We searched a wide range of general sources 

between November 2015 and February 2016, using the resources detailed below. Electronic 

searching was completed using the following databases, catalogues and meta-search 

engines: CAB Abstracts, Dogpile, Google Scholar, ixquick, Science Direct, Scopus and Web of 

Science. Searches for publications on statutory and non-statutory Australian organisation 

websites were included, such as the relevant Australian State, Territory & Federal 

Government environmental and agricultural departments, NRM, Landcare and PestSmart 

Connect. Bibliographies of articles viewed at full text were searched for relevant additional 

articles. Although the review focused on Australian contexts, the search strategy covered 

worldwide literature for the purposes of collecting the broadest scope of information 

possible. 

The results from this review were used to inform the design of the landholder survey. 

2.2 Landholder Survey 

A random-digit-dial telephone survey, using both landline and mobile numbers, was 

conducted in June/July 2016 to target landholders across rural Western Australia. A survey 

was created to measure landholder’s perceptions and participation in collaborative 

biosecurity groups and their activities, as well as a broad range of potential drivers and 

barriers that may influence their participation. Socio-demographic information including 

age, gender, property size, enterprise type and length of residence was collected from all 

participants. The survey instrument is presented in Appendix 1.  
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3. RESULTS 

3.1 Literature Review 

Why do landholders decide to be part of a group and support their activities? Why do they 

volunteer their time to assist with the organisation of these activities, be part of the 

administration committee or attend meetings? This section provides a review of what is 

known about the factors influencing landholder’s decisions to participate in community-led 

collaborative biosecurity groups across Australia. Although this report is focussed on 

invasive animal management (IAM) in the Australian context, where information was limited 

or not available, we have used examples from similar areas, or from other related 

biosecurity/conservation activities to create a more complete picture. 

We have organised the multitude of factors that can potentially influence participation 

decisions into three broad groups (Michie, van Stralen, & West, 2011):  

 Capability: the abilities of an individual to perform a particular behaviour (awareness 

of the issue and the actions needed for resolution, and the knowledge and skills, 

both physical and psychological, to engage in the appropriate behaviour) 

 Opportunity: the external circumstances or context which can encourage or 

preclude participation in the behaviour (may be physical, economic, technological, 

social, cultural, institutional) 

 Motivation: the causes that direct and impel an individual to behave in a particular 

manner (values, beliefs, attitudes, emotions, personal and social normative beliefs). 

 

Participation in group management activities 

In addition to the factors influencing participating in the management activity itself (see 

report 1), there were several unique predictors of landholder participation in group 

activities in the context of natural resource management. These factors are summarised in 

Table 1.  
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Table 1: Summary of factors that have been reported to influence an individual’s decision 
to participate in group biosecurity or conservation management activities (References 
given in the text). 

 Behavioural factor 

Capability 

 

 

Awareness of issue with reference to the group 

Availability of good quality information and appropriate communication 
channels and skills 

Adequate training, especially for new members 

Understanding of process 

Able to act when group is acting 

Ability to cooperate effectively 

Physical capability (age, health) 

Personal confidence 

Opportunity Personal circumstances allow participation (cost, time, few unrelated 
obligations) 

Property characteristics / land uses / enterprise type 

Location of group activities 

Adequate technical support 

Social / group connectedness 

Political climate 

Motivation Satisfaction in social interactions of activity 

Similar values, beliefs and attitudes to group, shared goals / homogeneity of 
opinions 

Political activity 

Beliefs about threats and impacts (economic, environmental, psycho-social and 
public health) 

Attitudes towards the methods of control 

Sense of obligation to neighbours 

Trust of authorities / other stakeholders 

Confidence in group function (leadership, conflict resolution, resources, 
support) 

Satisfaction in capacity / effectiveness of group programs to reduce threat or 
impact / achieve goals 

Social norms (neighbours participation and pressure, reciprocity) 

Social relationships / networks 
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In terms of capability, individuals may require additional specific information about how to 

successfully engage in collective group activities, as well as adequate training (Graham, 

2013; Klepeis et al., 2009; Koehler & Koontz, 2008). Good communication and cooperation 

skills are highly beneficial, as is confidence to act in a group settings (Klepeis et al., 2009; 

Koehler & Koontz, 2008; Pollard, 2000). The location of the group activity and the timing can 

influence an individual’s capacity to act; activities scheduled in hard to reach places and at 

inconvenient times are less likely to be successful (Anon., 2002; Boyd, 2007; Pollard, 2000). 

