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Executive Summary
This review has been undertaken as part of the project, Defra Social Research Evidence Review to
inform Natural Environment Policy (NE0109). There is increasing recognition within both policy and
academic communities that many natural environment‐related policy issues cannot be framed,
explored and addressed through evidence from any single perspective, but require more
interdisciplinary research that embraces both social and natural science (amongst other disciplines).
As highlighted by the reviews undertaken for this project, social science has a key role to play, not
only in finding appropriate solutions to existing policy challenges (to which it is already contributing),
but also in helping to frame policy challenges in alternative ways that may enable the
implementation of different and potentially more effective policy responses to these challenges.
Introduction
Disagreements are a normal feature of policy‐making, and conflicts can be interpreted as a sign that
democracy is working, rather than it being dysfunctional. Nevertheless, there is acknowledgement
that 'traditional' top‐down approaches to managing environmental conflicts might not be the most
effective interventions, and may even exacerbate conflict situations. Most environmental conflicts
are underlain by conflicts between people, and natural scientists have acknowledged that the
significance of the human dimension has often been overlooked in their work. This highlights an
important role for the social sciences in understanding and managing environmental conflicts.
The overarching aim of the review is to: identify what works most effectively in managing natural
environment conflicts, for different people, in different contexts, and why?
Characteristics and Causes of Environmental Conflict
Environmental conflicts are characterised by the interaction of ecological and societal complexity.
The underlying causes of conflict are often categorised into 'conflicts of interest' and 'conflicts of
value'. Conflicts of interest concern the allocation, use or distribution of resources with tangible
losses and gains, whereas conflicts of value concern deep‐seated differences in personal values,
beliefs and culture. There is a diverse array of social, economic, ecological and political contextual
drivers of conflict, which, when combined with underlying differences in interest or value and a real,
perceived or anticipated change in circumstances (a trigger) can lead to the escalation of a manifest
conflict. Many environmental conflicts have a propensity for becoming 'intractable'. It is this aspect
of environmental conflicts that makes social science particularly relevant in providing understanding
and offering management insight.
Management Approaches
The emphasis of this review is not on 'traditional' political top‐down approaches. The 'alternative'
approaches to conflict resolution considered within this review need to be considered in relation to a
wider complex of existing administrative and legislative processes. The approaches to conflict
management described in the literature can be categorised as:
i)

Formalised Alternative Environmental Dispute Resolution techniques (ADR) deriving
principally from the United States;

ii) Decision‐support tools or models;
iii) Approaches embedded within broader structures of governance and longer‐term
participatory approaches to the management of conflict.
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There are overlaps between these approaches which combine some techniques. The main distinction
between them is that the first two approaches tend to be applied following the escalation of a
conflict situation, whereas the third approach does not have conflict resolution as its primary aim.
Participatory management approaches, or approaches that include a participatory component, have
the potential to be more pre‐emptive and therefore preventative of conflicts by virtue of the working
relations that they forge between stakeholders.
Key Issues in Environmental Conflict from a Social Science Perspective
Values and identity
Conflicts of value are much more difficult to address than conflicts of interest, although values may
not be as fixed or divisive as they first appear. Addressing alternative and deeper values in
management processes can lead to more longstanding and successful outcomes.
Communication and framing
Improving communication between conflicting parties is an essential component of conflict
management. This includes communication between the evidence providers, policy makers or
scientists and the parties to the conflict; communication between parties in a conflict; and
communication between these parties and a wider audience. Framing, the ways a situation or issue is
defined, is central to communication as different definitions may represent differences in
interpretation, understanding and interests. Communication as mutual learning empowers
stakeholder groups and allows different interpretation of the evidence, whereas communication to
explain may exacerbate a conflict. The media has an important role to play in publicising social
environmental justice issues but may easily end up perpetuating and strengthening adversarial
positions.
Trust
Issues of trust are not just relevant between parties to a dispute but also with government agencies,
decision makers and scientific or expert providers of evidence. Greater public involvement can
increase trust in government. Trust issues cannot however be resolved only be addressing knowledge
differences or distribution of resources. There is a need to build long term working relationships and
to establish face to face interaction between parties.
Third party intervention
Intervention of a neutral third party may be an important component of ADR and consensus building
approaches. Recent research has questioned the neutrality and impartiality of third parties. This may
however be an advantage if the third party can take an active approach to drive a management
process to ensure fairness, openness and representation of minority interests. Similarly,
opportunities for resolution may lie with individuals from within the disputing parties. Such
individuals may play a vital role in communicating between groups, building trust between one
another and arguing the viability of proposed solutions.
Scale and context
Conflict management processes must account for and represent interests at different scales to
ensure that decision making is legitimated and supported. The context of a conflict is a complex
setting that includes legal, political, economic, cultural, demographic, technological and ecological
environments. Conflicts may get stuck when the context doesn’t change or, alternatively, when the
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context is unstable – and stakeholders may assume that conditions will eventually move in their
favour.
Evaluating conflict management success
A focus on settlement is not an adequate indicator of conflict management success but should also
include an examination of the process.
The criteria for evaluating conflict management success should include:
•

The involvement and representation of all appropriate parties.

•

The ability to recognise and process evidence of different types and to deal with uncertainty.

•

The process should be fair and seen as legitimate with transparency and clear rules of
engagement.

•

Cost effectiveness in terms of time and resource.

•

A process to include mutual learning and improved communication in order participants feel
empowered.

Outcome criteria should include:
•

A high quality written agreement considered fair and just by all.

•

Evidence of an improvement in the environment and a positive impact on social systems.

•

Durability of the settlement and the level of controversy diminished.

•

Social and political capitals are created, trust is built and working relationships improved.

Policy lessons
Both the localism agenda and the move towards an ecosystems approach (which recognises the
multiple uses of the natural environment) suggest that larger and more diverse groups of
stakeholders may be involved in decisions pertaining to the natural environment in the future, which
will likely generate a wider diversity of viewpoints and understandings. This, together with changing
pressures on the natural environment, suggests an increased likelihood of environmental conflicts.
•

Increased and early use of participatory approaches specific to the particular context and
combined with other decision support tools may prevent such conflicts.

•

Value differences must be taken into account in order to develop durable outcomes.

•

If decision making capacities are given to local stakeholder groups they should be supported
and legitimised by government at higher spatial scales.

•

Information from government and scientific evidence providers should be presented through
a communication route of mutual learning rather than explanation.

•

Action should be taken to identify and support participants within a conflict to act as local
champions of reconciliation.

Research gaps
•

There is need for a better understanding of the available decision‐support tools, their
strengths, weaknesses and applications. In particular, how best to combine decision‐support
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tools within longer term participatory management approaches in relation to conflict
management.
•

There is a need to move away from a view of values as fixed and unchanging entities. There
is a call for research and management design in terms of under‐standing value differences
and, in particular, in interactional group conflict situations.

•

Further research into the role of 'local champions of reconciliation' in UK case studies is
required, in terms of how such individuals can be identified (e.g. through framing studies)
and how their role can be enhanced in reaching successful conflict management outcomes.

•

There is scope for exploring novel means of decision‐making where arbitration is required.

•

Research is required to better understand the ways in which Social Impact Assessment (SIA)
can be used to predict and mitigate for potential conflicts caused by developments or
changes in policy.

Conclusions
Environmental conflicts are not inherently bad but are a sign of a thriving democracy. They tend to
be dynamic and changing and therefore should be treated as part of an adaptive and longer term
management approach. This means a move away from ideas of conflict resolution, which is
inherently reactionary, towards conflict management which offers opportunities for growth and
change. Participatory approaches offer many of the benefits outlined above. However, participation
is not a panacea for managing conflicts and the evidence reviewed suggests that a combination of
participatory and decision support tools are particularly suited to the management of environmental
conflicts. Values may be the most divisive driver of conflicts but recognising their multiple and
flexible nature means that they may also offer the basis for longer term and more stable solutions. As
well as third party outsider facilitation of conflicts there are opportunities for influential and
respected individuals from within conflicting parties to play a significant role in conflict management.
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1. Introduction
The natural sciences have been employed to find scientific or technical solutions to conflicts between
humans and their environment. However, most environmental conflicts are underlain by conflicts
between people, and natural scientists have acknowledged that the significance of the human
dimension has often been overlooked in their work (Carrs, n.d.; Thirgood & Redpath, 2008). As such
there is a pressing need for a greater role of the social sciences in understanding and managing
environmental conflicts.
For the purpose of this review environmental conflict is defined as a difference in opinion between
one or more individuals or groups, over human interaction with the environment, and is combined
with mutual mistrust (Kyllonen et al., 2006). Whilst conflict may be seen as a positive sign of
democratic society (Nie, 2003), there is acknowledgement that ‘traditional’ top down approaches to
environmental conflicts might not be the most suitable interventions, and may even exacerbate
conflict situations. It is the purpose of this review, therefore, to shed light on environmental
conflicts, and their management, from a social science perspective.
The report takes a realist review approach to the literature as it is designed specifically for
understanding complex interventions, and which are principally reported in a qualitative ‐ or mixed ‐
format (Pawson et al., 2005). Complex interventions incorporate several interacting components,
are particularly sensitive to the features of the local context, have complex causal chains linking
intervention with outcome and it is therefore difficult to standardise the design and delivery of
appropriate interventions (MRC, 2008). Since the success of management attempts to address
environmental conflicts are highly context dependent and contingent upon multiple interacting
variables the present research questions can also be understood as complex. For instance, the
relative success of a conflict management approach could depend on a number of inter‐related
factors such as: location, environmental media involved, parties involved, who an intermediary is or
what role any intermediary plays. Moreover, those factors needn't necessarily lead to the same
outcomes in different contexts or may interact differently with one another across a range of
possible scenarios. Rather than identifying simple cause and effect relationships, therefore, realist
reviews are concerned more with "finding out what mechanisms work, in what conditions, why, and
to produce what outcomes" (Rycroft‐Malone et al., 2010: 39). The approach seeks to explain what
Pawson et al. refer to as Context‐Mechanism‐Outcome (CMO) relationships which, rather than
providing simple answers to complex questions, aim to help decision‐makers to reach a deeper
understanding of the intervention and how it can be made to work more effectively (Pawson et al.,
2005: 21).
The overarching aim is to: identify what works most effectively in managing natural environment
conflicts, for different people, in different contexts, and why?
More specifically, the research questions that guided this review (defined in liaison with Defra) are
presented below. The searching was undertaken between July and September 2010, according to the
parameters set out within the Review Protocol (see Annex 1), which was agreed with Defra prior to
commencing the review. The issues reflected in the review questions below are interlinked and are
not, therefore, dealt with individually but are elucidated throughout the review.
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Review Questions:
1. What are the specific characteristics of natural environment conflicts, and how are these
different from other types of conflict?
2. What sort of typology of natural environment conflicts is most helpful in analysing conflict
situations and developing management strategies and interventions?
3. Which individuals or organisations (e.g. academics, local and central government,
professional mediators or civil society representatives) intervene successfully in
environmental conflicts and in what contexts?
4. What roles do those intervening play to achieve successful environmental conflict
management outcomes?
5. How can trust be engendered with and between key stakeholders through intervention?
6. How can communication be tailored and used to accommodate and reconcile values,
preferences and attitudes between stakeholders?
7. In what ways does the conflict context (e.g. environmental good/service, number of
stakeholders, scale, geographic location, duration) interact with the intervention
mechanisms above?
8. How can engagement of key stakeholders be maintained following a policy decision that they
perceive as damaging their interests?
9. What approaches to conflict management or the wider policy development process work in
actual or potential conflict situations, and which don’t work, in what circumstances and why?
10. How is spatial scale important? At what scale should policy, delivery bodies or others seek to
manage conflict, and what are the opportunities and challenges for greater management at
more local spatial scales?
11. How can positive lessons from natural environment conflict management interventions best
be incorporated into future policy development?
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2. Policy Context
The wider policy context of the review is informed by Defra’s Structural Reform Plan (November
2010) and the Nature of England discussions used to inform the Natural Environment White Paper.
Moreover, the review is relevant to the coalition government's concept of the Big Society. Additional
policy references are guided by the key concerns identified in a workshop of May 2010.
The first headline objective of the Structural Reform Plan: to support and develop British farming
and encourage sustainable food production notes the need for an environmentally sustainable and
resilient food chain. Specific policies designed to create sustainable agriculture and the
multifunctional use of land and water will bring together social and economic interests in land
management and the competing uses of land and water resources impacting upon the natural
environment. The adoption of an ecosystems approach to land management will engage a wide
range of value systems and interests and early employment of conflict avoidance and management
techniques may help mitigate or reduce the potential conflicts between stakeholders arising from
such differences.
The second headline objective of the Structural Reform Plan: to help enhance the environment and
biodiversity to improve the quality of life. Action 1 under this objective requires support to the
building of the Big Society to enhance the countryside, habitats and the urban environment. Changing
governance of the natural environment to increase public participation and to involve local
communities and interests will draw in people and groups with different value systems interests and
objectives. The conflict management literature on value based conflicts and competing evidence
bases is particularly relevant to Action 2.2: to help communities and wildlife adapt to climate change.
Action 2.3: to spearhead international progress on conservation and endangered species.
The first headline objective of the Structural Reform Plan: Support for a strong sustainable green
economy resilient to climate change. As in the first policy objective a sustainable and resilient green
economy will depend upon the recognition of both social and economic factors affecting the use of
natural resources and a wide range of values and interests. Increasing use of an ecosystems
approach to land and water management will require careful framing, consideration of governance
and working across different scales.
A project workshop was convened on 20th May 2010 to bring together Defra policy‐makers and
researchers, academics, managers, regulators and stakeholders with first‐hand experience and
knowledge of natural environment conflicts in their everyday work (discussed in the Final Project
Report that accompanies this Review). The key policy areas of concern that were highlighted at the
workshop were: the control and management of non‐native species, particularly birds and mammals;
multiple uses of the natural environment ‐ for recreation, farming and conservation; similarly,
conflicts over the competing uses of inland waterways ‐ for abstraction, recreation and conservation;
and, the implementation of European Directives for example, the Water Framework Directive,
including water quality and natural flood management. Other examples may be drawn from the
management of specific species, e.g. badgers, hen harriers, or sea eagles. For example, Young et al
(2009) offer a pilot review on managing conflicts affecting biodiversity, ecosystems and human well
being in a changing environment that focuses on one area. The multi‐functional uplands provide a
good example study (RELU, 2010b) in this area. Other policy areas that arose in the workshop and
relevant to this action are the management of non‐native species in England and Wales.
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3. Characteristics and Causes of Environmental Conflicts
3.1 Characteristics
Environmental conflicts are characterised by the interaction of ecological and societal complexity
(Wittmer et al., 2006; Carrs, n.d.). Even with considerable scientific knowledge, our understanding of
environmental systems remains uncertain, allowing for considerable scope for alternative
interpretations of cause, effect and probability in human‐environment interactions. In addition,
environmental conflicts are characterised by the presence of multiple stakeholders (Caton Campbell,
2003; Capitini et al., 2004; Dukes, 2004; Yasmi et al., 2006). For example, Prell et al., (2009) found
147 stakeholders falling into eight different groups in their studies of natural resource management
in the UK uplands. Moreover, those stakeholders may be spatially (from a different geographical
location) and temporally (future generations) remote from the site of a particular conflict situation
(Wittmer et al., 2006).
Environmental conflicts may be further characterised as:
•
•
•
•
•

Dynamic and enduring;
Including disagreement on the basic issues at stake;
Taking place with the knowledge of potentially irreversible environmental effects;
At the centre of debates between scientific and traditional/lay knowledge;
Underlain by unique values and worldviews (Daniels & Walker, 2001; Caton Campbell, 2003;
Capitini et al., 2004; Dukes, 2004)

The underlying complexity, combined with uncertain knowledge and differences in perception means
that environmental conflicts are often characterised by issues of morality: of right and wrong
(Peterson et al., 2002). Where there is no agreement amongst stakeholders on what is right and
what is wrong, this presents a policy problem which has been referred to as "wicked" (Nie, 2003;
McBeth & Shanahan, 2005; Gritten et al., 2009). Underlying moral differences between stakeholders
means that rarely are technical, scientific or economic solutions able to fully resolve "wicked" policy
problems (McBeth & Shanahan, 2005: 321‐325). For example, Box 3 (presented in Section 3.3.3)
describes the case of Bovine Tuberculosis (bTB). However, although there may not be a single
solution to such problems, as Jones et al (2005) point out, the conflict itself may be a tool to be used
towards achieving a more sustainable solution.

3.2 Causes
Environmental conflicts have been categorised in a number of ways. These include categories based
on the issues at stake, the conflict events, the nature of the environmental resource, the
stakeholders involved, and the principal stakeholder arguments (Cadoret, 2009: 158; Jones et al.,
2005). Jones et al., (2005) explore the structural factors: social, legal, economic and cultural that
may underpin biodiversity conflicts. However, as a means of tailoring appropriate management
solutions, conflicts are often categorised according to their causes (Nie, 2003). Environmental
conflicts are characterised as having a wide variety of potential causes (Yasmi et al., 2006: 544),
Although our understanding of those causes is still not complete (Barrow, 2010: 296). Nevertheless,
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a significant amount of literature has examined the underlying causes of conflict, the context‐specific
drivers of conflict, the triggers for conflict escalation and the inter‐relations between them.
The underlying, or 'root', causes of conflict are frequently divided into 'conflicts of interest' and
'conflicts of value', although this division has been expressed in various different terms.1 Conflicts of
interest concern the allocation, use or distribution of resources with tangible losses and gains,
whereas conflicts of value concern deep‐seated differences in personal values, beliefs and culture
(Daniels & Walker, 2001; Capitini et al., 2004). In addition, conflicts may be understood as mixed,
combining elements of both interest and value conflicts (Capitini et al., 2004). As well as underlying
differences associated with interests and values there are a range of social, economic, political and
environmental drivers that can lead to conflict (hereafter 'contextual drivers'). Whilst underlying
causes and contextual drivers might provide the breeding ground for what has been referred to as
'latent' conflict, the escalation of a 'manifest' conflict (Yasmi et al., 2006: 539, following Pondy, 1967)
requires a real, perceived or anticipated change in circumstances or context. This is referred to as a
'trigger' (Barrow, 2010: 296). The relationship between underlying cause, contextual drivers and
triggers is represented, with examples, in Figure 1 (below).
The distinction between latent and manifest conflicts recognises the dynamic nature of conflict and
the potential for self‐perpetuation (if it intensifies)2 or negative feedback (if the trigger goes away, or
some other change offsets it). There are certain components of conflict, for instance, that could be
presented as either drivers or consequences of conflict. Although not included in Figure 1, Nie (2003)
lists distrust as a cause of conflict in his typology but admits that it can also be considered a by‐
product of conflict and therefore plays a primary and 'vicious' (self‐perpetuating) role in conflict
scenarios. As an example, if we start with a shared resource (e.g. a fishery) (contextual driver) and
that resource becomes more scarce (trigger), then a conflict of interest between two different users
may follow. That conflict may have been preceded by deep‐seated underlying value differences
between the two users and this, in combination with the trigger, could result in greater mistrust
between the two users. Increased level of mistrust could subsequently worsen relations, make
future manifest conflict more likely, more severe, or both. Conversely, a change in contextual drivers
which removes the trigger (e.g. an increase in the quantity of the shared resource) could result in the
shift from a manifest back to a latent conflict and the subsequent suppression of the underlying
value difference. Alternatively, the original trigger may no longer be relevant but a manifest conflict
persists because of the emergence of new causes, or the deepening of value differences caused by
the original trigger.3
Typologies, such as that presented in Figure 1 facilitate the tailoring of conflict management
approaches by: i) helping us to appreciate the 'true' or hidden causes behind conflict; ii) guiding
which type of intervention to make according to the type of conflict, and; iii) knowing when to
intervene and tailoring that intervention to the relevant stage at which the conflict is at. Types of
intervention are discussed further in Section 3.3, whilst further consideration is given to the factors
determining the success of interventions in Section 3.5.