Personal satisfaction in the social interactions also can motivate individuals to engage in 

group activities (Curtis & De Lacy, 1995; Saunders, Coman, Kinnear, & Braysher, 1995). 

Personal satisfaction is more likely to emerge in contexts in which group members possess 

congruent values, beliefs, attitudes and shared goals to be willing to participate in a group’s 

activities (Curtis et al., 2014; Kitts, 1999; Moon & Cocklin, 2011).  Other factors such as (1) 

believing in the need for action, (2) believing that the methods used by the group, 

individuals are likely to be effective, (3) trust in partners and stakeholders, (4) confidence in 

the group’s leadership, conflict resolution, resources and support have all been identified as 

important predictors of group participation in NRM contexts (Binks et al., 2015; Boyd, 2007; 

Ecker, Aslin, Zobel-Zubrzycka, & Binks, 2015; Ford-Thompson et al., 2012; Leach & Sabatier, 

2005; McLeod & Saunders, 2011; Moon, 2013; Pollard, 2000). In general, participants in 

group activities often feel a strong social connection to their community and other members 

in the group (Boyd, 2007; Graham, 2013, Kitts, 1999; Klepeis et al., 2009; Moon et al., 2012). 

Participation in administration of community-led biosecurity groups 

Knowing who participates in a collective group action does not necessarily explain who is 

most likely to join and be actively involved in the running and administration of community-

led biosecurity or conservation groups. There are a number of studies that have described 

the attributes of successful groups (e.g. Curtis et al., 2014; Dyer et al., 2014; Mountjoy, 

Seekamp, Davenport, & Whiles, 2013).  But little is known about the behaviour of the 

members in these groups, and why they decide to participate. 

Research into volunteerism and participation in citizen-advisory groups suggest a range of 

personal and social factors that influence an individual’s decision to join and become 

involved (Summarised in Table 2). In general, individuals with a dominant social status (i.e., 

individuals who are connected with other members of the community, who are long-term 
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residents and tend to be involved with other voluntary groups, and whose personal 

circumstances, such as income and time availability allow for participation) are more likely 

to take on volunteer roles.  Such individuals also tend to have a higher level of formal 

education, a greater awareness of issues, and understanding of technical issues, and have 

good communication and organisations skills, along with personal confidence (Diduck & 

Sinclair, 2002; Koehler & Koontz, 2008; Lestari, Kotani, & Kakinaka, 2015; Shindler & 

Neburka, 1997; Wilson & Musick, 1998). Other studies have shown that participating 

individuals tend to be intrinsically motivated, getting personal satisfaction from involvement 

or satisfaction in the social aspects of the group. They share beliefs and goals with the group 

and its processes, have confidence in the group function, and believe their involvement will 

make a difference and give then standing in the community (Diduck & Sinclair, 2002; Ecker 

et al., 2015; Kitts, 1999; Shindler & Neburka, 1997). 

 

Table 2: Summary of factors that have been reported to influence an individual’s decision 
to participate in the administration of a biosecurity or conservation management group 
(References given in the text). 

 Behavioural factor 

Capability 

 

 

Awareness of issues 

High level of knowledge /literacy 

Understanding of technical issues 

Communication and organisational skills 

Personal confidence 

Be able to commit to group process 

Opportunity Personal circumstances allow participation (time, income) 

Motivation Personal satisfaction / rewarding experience 

Satisfaction in social aspects of activity 

Similar beliefs and attitudes to group, shared goals / homogeneity of group 

Belief in capacity / effectiveness of group to reduce impact and achieve goals 

Confidence in group function (leadership, resources, support) 

Belief that involvement will make a difference 

Community minded (related to length of residence) 

Social status / community standing  

Social connection / networks 
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Sustained participation 

Many environmental challenges facing rural Australia cannot be solved by single, one-off 

actions. Many biosecurity and conservation management activities need to be sustained 

over time. Even though groups may initially recruit enthusiastic participants, it is sometimes 

difficult to sustain engagement over time. Phenomena such as ‘engagement fatigue’ and 

‘slippage’ have been repeatedly documented (e.g. Curtis et al., 2014; Moon & Cocklin, 

2011), but little is known about the behavioural factors that can sustain participation in 

group biosecurity or conservation management actions. 

Research on human behaviour in other areas highlights that strong human and social 

capitals are essential elements for strengthening the capacity to respond to challenges of 

sustainability (e.g. Curtis et al., 2014; Mountjoy et al., 2013; Pretty, 2003; Putnam, 1993). 

Human capital includes the knowledge, skills, core attitudes and motivation of participating 

individuals. Social capital consists of factors that build group cohesion, such as trust, 

reciprocity, shared values and attitudes that helps individuals bond with others in the 

community through social networks and connections with external agencies (Mountjoy et 

al., 2013; Pretty, 2003). To produce sustained engagement, biosecurity groups need to 

invest in human capital by developing more knowledgeable members and land managers, 

and also in social capital by providing a context in which effective social networks, new 

community linkages, new norms of behaviour, and new levels of trust and reciprocal 

relationships can flourish (Curtis et al., 2014; Klepeis et al., 2009; Minato, Curtis, & Allan, 

2012; Sobels, Curtis, & Lockie, 2001). 

Furthermore, behaviour change has been found to be more effective and sustained when 

individuals are motivated by internal factors such as their values and beliefs, as opposed to 

external factors such as regulations and subsidies (e.g. Green-Demers, Pelletier, & Menard, 

1997; Ng et al., 2012; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Silva et al., 2008; Teixeira, Carraca, Markland, Silva, 

& Ryan, 2012). External motivations, such as economic incentives or punishments, in some 

contexts can undermine internal motivation (Frey & Jegen, 2000; Ostrom, 2000). Thus, 

incentives and punishments should be applied with caution in the context of biosecurity 

management.  Although these approaches can be effective in changing behaviour in the 

short term, they can reduce motivation and general behavioural slippage, especially over 

the longer term (Curtis et al., 2014; Frey & Jegen, 2000).



Participation in Biosecurity Group Activities - 14  

 

3.2 Landholder Survey 

 

Figure 1: NRM and property area distribution 

 

 

 

 

There were 838 respondents from across five NRM areas: 

 201 Northern Agricultural Catchments (NAC) 

 201 Wheatbelt (W) 

 202 South West Catchments (SWC) 

 202 South Coast (SC) 

 32 Rangelands (R) 

Only landholders who owned or lived on a property 

equal or greater than 10 ha/25 acres were included: 

 428 lived on lifestyle-sized blocks (<200ha) 

 243 on medium-sized blocks (201-2000ha) 

 167 on broad-acre properties (>2000ha) 

The average property size varied across NRM regions 

with the largest proportion of lifestyle blocks in the 

SWC 
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Figure 2: Age and gender distribution 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Respondents were aged between 22 and 79 

Average age was 57.1 (standard deviation 12.4) 

 

The majority of respondents were male 

 69% were male 

 31% were female 

 

Respondents had lived on their property from < 1 to 79 

years 

Average 27.3 years (standard deviation 18.7) 
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Figure 3: Enterprise distribution 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The property was the main source of income for 60% of 

respondents 

Mixed farming (cattle, sheep and/or cropping) was the 

main enterprise type 

Other enterprises included horses, poultry, pigs, goats, 

horticulture, and boutique industries such as grapes, 

olives, aquaculture, and catering for tourists. 

 

6% of sampled properties were lifestyle or residential 

blocks (i.e. no enterprise). 
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Figure 4: Participation in invasive animal management groups 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Latent profile analysis identified two distinct 

‘behavioural’ profiles based on participation in a range of 

group activities: 

 

 Non-participators (n=778): Low awareness of any 

groups in their area, and unlikely to attend any 

meetings and educational activities (such as field 

days) or participate in group-led control activities 

(such as group baiting) 

 

 Participators (n=60): High awareness of groups in 

their area, and likely to attend any meetings and 

educational activities (such as field days), or 

participate in group-led control activities (such as 

group baiting) 
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Figure 5: Non-participator profile: 

a) NRM and property area distribution 

 

b) Enterprise distribution 

 

 

The majority of respondents were classified in the non-

participators profile (n=778) 

 538 indicated they were not aware of any 

invasive animal management groups in their area 

 212 were aware but had not sought to participate 

 28 indicated they had participated in activities but 

not during the past 12 months 

 

Members of this profile had: 

 an average age of 57.3 (standard deviation 12.4) 

 resided for an average of 27.3 years on their 

property (standard deviation 18.9) 

 

This profile contained high numbers of landholders 

across all NRM areas 

 