1 For instance Susskind & Cruikshank (1987) refer to distributional and constitutional causes, whilst Nie (2003) refers to primary
and secondary causes.
2 Peterson et al., (2002: 966) refer to "negative reinforcing mechanisms".
3 For recent contributions on the dynamics of conflict refer to Sidaway (2005), Yasmi et al. (2006), Cadoret (2009) and Barrow
(2010).
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Further real, perceived or
anticipated change in
context. OR a successful
management intervention

Contextual Drivers

•
•

TRIGGER
Real, perceived
or anticipated
change

Manifest
Conflict
- Of Values
- Of Interest

Escalation

e.g. Increased
resource
scarcity

Deepening

•
•

Environmental quality
Level of scarcity
Demographics
Political and policy
design
Institutional design
Level of scientific
understanding
Economic environment
Technology

•
•
•
•
•

Conflicting Interests

•
•
•
•

Shared resources
Access to resources
Over-use of resources
Inequitable distribution
Imbalances in power relations

Conflicting Values
Differences in ethical and religious belief
Differences in group or individual identity
Differences of worldview and morality
The sacred and spiritual importance of
place

Latent Conflict (Underlying Causes)
Figure 1. The underlying causes, drivers and triggers of environmental conflict.
Also showing feedback loops. Informed by Suman (2001); Bryan (2003); (Nie, 2003); Patterson et al., (2003); Fell (2008); Cadoret (2009); Zografos & Martinez-Alier,
(2009); and Barrow (2010).
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De-escalation

•
•
•
•

There is broad agreement in the literature on two counts relating to interventions in environmental
conflicts. The first is that conflicts of interest are more straightforward to resolve than conflicts of
value, since they may be resolved by compromise, redistribution, technological solutions or financial
compensation (Caton Campbell, 2003; McBeth & Shanahan, 2005; Persson, 2006; Cadoret, 2006).
The second is that more often than not, environmental conflicts are underlain by conflicts of value.
This suggests that resolution or management of environmental conflict may be typically
characterised as presenting "wicked" policy problems (Nie, 2003), or that many environmental
conflicts can be understood as "intractable". Intractable environmental conflicts are defined as
"long‐standing and highly resistant to resolution" (Davis & Lewicki, 2003: 200) and have been
identified as fuelled predominantly by fundamental conflict of values, morality or worldview (Caton
Campbell, 2003). Intractable conflicts may be further characterised by:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Imbalances of power;
High levels of hostility and rigid positions;
Complex, multiple and interlocking issues;
High stakes distributional issues;
Threats to individual or collective identities;
Being intense, messy and frustrating;
Polarisation between stakeholders;
Ambiguous organisational systems;
Destructive self‐perpetuation;
(Sources: Caton Campbell, 2003; Davis & Lewicki, 2003; Putnam et al., 2003).

There is less agreement in the literature, however, on the extent to which conflicts of value can be
overcome and whether collaborative, stakeholder approaches to management can ever succeed.
Sidaway (2005: 39), for instance, suggests that conflicts of value may ultimately be 'non‐negotiable'
since values, beliefs and moral perspectives are much more fixed and fundamentally divisive than
interests (Forester, 1999; Caton Campbell, 2003; McBeth & Shanahan, 2005; Persson, 2006; Cadoret,
2006). This tends to suggest that more traditional, legislative options are the only practical policy
response and accepts as almost inevitable that policy decisions will create winners and losers.
However, the insights from recent social science research contend that whilst conflicts of value may
be more difficult to address than conflicts of interest, they can nevertheless be addressed through
collaborative, stakeholder processes and, moreover, interventions that address underlying value
conflicts may lead to more stable and long‐term solutions (Gray & Putnam, 2003; Kyllonen et al.,
2006; Trainor, 2006; Beem, 2007). There is evidence in the literature of successful conflict
management through skilful facilitation even when very different values are involved, as illustrated
by the Marine Protected Network (Pound, 2009) and the New Forest National Park, discussed in Box
4 in Section 3.4.2 (Pound, personal communication).
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3.3 Types of Conflict Intervention
This section examines types of intervention in environmental conflict that differ from 'traditional'
policy interventions. 'Traditional' interventions are interpreted broadly as top‐down policy
interventions which address conflict situations through the imposition of legislation. Problems that
have a clear definition and a clear solution at the outset, or problems caused by violations of existing
legislation may be well‐suited to 'traditional' forms of intervention (Carpenter, 1999: 66). However,
as shown in the previous section, clear definitions and solutions are very rare characteristics of
environmental conflict. Kyllonen et al., (2006) differentiate between policy disagreements, policy
controversies and conflicts as follows:
•
•
•

Policy Disagreement ‐ Parties to the contention are able to resolve the questions at the heart
of their dispute by examining the facts of the situation – matters of fact
Policy Controversy ‐ Two or more parties contend over the right interpretation of knowledge
or over the choice of what type of knowledge to use – matters of opinion
Conflict ‐ 'An escalated policy controversy characterised by mutual distrust between actors' –
matters of opinion and mistrust (Kyllonen et al., 2006).

Based on this framework, traditional interventions might be appropriate to deal with policy
disagreements, whereas for more contested disputes over knowledge, morals and values traditional
approaches may trigger, or even exacerbate manifest conflicts. This may also be true for traditional
approaches that incorporate public or stakeholder consultation into decision‐making. Although it
may generate a "solution", it has been referred to as "constraining, lengthy, expensive, inconclusive"
and capable of reinforcing power imbalances (Capitini et al., 2004: 766). This section therefore
focuses on alternative approaches to policy controversies and conflicts. It is important to note that
approaches often labelled as "alternative" will usually form part of, and must therefore be
considered in relation to, a wider "complex and interdependent system of legal, legislative and
administrative processes" (Dukes, 2004: 193).
In order to assess conflict interventions this section distinguishes between formalised Alternative
Environmental Dispute Resolution techniques (ADR) deriving principally from the United States,
decision‐support tools or models, and approaches embedded within broader structures of
governance and longer‐term approaches to management. It must be emphasised that the three
approaches are not discrete. Indeed, decision support tools may be used in ADR, whilst ADR might
be a component of longer term management approaches. ADR and decision support tools tend to be
implemented following conflict escalation, whereas broader management approaches might be seen
as both reactionary and pre‐emptive in that they may be used to deal with manifest conflicts once
they have occurred, or they may be used to prevent latent conflicts from escalating.
These three approaches are outlined in the following sections. Consideration is given to the main
features of the different approaches and their applications. Wider discussion on the factors affecting
conflicts, and the contributors to successful management outcomes is reserved for Sections 3.4 and
3.5.
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3.3.1 Alternative (Environmental) Dispute Resolution and Associated Techniques
This body of approaches is perhaps best defined in terms of its geographical application and its
disciplinary tradition. Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) has been practiced largely in the United
States, since it was formally adopted by the US Environmental Protection Agency in 1981 and
legislated for under the requirements of the National Environmental Protection Act 1969 (NEPA)
(Bourdeaux et al., 2001; Emerson et al., 2009).
Alternative Dispute Resolution refers to "the resolution of disputes through non‐adversarial processes
with the assistance of an impartial third party" (US Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution,
www.ecr.gov, viewed September, 2010). As such, this broad definition incorporates an array of
approaches and there has been a certain degree of terminological shift over the last 10 years.4 The
emergence of the term Environmental Conflict Resolution (ECR) could be viewed as a broadening of
the focus of such approaches to include more collaborative and participatory stakeholder
approaches (detailed in Section 3.3) which may not involve a neutral third party intervention (Dukes,
2004; examples of application include Capitini et al., 2004; Striegnitz, 2006). However, the role of the
neutral and impartial third party in such approaches has continued to be stressed as a defining
feature in recent articles published by practitioners and scholars (Emerson et al., 2004; Orr et al.,
2008; Emerson et al., 2009), and the dropping of the "alternative" tag might represent more that ECR
is now seen as an adjunct to, rather than an alternative to, existing administrative and judicial
processes (Emerson et al., 2004). Moreover, the narrow and formal origins of these approaches
continue to be recognisable by the use of legal terminology such as "settlement" (e.g. Andrew, 2001)
and their continuing focus on final resolutions.
Table 1 below outlines the main features of a number of such approaches but given the shifting
terminology and the broadness of the definitions used there is considerable overlap in the types of
approach described in the literature.

4

Had the literature review extended beyond a 10 year time frame it is expected that a significant amount more
literature on ADR would have emerged.
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Table 1. ADR and Associated Processes
Name
Alternative Dispute
Resolution (ADR)

Features
"A negotiation tool through which third‐party neutral facilitators and
mediators... are called upon to aid parties' attempts to resolve disputes"
(O'Leary & Summers Raines, 2001: 683)
Has face‐to‐face meetings between stakeholders at its centre (Bourdeaux
et al., 2001)
Five principal elements in relation to environmental disputes:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Negotiation

Mediation

Environmental Conflict
Resolution (ECR)

Arbitration

Mediated Final Offer
Arbitration

the parties agree to participate in the process
the parties or their representatives directly participate
a third‐party mediator helps the parties reach agreement, but has no
authority to impose a solution
the parties must be able to agree on the outcome
any participant may withdraw and seek a resolution elsewhere (O'Leary
et al., 1999)

"A process whereby two or more parties attempt to settle what each shall
give and take, or perform and receive in a transaction between them"
(Van Veen et al., 2003: 91)
"Mediation is the intervention of an impartial and neutral third party, who
has no decision‐making power, into a dispute or negotiation to assist
contending parties in reaching a mutually acceptable settlement of issues
in dispute" (Striegnitz, 2006: 26, citing Moore, 1983)
Third‐party assisted deliberations over environmental issues among
affected parties, intended to arrive at the best possible mutually
beneficial outcomes. Facilitators or mediators bring impartiality and
independence. (Emerson et al., 2009)
Versus, a broader interpretation:
Includes "direct, face‐to‐face discussions; deliberation intended to
enhance participants' mutual education and understanding; inclusion of
multiple sectors representing diverse and often conflicting perspectives;
openness and flexibility of process; and consensus or some variation
other than unilateral decision‐making as the basis for agreements. ECR
may or may not include a third‐party mediator or facilitator" (Dukes,
2004: 192)
Used in settings of broad or deep disagreement, settings which are
beginning to escalate, or situations already characterised by impasse.
Also has been used for policy development, planning and complex
regulatory negotiation (Emerson et al 2009; Orr et al 2008)
The various parties make their case and the agency decision‐maker
weighs up the information and crafts a compromise. Tends to drive
parties apart. (Daniels & Walker, 2001)
Eliminates the splitting the difference approach of conventional
arbitration. Each disputant presents a proposed resolution and the
arbitrator chooses the fairest out of the two. This encourages both sides
to be more reasonable in their offer, rather than more extreme. Can be
applied in situations with little or no collaborative potential and within
limited timeframes (Daniels, 2009).
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3.3.2 Decision Support Tools and Models
This section outlines a suite of approaches, tools and models used to facilitate decision‐making in
conflict situations. They typically comprise at least one element of quantification and attempt to
illustrate or amalgamate the different interests and values of the stakeholders who are party to the
conflict. Currently, there is no single decision‐support method that is widely accepted for making
group decisions in the management of natural resources and the environment (Regan et al., 2006).
There are many possible instruments available, and many of them may be combined (Wittmer et al.,
2006).
Table 2 provides a brief overview of some of these approaches. Multi‐Criteria Analysis or Evaluation
(MCA or MCE) features in various forms within the literature and, as shown in the table, is often
combined with other approaches such as spatial planning. A persistent problem with MCA is that the
criteria selected are critical in determining the outcome of a decision, and there remains debate as to
how to justify one set of decision criteria over another (Fleisher Trainor, 2006: 5). Some of the
approaches aim to produce decisions themselves, whereas others focus more on providing insights
to the motivations, interests and values of stakeholders to inform a wider conflict management
process.