Over half of the members in this profile lived on 

lifestyle blocks (i.e. <200ha) 

 

All enterprise types were included with 59% of members 

depending on the property for their main source of 

income  



Participation in Biosecurity Group Activities - 19  

 

Figure 6: Participator profile: 

a) NRM and property area distribution 

 

b) Enterprise distribution 

 

 

 

Only 8% of the respondents were classified in the 

participator profile (n=60) 

All were active members of at least one group, while 9 

were members of two or more groups 

 

Members of this profile had a lower average age of 54.3 

(standard deviation 12.5) than non-participators 

 

They had resided for an average of 27.2 years on their 

property (standard deviation 19.4) 

 

Members tended to live on larger-sized properties 

 

Landholders in the Wheatbelt and SWC NRMs were less 

likely to be a member of this profile 

 

This profile encompassed all enterprise types, although 

landholders with ‘other’ or no enterprise (i.e. residential) 

made up only 6% 

78% of members depended on their property for their 

main source of income 
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Figure 7: Willingness to pay an annual rate to support the activities of a community-

led biosecurity group 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Respondents were asked to nominate an amount they 

would be willing to pay as an annual rate to support the 

activities of a community-led biosecurity group. 

 

Values nominated ranged from $0 to amounts 

exceeding $500 

There was no difference in the amounts nominated 

between participators and non-participators 

 

56 respondents chose not to nominate an amount. 

  

Comments received included: 

“would be relative to the situation/management group”  

“wouldn’t mind paying, depends if they are enforcing it” 

“would pay if saw some differences actually happen” 

“Feel the government is passing the buck.........”
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Table 3: Important drivers and barriers predicting participation in group meetings and group-led educational and animal control activities. 

(identified by step-wise regression) 

 

Landholders were more likely to participate in group meetings 

if: 

Landholders were more likely to participate in group-led 

education and animal control activities if : 

 They had trust in other members of the group  They were aware of the group’s activities 

 They enjoyed interacting with other members of the group  They trusted the group’s capabilities and programs and the 

leadership 

 They believed they had the skills to be on a committee  They believed they had the skills to successfully complete the 

activity 

 They believed their family and friends expected them to 

participate in the administration of the group 

 They enjoyed helping their community to resolve invasive animal 

issues (community spirit) 

  They believed they had the knowledge to successfully complete 

the activity 

Stepwise regression model: R=0.31***, R2=0.09, adj R2=0.09 Step-wise regression model: R=0.39***, R2=0.15, adj R2=0.15 

***p=0.001
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4. STRATEGIES TO IMPROVE PARTICIPATION 

4.1 Improving participation in group administration 

Table 4: Techniques to address the identified drivers and barriers to participation in the administration of biosecurity groups 

Identified Driver / Barrier  Focus of Intervention Example 

Trust Promote the capability of the group and its 
members 

Provide information and feedback on the credibility and 
performance of the group 
Use credible role model and/or messenger whom people can 
associate and trust 
Institute regular group dynamic or group engagement workshops 

Social interaction Make participation easy, not a chore Ensure group capacity is maximised (see above) 
Provide a social stimulus to participate 
Reward the group as a whole for participation 

Committee skill Build the capacity of the members to work as a 
group and be able to engage with the 
community 

Training courses for facilitation, governance and committee skills 
(meeting protocols, setting agendas, conflict resolution, mediation, 
getting agreement) 

Develop group documentation and procedures (group vision/mission 
statements, constitution/ guidelines, strategic, engagement and 
operational plans, risk management protocols, roles and 
responsibilities / estimated work-loads)  

Expectation of involvement  Promote awareness of the positive 
consequences of actions on others and enhance 
personal responsibility for them 

Identify individuals’ behavior as important to setting examples to 
significant others  
Adopt a perspective linked with social role to provide information 
on the positive consequences of action and the negative 
consequences of non-action 
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4.2 Improving participation in group-led activities 

Table 5: Techniques to address the identified drivers and barriers to participation in the activities of community-led biosecurity groups  

Identified Driver / Barrier  Focus of Intervention Example 

Awareness Promote awareness of group activity 
 

Provide information on relevant local issues using appropriate 
frames linked to values of target audience 
Use a credible messenger with whom  people can associate 
Promote activities through a range of media to capture a wider 
audience 
Provide a stimulus to prompt action at the right time 

Trust Promote the capability of group, it’s programs 
and leadership  

Provide information and feedback on the credibility and 
performance of group, the programs and its leadership  
Use credible role model and/or messenger whom people can 
associate and trust 

Skills Establish and improve the skills required to 
conduct group activities 

Provide training on how to conduct activity and practice 
opportunities (e.g. field days, demonstration sites) 

Community spirit Encourage and promote group contribution to 
resolving community invasive animal problems 

Adopt a perspective linked with community and altruistic values 
Provide public recognition of the group as a whole as well as 
individual participation in a group activity 
Provide a social stimulus to participate in activity (e.g. BBQ, a range 
of activities at field days) 

Knowledge Establish and improve instruction and training for 
group activities 

Provide information on all aspects of the activity  
Provide instruction on how to conduct the required activity, 
including information of when to act 
Provide a stimulus to prompt or cue the activities performance at 
the appropriate time 

For more information regarding the design and implementation of effective strategies refer to Behaviourally Effective Communications for 

Invasive Animals Management: A Practical Guide Hine by Hine, Please, McLeod, & Driver (2015). This is available to download at 

http://www.pestsmart.org.au/behaviourally-effective-communications-for-invasive-animals-management/.
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5. CONCLUSION 

The results of the survey indicate that only a small proportion of Western Australian 

landholders participate in the administration of and/or activities of community-led 

biosecurity groups. Attendance at group meetings was linked to the capacity of the 

members to work as a group and be able to engage with the community. DAFWA staff and 

members of Biosecurity Groups will need to carefully consider the suggested strategies, in 

particular those designed to improve group procedures and the skills of individuals, to 

ensure groups function efficiently and effectively.  

Participation in group-led education and animal control activities was predicted by general 

awareness of the groups’ activities, trust the groups’ leadership and processes, landholder 

beliefs that they possessed relevant knowledge and skills to successfully complete the 

activity (response efficacy), and community spirit. 

 Nearly 70% of landholders who had not participated in any group activities indicated they 

were unaware that such activities were occurring in their area. If biosecurity groups are to 

successfully engage with landholders within their local areas, an important first step would 

be to substantially increase landholders’ awareness of their activities. This can be achieved 

by promoting their activities across a range of media channels and community events to 

capture the attention of the diverse range of landholders that exist in their area. 

It is also worth highlighting that approximately one third of respondents indicated they 

were unwilling to pay an annual rate to support invasive animal management in their area. 

This issue was highly divisive, with several landholders feeling that “the government is 

passing the buck”. Others indicated they “wouldn’t mind paying, (it) depends if they are 

enforcing it” or they “would pay if (they) saw some differences actually happen”. Those 

willing to pay a rate indicated a variety of amounts, ranging from $50 to over $500 per year 

(median $50, mean $75), although some landholders believed that the amount “would be 

relative to the situation or management group”.  There also was considerable 

misunderstanding regarding the basis behind this rate, and DAFWA staff and members of 

biosecurity groups will need to ensure that landholders understand that the State 

Government will be providing 50:50 funding. 
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8. APPENDIX 1 – Phone Survey Questions 

S1.  Are you are a resident of the ………… Council area?  Yes  No 
 
S2.  And your nearest town?  …………………………………………………………............................. 
 
S3.  Can I firstly check the size of your property?    …………. hectares / …………. acres 
 
S4.  And are you 18 years or older? Yes No   
 
Is now a convenient time to ask you some questions? Verbal consent  

 

1. Is your property mainly used for 

Cattle production 1 Mixed farming 5 Lifestyle 9 

Dairy 2 Dryland cropping 6 Residential 10 

Sheep production  3 Irrigated cropping 7 Other: 11 

Other livestock: 4 Boutique enterprise: 8 Specify___________  

Specify___________  Specify___________    

 

2. Is your property your main source of income?   Yes 1 No 2 

 

3. How long have you lived on your property?  _____________ years 

 

4. Are you aware of any local or regionally based pest animal management groups in your 

area? 

Yes 1 Specify:___________________________________   No     2  

Yes 1 Specify:___________________________________ 

Yes 1 Specify:___________________________________ 

 

5. Are you a member of any of these pest animal management groups? 

Yes 1  Specify:___________________________________   No    2 

Yes 1  Specify:___________________________________ 

Yes 1  Specify:___________________________________ 
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6. In the past year how often have you …. never rarely sometimes frequently mostly/ 

always 

a. attended meetings run by these groups? 1 2 3 4 5 

b. participated in any education activities 
(e.g. field days) organised by these 
groups? 