18

Table 2. Decision‐Support Methods for Environmental Conflicts
Approach
Multi‐Criteria Analysis
or Evaluation
(MCA/MCE)
Trade‐Off Analysis

Physical‐Ecological‐
Social System
Modelling (PHES)
Marine Spatial
Planning

Ethical Analysis

Rapid Stakeholder and
Conflict Assessment

Cultural Consensus
Analysis

Consensus
Convergence Model

Stakeholder Profiling

Description
Assesses the acceptability of a range of
different management options by
quantifying and weighting the views of
stakeholders
Based on MCA but rather than presenting
pre‐defined criteria to stakeholders,
stakeholders are integral to identifying
and weighting the criteria to be evaluated
Participatory generation of qualitative
ecosystem models to discuss ecosystem
management. Consensus is not required.
Analyzing and allocating parts of three‐
dimensional marine spaces to specific
uses, to achieve ecological, economic, and
social objectives
Tool to map and understand the
conflicting parties' interests, values and
principles. Does not aim at finding a
compromise, but helps stakeholders
understand their own and other
stakeholders' values and interests.
Activity aimed at preparing facilitators of
participatory inquiry and decision‐making
processes by providing them with a way to
obtain an in‐depth understanding of the
conflict situation and its stakeholders.
Integrates stakeholder analysis, conflict
assessment, soft systems thinking and
critical systems thinking
Aims to better characterise variation in
environmental beliefs across various
stakeholder groups that will help in
facilitating an understanding of common
and contrasting conceptions and values
Mathematical model that uses
philosophical foundations in consensus
building to aggregate group members'
values in a way that guarantees
convergence towards a single consensual
value that summarizes the group position.
Does not require that all members of the
group reach agreement.
A means of understanding the common
value‐based perceptions embraced by the
participating dispute groups or parties and
their sub‐groups. Developed by analysing
the value frames held by stakeholders.
Facilitates the integration of diverse
stakeholder views into policy dialogue.
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Example Applications
Conflict between grouse
management and raptor
conservation, Scotland
(Redpath et al., 2004)
Management of Marine
Protected Areas (Brown et al.,
2001)
Wetland ecosystem
management (Delgado et al.,
2009)
Marine Spatial Planning in the
North Sea (Douvere, 2008;
Douvere & Ehler, 2009)
Intractable forestry conflict,
Finland (Gritten et al., 2009)

Buffer zone management in
the coastal wetlands of
Vietnam (Hjortso et al., 2005)

Conflicts between recreational
and commercial fishermen,
North Carolina (Johnson &
Griffith, 2010)
Urban open space
management, California
(Regan et al., 2006)

National, regional and local
level environmental disputes
in Israel (Shmueli & Ben Gal,
2005)

Mixed approaches:

Multi‐criteria evaluation/Analysis
combined with spatial planning or land
use assessment

Designing National Parks
(Bojorquez‐Tapia et al., 2004)
Identifying potential conflicts
in offshore oil and gas
exploration (Brody et al., 2006)

Multi‐criteria Evaluation/Analysis with
Cost‐Benefit Analysis
Multi‐Criteria Evaluation/Analysis with
participatory and deliberative approaches

Zoning Marine Protected
Areas (Davos et al., 2007; Villa
et al., 2002)
Water allocation conflict,
Spree River Basin, Germany
(Messner et al., 2006)
Review of numerous
environmental conflicts
Rauschmayer & Wittmer
(2006) Stagl (2006)

In a recent review of literature on merging methods for Sustainability Evaluation and Appraisal, Stagl
(2006) presents a number of case studies to illustrate the ways in which mixed approaches can be
used in developing environmental policy making. Stagl’s review is not aimed specifically at conflict
management but many of the techniques outlined are relevant to conflict management.
Box 1. Social Multicriteria Evaluation
Social Multicriteria evaluation uses multicriteria analysis with participatory techniques to aid
decision making in policy. The following example is a case study taken from Stagl (2006: 25)
Water management in Spain
As part of the ADVISOR project, Moral et al. (2006) study and evaluate alternative policies for
improving the water supply for the Costa del Sol (Spain). They applied social multicriteria evaluation
as an implementation of integrated evaluation and participation objectives of the Water Framework
Directive. Eight policy options were evaluated against eleven socioeconomic and environmental
criteria. To understand the problem and the context, the research team combined in‐depth
interviews, questionnaires and observation at open meetings, with analysis of secondary material.
The interviews and questionnaires were also used to identify policy options and criteria. On the basis
of technical information and an opinion poll conducted to evaluate the ‘degree of social acceptance’
criterion, the impact matrix was completed. As in the previous social multicriteria evaluation studies,
NAIADE was use to calculate the ranking and well as a dendrogram of stakeholder coalitions.
The results showed that the demand‐management options were the highest scoring ones. At the
end a focus group meeting brought together the participating stakeholders to review the results; in
this case the inclusion of new policy options was suggested, which were then assessed against the
same criteria and the ranking was reviewed again. The research team considered the Costa del Sol
social multicriteria evaluation as a successful mutual learning experience for the participating
stakeholders and the research team. In their view, the process also contributed to the clarification of
conflicts and the creation of conditions necessary to construct a more permanent dialogue process
among the stakeholders involved and to work towards a resolution.
Source: http://ecoman.dcea.fct.unl.pt/projects/advisor
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3.3.3. Approaches embedded in wider governance structures and long‐term management
processes
This section outlines approaches that have been highlighted in the literature as having potential for
the management of environmental conflicts, even though conflict resolution is not generally their
primary aim. Instead, they represent wider (participatory) governance structures and longer term
approaches to management. For example, Reed (2008) reviews the literature on stakeholder
participation in environmental management noting that early participation in decision making may
be more holistic, take account of the complexity of the situation and therefore can produce social
learning, understanding of others’ views and greater legitimacy in decision making. However, he also
notes that participation can compound the existence of non‐negotiable positions and give
participants little power of influence (See Kothari, 2001). His conclusion is highly significant for the
management of conflict as he argues that the quality of outcome depends upon the quality of the
process, and that, a ‘tool kit’ approach is unlikely to work. Fish (2010) notes that:
‘A participatory approach cannot be expected to resolve fundamental conflicts in the
management of natural resources and their services. It is about recognising, rather than
concealing or ignoring the contested nature of many environmental decisions’ (2010: 9)
Such participatory approaches might not, therefore, be introduced to deal with a manifest
environmental conflict but the working relations between stakeholders that such approaches
incorporate may facilitate both the resolution of conflicts and their prevention in the first place. One
illustration of this type of preventative approach is found on the Best of Both Worlds website (see
Box 2 below).
Box 2. Best of Both Worlds
The site, sponsored by The Sport and Recreation Alliance, Countryside Council for Wales and
Natural England, addresses the issues of conserving the countryside whilst being able to use it for
recreation. It describes itself in the following terms, offering visitors to the site, whether
individuals or people wanting to organise events in the countryside:
“…a management approach which helps increase opportunities for the responsible pursuit of
adventure activities, outdoor sports and recreation, such as canoeing, cycling, walking and
climbing. At the same time it is committed to conservation of the sensitive environments in which
they take place – the nature conservation interests, cultural heritage and landscapes we value.
The approach:
• Aims to improve understanding and knowledge of those using and managing the
countryside so that they have greater awareness of each other’s objectives and
responsibilities (many of which are often shared)
• Favours consensus building through negotiations and discussions to resolve problems
• Assumes difficulties between those who mange land and those who want to have
responsible access to it can be overcome without restrictions
• Promotes use of tools like good environmental practice, management agreements and
consents or systems making use of permit arrangements”.
The site offers examples through case studies, forms of agreement that participants may pursue
and links to further information
Source: http://www.bobw.co.uk/Default.aspx?page=home
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Pond (2009) provides an overview of 27 studies worldwide that have looked at good practice in
stakeholder engagement, conservation planning, protected areas designation and marine spatial
planning. This section provides a brief description of the approaches that have been referred to in
the literature from a conflict management perspective, summarised in Table 3. Table 3 also includes
Social Impact Assessment, which, although not strictly a longer term management approach, is
relevant here in that its use as a pre‐emptive/predictive/preventative conflict management tool has
been highlighted.
Table 3. Longer Term Participatory Management Approaches with Conflict Management Applications

Approach

Description

Example Applications

Co‐Management

The sharing of management decisions
between centralised government agencies
and user groups

Fisheries management (Castro
& Nielsen, 2001; Kearney, 2002;
Beem, 2007; Pomeroy et al.,
2007; Bruckmeier & Hoj Larsen
2008)

Although co‐management arrangements
may impose restrictions on natural
resource use, their chief purpose may not
be resource conservation