1 2 3 4 5 

c. participated in pest control activities 
(e.g. group baiting) organised by these 
groups? 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

7. People give many reasons why they do or don’t become involved with the activities 

organised by local pest animal management groups.  Please tell me to what extent you 

agree or disagree with each statement as it applies to you – on a scale of 1 to 5, where 5 = 

strongly agree and 1=strongly disagree. 

 disagree  agree  

a. I do not know that the activities are 
happening 

1 2 3 4 5 na 

b. I do not find it easy to cooperate with 
other group members 

1 2 3 4 5 na 

c. I do not have the skills needed to 
participate in the activities organised by 
my local pest animal management groups.   

1 2 3 4 5 na 

d. I already know how to control pest 
animals on my property 

1 2 3 4 5 na 

e. It is not convenient to carry out pest 
animal management at the same time as 
the rest of the group 

1 2 3 4 5 na 

f. Participating in group control programs 
is too costly 

1 2 3 4 5 na 

g. Most of my neighbours do not 
participate in coordinated pest animal 
control programs, so why should I?  

1 2 3 4 5 na 

h. It is not a legal requirement to 
participate in these group activities 

1 2 3 4 5 na 

i. Group pest control initiatives are 
ineffective.  The pest animals keep coming 

1 2 3 4 5 na 

j. I do not trust the leadership of my local 
community pest management groups 

1 2 3 4 5 na 

k. I enjoy helping my community manage 
their pest animal problems 

1 2 3 4 5 na 
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l. I have always controlled pest animals by 
myself 

1 2 3 4 5 na 

 

8. People give many reasons why they do or don’t become involved in the running of local 

pest animal management groups.  Please tell me to what extent you agree or disagree 

with each statement as it applies to you – on the same scale (5 = strongly agree and 

1=strongly disagree). 
 disagree  agree  

a. I do not find it easy to work with other 
group members 

1 2 3 4 5 na 

b. I do not have the skills to be a 
committee member 

1 2 3 4 5 na 

c. I do not have the time to commit to be 
involved the groups organisation 

1 2 3 4 5 na 

d. I cannot afford the time away from 
work 

1 2 3 4 5 na 

e. I would be wasting my time as the 
groups programs will not reduce the 
impact of pest animals in my area 

1 2 3 4 5 na 

f. I can’t see how my involvement would 
assist with pest animal management in 
my area  

1 2 3 4 5 na 

g. I do not trust the other members on the 
committee 

1 2 3 4 5 na 

h. I enjoy interacting with the other 
members of the group 

1 2 3 4 5 na 

i. Being involved with the group is a way I 
feel I can help my community 

1 2 3 4 5 na 

j. My family and friends would expect me 
to be involved with such a group  

1 2 3 4 5 na 

k. I would be involved for the recognition I 
would receive from others 

1 2 3 4 5 na 

 

 

 

9. Pest animal and weed management in Western Australia is shifting from a government-

led to a more community-led approach, using regional-based groups. 

 $0 Up to 
$50 

$50 - 
$100 

$100 - 
$250 

$250 - 
$500 

other 
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How much would you be willing to pay as an 
annual rate to support the activities of a 
regional pest animal management group? 

1 2 3 4 5  

 

And just to finish off.. 

10a. Can I just check your age ……………………………         declined 

10b. Gender   Male    1 Female    2 

 
May I record your first name and phone number to verify the survey? 
 

Name:  …………………………………………………….…  Phone:  ……………………………………………….. 
 

This survey has been conducted for the Department of Agriculture and Food, WA in 
conjunction with the University of New England. 
 

If further research were to be conducted on some of the issues covered today, would you 
be happy to be contacted again? 
      Yes   1  Unsure    2  No   3 
 

Would you like a copy of the information sheet about this study sent to you?  (If yes record 
either email or postal address) 
 
Address: ___________________________________________________________________  
 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 

If you have any questions about this study, you may contact our office or the researcher 
conducting this study - would you like the contact details? 
 
Thinkfield  -  9316 3366   Lynette McLeod  02 6391 3886 

   email:  enquiries@thinkfield.com.au email: lmcleod7@une.edu.au  
 

That completes the survey.  In case you missed it, my name is … from Thinkfield. Thank 
you very much for your time and help today. 
 

Goodbye. 
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