Community Forestry

Collaborative
Institutions/Planning

Ecosystem Approach

Social Impact
Assessment

Designed to maximise the benefits of
forest values to a different and usually
wider range of stakeholders while
simultaneously serving as mechanisms to
reduce conflict
Institutions designed to resolve conflict
and facilitate cooperation between the
diverse stakeholders for a particular
environmental resource or issue.
Characterised by inclusive participation,
specialised rules, consensual decision‐
making, voluntary implementation, civic
community and adaptive management
A framework for looking at whole eco‐
systems in decision‐making processes.
Incorporates adaptive management,
ecological monitoring and modelling,
awareness of historical perspective,
stakeholder participation, and
development of program indicators.
The 'process of assessing, predicting and
managing the intended and unintended
social consequences, both positive and
negative, of planned interventions and any
social change processes caused by those
interventions' (Sairinen et al., 2010: 289,
following Vanclay, 2003)

Forestry and hunting rights
(Castro & Nielsen, 2001)
River Basin Management
(Sneddon, 2002)
Forestry (Skutsch, 2000; Barli et
al. 2006; Bullock & Hanna 2008)

US National Estuaries Program
(Lubell, 2004)
Watershed management
(Imperial & Kauneckis, 2003)
Land and resource planning
(Frame et al., 2004)
Coastal Zone Management
(Forst, 2009)
Reed et al (2010)

Planning and policy
interventions (Barrow, 2010;
Sairinen et al., 2010)
Hydro‐power development
(Karjalainen & Jarviksoki, 2010)
Regional forest policy, Finland
(Hiedanpaa, 2005)
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Box 3. Moray Firth Seal Management Plan (MFSMP)
The conflict: direct and indirect costs to the Atlantic salmon fisheries caused by increasing numbers of
protected harbour and grey seals
The approach: adaptive co‐management
The Moray Firth covers an area of over 5000 sq. km off north‐east Scotland. It is an important sea
fishery and supports salmon and sea trout fisheries as well as marine wildlife tourism. SACs were
established in six of the rivers flowing into the Firth in 1999 and for harbour seals in Dornach Firth (in
the north‐west of Moray) in 2000. Harbour and grey seals are listed in Annex II of the Habitats Directive
and calls for a cull to protect incomes from fishing have been rejected by the government. A model of
adaptive co‐management was piloted in the area in 2005.
The MFSMP brought together representatives from the Scottish Government, 12 district salmon
fisheries boards, Scottish Natural Heritage and the tourism industry. The plan involved targeting
problem seals in rivers and netting stations that could be shot by trained marksmen. The plan is
reviewed annually and the numbers of seals shot has been reduced by 60%. The pilot was regarded as
a success and the model applied nationally to manage seal‐fishery conflict. The model will continue to
come under review and results from further research on non‐lethal methods may be incorporated.
Academic review of the initiative in the Moray Firth by questionnaires sent to nets‐men and others
concerned with game angling is described in this paper. Stakeholder perceptions, apart from
government, were found to be largely inconsistent with the principles of the adaptive co‐management
plan
Lessons identified:
• Communication needs to be with a broader body of stakeholders rather than just at the level
of chair, owners and managers of fisheries
• Participation by local stakeholders is an important pre‐requisite for success and their
engagement needs to be increased
• The efficacy of non‐lethal deterrents should be communicated to stakeholders
• All stakeholders should be provided with education on seal ecology not just a selected few.
• Long term success is more likely if owners, ghillies, anglers and netsmen are included
Source: Butler et al., 2010.
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3.4 Key Social Science Issues in Conflict Management
This section looks at the importance of values, identity, communication, framing, trust, third party
intervention, scale and context for conflict situations in a variety of ways. It examines how these
issues have been interpreted in the social science literature and examines the interplay between
them. The central importance of these issues means that they can represent both barriers and
opportunities for conflict management, and in the following sub‐sections examples are provided of
how these issues may have caused a conflict, led to its worsening, or facilitated its resolution.
3.4.1 Values and Identity
As outlined in Section 3.2, environmental conflicts are often underlain by conflicts of value and it is
widely acknowledged that this characteristic poses particular management difficulties. Indeed, some
argue that deep differences in value make certain conflicts non‐negotiable or unsuited to mediated
dispute resolution processes (Caton Campbell, 2003; Sidaway, 2005). However, there is a
predominant theme in the social science literature that values should not only be interpreted as
barriers to conflict management, but as opportunities for management too. The argument being
that the importance of values in environmental disputes has often been overlooked in the past
(Capitini et al., 2004), and that addressing value differences may lead to more stable and lasting
outcomes. These interpretations are based on the idea that values are not fixed entities, can be used
and negotiated in conflict deliberations and therefore offer opportunities for resolution outside
arbitrative processes (Fleisher Trainor, 2006). A more pragmatic approach is suggested by Forester
(1999). Forester argues that value irreconcilability can be a real outcome of conflict management
approaches – i.e. despite efforts to change matters value differences remain fundamentally at odds
(and therefore favour the use of arbitration), but it should not be presumed before alternatives have
been fully explored (Forester, 1999: 479).
Value conflicts are especially acute when values or identities are associated with the environmental
resource in question (Davis & Lewicki, 2003). This might be in terms of human interactions with the
environment or with aspects of the environment that are of symbolic value.
In terms of human interaction, for instance, many groups maintain that their job (e.g. fishermen,
farmers) is not just a livelihood but a way of life and part of who they are. Therefore any threat to
them carrying out their job, in a way they perceive to be appropriate, is seen as a direct threat to
their identity and will be opposed. Moreover, when different groups value the same resource
differently then particularly embedded conflicts may follow. For instance, Peterson et al., (2002)
show how a conflict over the Florida Key deer is underlain by a difference in value of how the
environment should be managed: stewardship values versus property rights values. The former
places value on man’s role as protectors of the environment, whereas the latter places value on the
rights of the individual to manage privately owned property as they choose to do so. Environmental
‘symbols’ are also associated with values and identity. Nie (2003), for instance, shows how the wolf
and grizzly bear symbolise notions and values of ‘wilderness’, which are in turn important
components of many North Americans’ sense of identity. It is in situations such as this where it
becomes clear how most environmental disputes do not involve conflict between people and the
environment per se, but between different types of value held by different groups of people (Fleisher
Trainor, 2006).
A social science perspective recognises that values and identities can change through the course of a
conflict situation, and it is these changes that are central to understanding how conflicts can escalate
or be resolved over the course of time. For instance, identities may be forged through the conflict
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process itself, with the assigning of designations such as “victims” or “environmental champions”
which attaches moral significance to different groups and can deepen the divide between them
(Gray, 2004; Suryanata & Unemoto, 2005). The dynamic and plural nature of values and identities,
however, also offers potential solutions for conflict management (Fleisher Trainor, 2006). This might
emerge through processes which seek to find shared values, or to forge common identities (Johnson
& Griffith, 2010). Beneath the surface of the polarising values and identities that are used during
conflict negotiations there may be a range of alternative values and identities which different groups
may be able to share or agree on. To better understand these opportunities much of the recent
literature has looked at how conflicts, and aspects of conflicts, are “framed”. This is outlined further
in the following section.
3.4.2 Communication and Framing
It is widely recognised that improving communication between conflicting parties is an essential
component of conflict management and that communication breakdown or failure can make the
conflict worse (Poirier Elliot, 1999; Bourdeaux et al., 2001; Peterson et al., 2002; Bullock & Hanna,
2008; Bergseng & Vatn, 2009). In this section communication is examined in terms of:
i)

Communication between policy‐makers/evidence providers (e.g. scientists) and the
parties to a conflict;

ii) Communication between the different parties to a conflict;
iii) Communication between the parties to a conflict and a wider audience (e.g. the general
public informed through the media).
Important to all of these communication flows and for understanding communication barriers and
opportunities is the issue of “framing” (Peuhkuri, 2002; Davis & Lewicki, 2003; Gray & Putnam, 2003;
Lewicki et al., 2003; Nie, 2003; Putnam et al., 2003; Persson, 2006; Shmueli & Ben‐Gal, 2003;
Vraneski & Richter, 2003; Gray, 2004; McBeth & Shanahan, 2004; Harrison, 2006; Kyllonen et al.,
2006; Yasmi et al., 2006; Foote et al., 2007; Brummans et al., 2008; Shmueli 2008; Shriver & Peaden,
2009; Fischer & Marshall, 2010). Framing refers to the different ways that a situation or issue can be
defined in order to make it understandable, or to support a particular argument. More specifically,
Davis & Lewicki define framing as:
Focusing, shaping, and organizing the world around us. It is about making sense of a
set of undifferentiated events and defining them in terms that are meaningful to us. It
is about defining the reality around us by selecting some elements as central and
essential and others as peripheral or “background” (Davis & Lewicki, 2003: 200).
Frames often play an important role in conflict situations by simplifying issues and grouping certain
people together and driving others apart. Moreover, frames represent the substance of
communication in conflicts as different groups define issues and their positions differently and in
opposition to one another (Brummans et al., 2008). The three types of communication outlined
above are now examined briefly in turn. Further elaboration on framing, and the barriers and
opportunities this represents are presented in the second and third section.
i. Communication between policy‐makers/evidence providers and the parties to a dispute
Sairinen et al. (2010: 6), in examining different interactions between government and stakeholders,
distinguish between “communication to explain” and “communication as mutual learning”. The
former suggests the top‐down communication of an official or government position and

25

interpretation of scientific evidence. The latter, on the other hand, provides a medium for more
open two‐way communication, empowers stakeholder groups and recognises and allows for
different interpretations of scientific evidence (Persson, 2006; Peuhkuri, 2002). Sairinen et al., (2010)
point out that there is a general move towards communication as mutual learning, and this move
facilitates conflicts which incorporate mistrust of government actors and real or perceived power
differences between actors. Communication to explain, on the other hand, may exacerbate a conflict
situation by turning it into an issue of power, and appearing to privilege certain forms of knowledge
over others, without first providing a means of discussing alternatives. Persson (2006) points out
that even public consultation can be viewed as a one‐way process, since it is often undertaken once a
decision has already been made.
In their study of Wildlife Management and Non‐native Species, Creative Research (2009) point to the
low public awareness of the implications of the spread of non‐native species for the environment
and biodiversity and they argue for the importance of transparency and the provision of information
before conflicts arise.
ii. Communication between the different parties to a dispute
Communication between the parties to a dispute has been widely addressed in the literature in
terms of framing. Issues of framing can be seen to exacerbate conflict situations, and to present
opportunities for resolution. The exacerbation of conflicts through framing in the media will be
examined in the following section. Therefore this section looks at how framing may be used as a
conflict management device and to offer solutions to conflicts.
Davis & Lewicki (2003) identify seven different types of frame that are apparent during
environmental conflicts. The most significant of these are:
•

Identity Frames – how individuals define who they are and the social groups they attach
themselves to. Identities are often set up in opposition to another group which creates a
boundary between different parties to a dispute.

•

Characterisation frames – how individuals define the other groups in the conflict.

•

Conflict management frames – how individuals define and understand the nature of the
conflict issue and the management approach.

Put simply, frames are the definitions used to describe (amongst other things) one’s own position,
the position of others, and the conflict situation itself. The important point to remember is that
definitions differ between different groups and individuals, representing differences in
interpretation, understandings and interests. Importantly, Davis & Lewicki (2003) further recognise
that frames can change, and it is this characteristic which offers opportunities for conflict resolution
through the process of reframing or frame broadening (Davis & Lewicki, 2003; Gray, 2004; Kyllonen
et al., 2006). This process brings the parties together and helps them to communicate the underlying
roots of their respective positions and to seek frames that they can agree upon (Shmueli, 2008).
Gray and Putnam (2003) show how a process of reframing between loggers and environmentalists in
the Quincy Library Group, led to improved relations and provided potential for consensus. The
reframing occurred, they argue, following a change in the wider conflict context (illustrating the
importance of contextual conflict drivers and conflict dynamics) and the fact that the disputants
came to face a common crisis. Their previous dispute over the Californian Spotted Owl changed
when the Forest Service placed strong restrictions on timber harvesting as they feared that the Owl

26

would be listed as endangered if they didn’t act. This led to a mobilisation of the loggers who saw
the limitations as unjust and as negatively affecting their livelihoods. During this process the Forest
Service was seen as inept by both loggers and environmentalists and they began to forge identity
links in opposition to a common enemy in the shape of the Forest Service. This paved the way for a
shift from struggle, sabotage and violence frames to ‘joint problem solving frames’ and opened the
door for the development of a consensus solution (Gray & Putnam, 2003: 242). An example of this is
illustrated in Box 4.
Box 4. New Forest National Park

The conflict:
The New Forest National Park Authority (NPA) put a policy into their draft management plan saying that
recreational horse keeping would only be permitted when it could be demonstrated that horse keeping
did not cause erosion, affect the landscape and nature conservation interests or lead to loss of
agricultural land. Horse keepers felt that they would be unable to prove all this and feared they would
have to sell or put down their horses, vets thought the policy could reduce animal welfare and local
horse related businesses were concerned about loss of business. In reaction the Forest Uprising Group
(FUG) was set up by four people but soon had the support of about 6000, media attention from
Countryfile and the broadsheets and became a force to be reckoned with. The British National Party
wanted to become involved. Fearing unrest there was a police presence at FUG meetings and rallies.
The NPA had thought that they were just taking forward a local policy that had been written in previous
local plans for the area. They were bewildered by the animosity. The NPA faced growing hostility,
received direct threats and negative media attention. Initial steps taken by NPA staff to address these
concerns seemed only to escalate the situation. The police became involved on behalf of the NPA when
anonymous threats were made to NPA personnel.
The approach: Professional independent mediation and stakeholder dialogue
The NPA brought in a professional independent third party, Dialogue Matters (DM), who were skilled in
stakeholder dialogue and consensus building. DM first took a mediation approach meeting with each
side independently and as a result both sides agreed to take part in a process of facilitated workshops
which involved 34 key stakeholders. It was agreed that the policy that had triggered the tension was
poorly worded but it had also been misunderstood by some as a blanket policy when it was a land use
change planning policy. The workshop participants agreed a series of key actions: to set up an Equine
Form to improve communication and take positive action, identify the contribution of horse keeping to
the local economy, the policy would be re‐worded and clarified and FUG would suspend its campaign.
Lessons identified:
• Even with strongly expressed conflict it is possible to find common ground and change the way
they start to work together
• The presence of an experienced third party can draw on a range of methods and techniques to
help people find a mutually acceptable way forward
• Mediation is sometimes needed prior to bringing parties together
• Early and positive engagement would have mitigated against the conflict, taken less resources
and avoided delays in producing the statutory NPA plan
Source: Case Study provided by Diana Pound, Dialogue Matters.

iii. Communication between the parties to a conflict and a wider audience
Whilst reframing provides conflict management opportunities, framing can often lead to the
polarisation of positions and the deepening of differences between the different parties to a conflict.
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In matters of public interest, this process is facilitated, or by the media and the way in which the
conflict is portrayed to a wider audience as a story for consumption.
Vraneski & Richter (2003: 254) point out that the media has an important and positive role to play in
publicising social environmental justice issues. However, they also point out that the media often
perpetuate and strengthen adversarial patterns between conflicting groups (also Peterson et al.,
2002; Nie, 2003; McBeth & Shanahan, 2004; Smith, 2006; Gritten et al., 2009). Both the parties to a
dispute, and the media themselves, use particularly confrontational frames in order to get
themselves heard (in the case of the parties) and to make a good story (in the case of the media).
Nie (2003) argues that the media focus on how conflicts are playing politically, portraying who is
‘winning’ and who is ‘losing’ at a particular moment in time. They also dramatise conflicts by
selecting extremely held positions and opinions for publication. This encourages different ‘sides’ to a
dispute to be more extreme in order to get their voices heard. As Karlberg (1997: 25, cited in Nie,
2003: 326) puts it, ‘extremism becomes a ticket for admission to the public sphere’.
In this way the media can play a very active and negative role in the dynamics of a conflict situation
by simplifying and stylising the issues, deepening the divide between parties, and reducing the scope
for finding shared values and common ground (see Box 5 below) (Vraneski & Richter, 2003: 245;
McBeth & Shanahan, 2004: 328; Nie; 2003: 326).
Similarly, in the Case of the Northern Spotted Owl conflict in the Pacific Northwest of the United
States. Nie (2003) shows how different parties ‘vilified’ their opponents and ‘ennobled’ themselves
through the selective reframing of the debate, by holding that the science supports their claim, by
pinning their arguments to issues of morality and the common good and through the use of
simplifying and divisive slogans such as ‘owls versus man’. Through this process of framing, the goal
of the parties was not to communicate with one another – as would be appropriate at efforts to seek
solutions – but to appeal to the public and political decision‐makers. It resulted in a tit‐for‐tat
confrontation which deepened the dispute, had a spiralling effect, and would hinder any future
efforts at reconciliation by virtue of the negativity and hostility that such an approach invokes.
The medium through which communication between parties takes place strongly influences the
building or deterioration of trust. If the only communication between parties is through adversarial
frames purported in the media then distrust and animosity are likely to grow. Typically, mediated
conflict management approaches place value on face‐face communication, where mutual
understanding and the building of trust may be encouraged. However, many disputes that are
subject to conflict management may also be portrayed in the media, meaning there may be a
constant battle between the efforts to positively reframe a conflict through the negotiations
between parties, and the inevitably polarising frames that are salient within media communications.
The following section further examines the role of trust and distrust in conflict situations.
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Box 5. Bovine Tuberculosis (bTB) and badgers

The conflict:
There has been an increase in the number of herds affected and the spread of infection of bTB in the UK.
This has implications for productivity, the welfare of animals, international trade agreements, farmers’
mental health and public expenditure.
The approach:
Discussion of bTB control has been dominated by a debate on the role of badgers following the
discovery that both cattle‐to‐cattle and badger‐to‐cattle transmission play a role in the spread of bTB.
The most recent activity undertaken by the Coalition government is a consultation on a science‐led
policy of badger control in areas with high levels of bTb.
Scientific evidence suggests that large scale culling of badgers may reduce the spread of the disease but
there is significant argument over the science: the relative importance of badgers to infection in any
particular herd; the effects of reactive culling in limited areas which may spread the disease to adjoining
areas; and the Independent Science Group has determined that even widespread culling would not
remove bTB completely. Although there are strong arguments for bTB control culling is very
controversial. Badgers are strongly associated with positive attributes in British culture and represent
one of the few remaining large mammals in the wild in Britain. The arguments have been exacerbated
and politicised further by the media which has tended to polarise the debate. The situation is a classic
example of a ‘wicked’ problem and one in which earlier attempts at creating consensus has failed.
Lessons identified:
•

Science plays an important role in the debate but it is complex and incomplete, and policy
decisions will have to be made against this background. Reference to science as ‘fact’ will not
work.

•

It will therefore be necessary to communicate decisions clearly taking on board the complex
nature of the science, with reference to alternative methods of control and to agriculture and
the environment more widely.

•

Policies will need to be flexible and respond to new evidence as it emerges. For example, the
results of the widespread culling of badgers in Wales, and the possibility of vaccination in the
future.

•

Reduction of public expenditure on bTB in the medium term and the possibility of cost sharing
to act as an incentive to farmers to adopt higher standards of biosecurity on the farm.

Source: Medley, 2010
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3.4.3 Trust
Trust is widely identified as crucial in conflict management and resolution (Caton Campbell, 2003;
Dukes, 2004; Emerson et al., 2009). Caton Campbell (2003: 366), for instance, reports on a
Consensus Building Institute Survey in the United States which presented findings from a survey of
100 multiparty land disputes. The survey revealed that conflict resolution practitioners and parties
to conflicts identified personal relation issues such as mistrust as representing the greatest challenge
to the settlement of environmental disputes.
As with communication, outlined above, issues of trust are not just relevant between the parties to a
dispute, but also with government agencies, decision‐makers and scientific or expert providers of
evidence. Beierle & Konisky (2000) indicate that a lack of trust in government institutions can pose a
serious problem for environmental conflict resolution efforts. Moreover, Bullock & Hanna (2003)
suggest that distrust of the institutional system can lead to prolonged management difficulties since
it is often associated with intense emotions which become embedded in the decision‐making
processes themselves. Issues of trust have also been associated with scientific evidence or
information providers by Carolan & Bell (2003). Lay actors may mistrust scientific knowledge if they
are sceptical of the motives, interests and values of those providing it (Peuhkuri, 2002). If scientific
evidence is seen as subjective, then which evidence a person chooses to accept as the ‘truth’, and to
act upon accordingly, is strongly dependent upon the level of trust placed in the provider of that
evidence (Carolan & Bell, 2003). Conflict management efforts that have aimed to redress the issue of
governmental and scientific mistrust, therefore, have sought to achieve greater public involvement in
decision‐making (Beierle & Konisky, 2000) and to promote ‘trust‐frames’ which represent support for
a particular management option in light of the fact the person or organisation suggesting that option
is trusted (Elliot & Kaufman, 2003).
As noted in Section 3.2, trust can play an important role in conflict dynamics, with significant knock‐
on consequences for how the conflict situation plays out. Given the central importance of trust, the
development of mistrust can lead to a ‘vicious circle’ and hinder subsequent management efforts
(Nie, 2003). Equally, however, where trust is built up, this can have a very positive and lasting impact
on management arrangements – leading instead to a ‘virtuous circle’ which facilitates future efforts
(Imperial & Kauneckis, 2003: 1048). The critical nature of trust and personal relations between
parties strongly influences how conflict management should be approached. Dealing with trust
issues, for instance, cannot be resolved by addressing knowledge differences and conflicts over the
distribution of resources alone (Kyllonen et al., 2006). This is demonstrated by Redpath et al. (2002)
in relation to raptor and grouse management in Scotland. They show that despite there being
potential agreement on management options between raptor conservationists and grouse managers
a lack of trust was still preventing the implementation of the potential solutions. The use of a
computer‐aided modelling approach however, went some way to reducing mistrust by providing a
neutral framework over which options could be deliberated (Redpath et al., 2002: 358).
In order to build trust, experience from applied conflict management examples support the need for
long term efforts to build and maintain working relationships between parties (Carpenter, 1999;
Dukes, 2004). This is facilitated along two lines. Firstly, it is deemed important to create ‘fair and
equal rights of participation’ (Kyllonen et al., 2006: 715). Secondly interactions should be face to face
and include informal opportunities for the parties to get to know one another; such as meals
together and the sharing of stories (Carrs, n.d.; Carpenter, 1999; Imperial & Kauneckis, 2003). In a
conflict over water extraction from Lake Tahoe in Nevada, Imperial & Kauneckis (2003) show how
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trust developed through: informal arrangements; repeated interactions, and; the development of
social capital. They also showed how trust facilitates communication and the relationship and faith
that people have in evidence:
‘In some cases, informal lunch meetings created trust. In others, trust emerged out of
repeated interactions at formal meetings ... Whether the result of formal or informal
interactions, this "social capital" is important. It facilitates cooperative efforts
because people have a preference for transacting with familiar individuals and
organisations. Shared norms and trust lower transaction costs by promoting smooth
and efficient resource exchanges because participants are more likely to make
commitments when they do not fear being taken advantage of by a trusted
organization. Relationships based on trust likewise facilitate the flow of information,
since information from a trusted source is presumed to be both more reliable and
accurate’ (Imperial & Kauneckis, 2003: 1050‐1051).
It is argued that one of the main benefits of introducing a ‘third party’ into an environmental conflict
is to build trust between different groups by virtue of their neutral position. However, the neutrality
of third parties remains contested and their role in environmental conflicts is considered further in
the following section.
3.4.4 Third Party Intervention
The intervention of a ‘neutral’ third party in a conflict situation has long been stressed as an
important component of ADR and consensus‐building approaches (e.g. Susskind et al., 1999). It is
the role of practitioners intervening in environmental conflicts to identify existing barriers to
effective negotiation and communication, to assess the status of the conflict and to design and
implement a resolution process according to the particular situation (Poirier Elliot, 1999). In recent
publications this role continues to be stressed, with professional practitioners promoted as bringing
‘impartiality and independence to their role in helping people negotiate their differences’ (Emerson
et al., 2009: 28, also Striegnitz, 2006). This approach tends to be associated with formal dispute
resolution processes in the United States and is associated with facilitating communication and
building trust. In much contemporary social science literature, however, the supposed ‘neutrality’
and ‘impartiality’ of third parties to a dispute has been increasingly questioned (Peterson et al., 2002;
Caton Campbell, 2003; Capitini et al., 2004; Dukes, 2004; Kyllonen et al., 2006; Cadoret, 2009). In
some cases this questioning has been critical of the privileged position that environmental conflict
practitioners assume to take (Dukes, 2004). In more cases, however, the recognition of a lack of
impartiality creates further opportunities for conflict management and a broadening of the
interpretation of what a third party entails. These opportunities are advanced along two principal
lines.
Firstly, it is argued that it is not beneficial for third parties to be ‘neutral’ since this tends to maintain
the status quo between conflicting parties (Smith, 2001: 79). Moreover, by taking a more openly
‘active’ approach, a third party can more adequately drive a conflict management process and
ensure fairness, openness and the representation of critical minority interests at the negotiation
table (Smith, 2001: 80; Caton Campbell, 2003: 367).
A second approach significantly broadens the definition of a third party and, it is argued, offers a
potentially more lasting and effective approach than one which has the appearance of being neutral.
Recognising that complete neutrality is unlikely amongst outsiders to a dispute opens the door for
those that are “inside” a dispute to act as third parties themselves (see Ury, 2000). This means that
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opportunities for resolution may lie with certain individuals who are influential within the
disputing parties. Such individuals have been referred to as ‘policy entrepreneurs’ or ‘local
champions of reconciliation’ (Leach & Sabatier, 2003; Gray and Putnam, 2003; Dukes, 2004; Beem,
2007). Beem (2007), in a study of two fishery co‐management arrangements in North America,
argues that the presence of an effective policy entrepreneur within one of the fishing communities
led to a much better outcome than in the other. This was because the entrepreneur – or third party
insider – was a known and respected figure and was able to gain the trust and buy‐in of the fishing
community (Beem, 2007: 545). Similarly, in the Quincy Library Group case reported in Section 3.4.2,
Gray and Putnam (2003) show how the emergence of a local champion from within the
environmental group was instrumental in a shift in framing towards joint problem solving. Such
individuals may play a vital role in facilitating communication between groups, and in building
trust not just in one another, but in the viability of proposed solutions.
In a recent publication, Fischer & Marshall (2010) show the potential of framing analysis to identify
such local champions. For whilst certain individuals may be expressly associated with a particular
‘side’, a detailed analysis of the frames they use may reveal underlying pragmatism and an ability to
empathise with others’ positions. Identifying such individuals, with the ability to influence peers
within and across group divides appears to offer a potentially important new role for the ‘insider
third party’ (Ury, 2000) within the context of the Big Society. This suggestion does not mean that
the idea of an outsider acting as a mediator is defunct. On the contrary, there are many instances
where outside involvement remains essential (Kyllonen et al., 2006). Instead, it means there is a
broader scope for the parties to a dispute to take a more active role in conflict management, and
that identifying and promoting such individuals warrants further research and policy attention.
3.4.5 Scale and Context
The appropriate scale at which to address an environmental conflict depends upon the nature of the
particular conflict and the existing institutional arrangements (Nie, 2003). The higher the level at
which a problem is formulated the more general it becomes and the more difficult it becomes to do
something about it (Rittel & Webber 1973: 165, cited by Nie, 2003). The increasing support for
participatory and local level decision‐making intends to empower those directly affected by a
particular conflict. However, it remains the role of government institutions to represent the interests
of a wider population who may not be directly involved in a particular context, but may be in some
way affected, or in some way have an opinion on the appropriate management decision.
Communities of place, which have a local interest in a particular issue, must be reconciled with
'communities of interest' which may be more distant geographically but united by a common
interpretation or interest in a particular situation. What is important, therefore, is for conflict
management processes to account for, and represent, interests at different scales, to ensure
communication between local interests and regional and national decision‐makers. It is essential, in
this process, that a particular mode of decision‐making is legitimated and supported (McShane et al.,
in press). Capitini et al., (2004), for instance, report on an Environmental Conflict Resolution process
in Hawaii, with the aim of establishing Marine Protected Areas to reconcile competing interests in
the use of the marine environment. They show how the conflict resolution process sought to
incorporate the views and perspectives of the different local stakeholders and this was overseen by
the local fisheries council. The legitimacy of this process was undermined, however, by the state
government which eventually acted independently of the fishery council's recommendations. This
suggested that more powerful interests were able to over‐rule the local recommendations and led to
a breakdown in the trust placed in government by local people (Capitini et al., 2004: 773).
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Context is defined by Bryan (2003: 256) as the 'complex "setting" in which conflict occurs' and it
includes the legal, political, economic, cultural, demographic, technological and ecological
environments (Bryan, 2003: 257‐261). As outlined in Section 3 and Figure 1, changes in conflict
context can affect the dynamics of that conflict and, depending on the nature of the change, lead to
the conflict getting worse (e.g. a shared resource becomes more scarce) or better (e.g. a shared
resource becomes more plentiful) (Bryan, 2003; Cadoret, 2009). Context does not just refer to the
resource under issue though but includes the wider political and legal arenas. Even when legislation
doesn’t change a change in government may well bring about changes in the ways that legislation is
implemented – thus changing the context. Bryan outlines two ways in which the changeability of
context can affect a conflict. Firstly, a conflict may get 'stuck' when the context doesn't change at all,
or defies movement. Secondly, a conflict may also get 'stuck' when the context is constantly
changing back and forth, which may create the perception amongst stakeholders that 'conditions will
eventually shift in their favour' (Bryan, 2003: 263). It was shown in the case of the Quincy Library
Group (Gray & Putnam, 2003 ‐ see Section 5.2) how a more fundamental change in context led the
disputants to come together to reframe the nature of the problem. It led to a switch from a divisive
framing of the conflict as 'jobs versus owls' to a joint problem solving framing of the situation as
'community stability and forest health', which brought the different sides together to lobby the
Forest Services (Bryan, 2003: 263).
There is some debate within the literature as to the extent to which the context is critical to the
nature of the conflict problem. Some authors argue that differences in context in different disputes
lead to a range of different management problems and therefore understanding conflict context is of
central importance (e.g. Yasmi et al., 2006; Cadoret, 2009). Others, on the other hand, argue that it
is the process used to manage a conflict that has more bearing on the outcome of conflict
management efforts than its context per se (Beierle & Konisky, 2000; Kyllonen et al., 2006). In
drawing these alternative positions together, it can be said that there are management approaches
and principles that are appropriate across contexts, but these still need to be tailored and applied to
suit the local conditions (Van Veen et al., 2003; Daniels, 2009). An examination of the factors that
have been shown to be important for conflict management success across a range of different
contexts is provided in Section 6.
3.4.6 Summary
As well as conflicts being affected by their changing external contexts, they are also affected by the
internal management approaches used to deal with them. One significant aspect of the management
of conflict that has been both explicitly and implicitly referred to throughout this review is the need
for contributions from a wide range of disciplines. This section has shown the importance of values,
identity, communication, framing, trust, third party intervention, scale and context for conflict
situations in a variety of ways. There are three linked observations to draw out from this section.
Firstly, these different components are not discrete but are tied together and influence one another
in each particular situation. Secondly, it is clear that these issues can be represented as both barriers
and opportunities for conflict management. Communication barriers and mistrust, for instance, may
cause conflicts or prevent their resolution. On the other hand, improving communication and
building trust can be key components of successful resolution efforts. This demonstrates the central
importance of these factors in determining the direction that a conflict can take. Thirdly, following
on from this, the section demonstrates the dynamic nature of conflicts and how they can often be
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precariously balanced between escalation and de‐escalation according to the conflict context and
nature of the interactions between the parties to a dispute; government agencies and evidence
providers, and; third parties who facilitate resolution. Despite this variability, the following section
draws out the common factors that have been shown to lead to the successful management of
conflicts and, moreover, addresses the issue of how the success of a conflict management approach
should be determined.
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3.5 Evaluating Conflict Management Success
Realist review, the approach that has been followed in the review of the literature, organises the
research by asking 'what works?' in a range of situations. However, before being able to say whether
a particular approach 'works' or not we need to be able to agree on how we define 'what works'. In
other words, how do we evaluate the success of conflict management efforts?
Through the 1980s in the United States Capitini et al. (2004) point out that conflict management
success was evaluated primarily in terms of a final settlement or resolution being achieved.
However, recent empirical work on evaluating the performance of environmental conflict
management increasingly recognises that a focus on settlement or resolution alone does not provide
an adequate indicator of management success (Todd, 2001: 100; also Gregory et al., 2001; Capitini et
al., 2004; Orr et al., 2008). A process, for instance, might lead to a final settlement but it doesn't
answer questions such as: does that settlement create winners and losers? Is the outcome of that
settlement enduring? Was the process fair and legitimate? As a result, the means of evaluating
environmental conflict management have been significantly broadened. This broadening has taken
place along two principal lines. Firstly in terms of the management process itself, analysing how it
worked, how efficient and effective it was. Secondly, by looking at the longer term outcomes and
impacts of the management approach in terms of the relationships between the parties to the
dispute, as well as the impacts on the environment. Looking at this broader set of evaluation
parameters gives a better indication of how to determine success, and, moreover, to point out the
factors that are critical for the success of conflict management efforts across a range of contexts. By
moving away from an idea of conflict resolution to one of conflict management, a more
comprehensive range of factors that govern success come into the field of play. The criteria for
evaluating this broader range of factors have been broken down into process criteria and outcome
criteria (Todd, 2001). These are elaborated below.5
3.5.1 Process Criteria
Involvement and Representation of Appropriate People
•

All appropriate and interested parties participate in the process (Bourdeaux et al., 2001;
Fleisher Trainor, 2006; Orr et al., 2008; Emerson et al., 2009).

•

Appropriate mediator or facilitator is engaged (Orr et al., 2008; Emerson et al., 2009). What,
or who, is 'appropriate' will depend on the context and may include a 'neutral' outsider third
party and/or a popular and dynamic 'insider' third party (Ury, 2000).

Information and Evidence
•
•
•
•

Complexity is recognised and accounted for (Rauschmayer & Wittmer, 2006; Wittmer et al.,
2006)
The process is able to effectively integrate different types of information from different
sources (Rauschmayer & Wittmer, 2006; Wittmer et al., 2006)
The process takes account of uncertainty in information and evidence (Rauschmayer &
Wittmer, 2006; Wittmer et al., 2006)
Information is high quality and trusted (Orr et al., 2008; Emerson et al., 2009).

5 Note that with an increasing focus on ongoing conflict management rather than conflict settlement, there is greater
emphasis in the literature on the process criteria, and this is reflected in the following section.
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Fairness and Legitimacy
•
•
•
•
•
•

Power is equally balanced between parties (Fleisher Trainor, 2006).
The participants have control over the design of the process and the outcomes (Bourdeaux et
al., 2001).
The procedure is compatible with (or recognised by) existing legislative, administrative and
judicial mechanisms (Rauschmayer & Wittmer, 2006; Wittmer et al., 2006).
Someone is held accountable for the decision and its outcome. This is clearly stated
(Rauschmayer & Wittmer, 2006; Wittmer et al., 2006).
The rules of engagement are transparent and clear to both insiders and outsiders
(Rauschmayer & Wittmer, 2006; Wittmer et al., 2006).
The process is perceived as legitimate by all stakeholders (Todd, 2001).

Costs and Efficiency
•
•
•

The approach is more cost‐effective than alternatives in the short and/or long term (Todd,
2001; Dukes, 2004; Rauschmayer & Wittmer, 2006; Wittmer et al., 2006).
The costs are proportionate to the conflict at stake (Rauschmayer & Wittmer, 2006; Wittmer
et al., 2006).
The time and resource requirements are proportionate to the conflict at stake (Todd, 2001).

Social Dynamics and Effective Engagement
•
•
•

•
•
•

The approach facilitates mutual learning amongst different parties (Rauschmayer & Wittmer,
2006; Wittmer et al., 2006; Orr et al., 2008; Emerson et al., 2009).
The process builds trust and improves the relationship between different parties,
government agencies and evidence providers (Dukes, 2004).
The process improves communication and collaboration between parties, government
agencies and evidence providers. Negative communication through the media is avoided
(Orr et al., 2008; Emerson et al., 2009)
The participants better understand each others' perspectives (Rauschmayer & Wittmer,
2006; Wittmer et al., 2006; Orr et al., 2008; Emerson et al., 2009)
The participants' understanding of the conflict and the key issues are improved (Orr et al.,
2008; Emerson et al., 2009).
Participants feel empowered by the process (Wittmer, 2006; Wittmer et al., 2006).

3.5.2 Outcome Criteria
Agreement
•
•

•
•
•

Written agreement is reached (Todd, 2001; Orr et al., 2008; Emerson et al., 2009).
Agreement is of high quality: They are practical and implementable, they are flexible enough
to cope with future uncertainty, they include provisions for compliance through monitoring
and evaluation and alternatives were thoroughly explored (Innes, 1999; Todd, 2001; Emerson
et al., 2009).
Agreement is considered fair and just by all parties (Innes, 1999).
Provisions are included for renegotiation (Todd, 2001).
Recent recognition, however, that a conflict management process can still be considered a
success even in absence of a formal settlement (due, particularly to importance of
relationship change ‐ see below).
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Impacts
•
•
•

•
•

Participants are satisfied with the management approach and any third party intervention
(Dukes, 2004).
Process and outcomes result in a positive impact on environmental systems (Innes, 1999;
Dukes, 2004; Orr et al., 2008; Emerson et al., 2009).
Due to complexity environmental impacts are difficult to ascertain, but pre‐determined
conflict management indicators can be developed to give confidence that environmental
improvements are being addressed in a way that is consistent with best current
understanding of what is needed for the particular environmental resource in question
(Dukes, 2004).
Process and outcomes result in a positive impact on social systems (Innes, 1999; Dukes,
2004; Orr et al., 2008; Emerson et al., 2009).
Note that what is a 'positive impact' may be subject to debate and interpretation. Therefore
it may be more appropriate to aim for a situation in which all, or as many participants as
possible, perceive the impacts of the agreement to be positive.

Durability
•
•
•

The settlement is durable and long‐lasting. (Dukes, 2004; Orr et al., 2008; Emerson et al.,
2009).
The level of controversy has diminished, key issues have been settled, there is broad public
support, the agreement remains effective, parties continue to comply (Todd, 2001).
Strongly predicated upon relationship change (see below).

Relationship Change
•
•

•
•

Trust is built and maintained as a result of the process (Orr et al., 2008; Emerson et al., 2009).
Working relations improve between the different parties. This is particularly important for
place‐based issues where stakeholders will continue to interact with each other on a regular
basis (Orr et al., 2008; Emerson et al., 2009).
Social and political capital is created (Innes, 1999).
Opened and maintained lines of communication between the parties. Parties subscribe to
joint problem solving frames, rather than adversarial frames.

Implicit, if not explicit, in the above criteria is the role of the conflict characteristics. Clearly, these
factors are so important that they are deemed relevant for the success of a conflict management
approach across a range of different contexts and circumstances. The evaluation criteria also stress
legitimacy and fairness as critical components of success. Although this was not discussed in detail in
Section 3.4, it was a common theme throughout the literature and was shown to significantly affect
the quality and durability of outcomes. It was shown earlier for instance, how an intervention by the
State to over‐rule a stakeholder‐led decision process undermined the process and deligitimised the
outcome in the eyes of the stakeholders (Capitini et al., 2004, also Bell, 2000). Legitimacy, moreover,
is strongly linked to trust and, as we have seen, the break down of trust can have serious and long
terms implications for conflict management. In a contrasting example concerning a coastal
protection conflict in Germany, Striegnitz (2006) shows how a State Minister added legitimacy to a
stakeholder process. The state minister empowered the stakeholders by accepting their own
recommendations and legislating for them without further state modifications or intervention.
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Legitimacy of process and outcome, it can be said, is an essential criterion for the success of conflict
management efforts regardless of the context in which it takes place.
There is a strong emphasis in the above broadened range of evaluation criteria in the long term
impacts and consequences of any process. Building and enhancing working relations, improved
communication, building trust, creating durable and flexible agreements and improving knowledge of
the issue and each other all have positive ongoing and long term implications for the social systems
that may be prone to conflict. Because of their ability to meet these longer term criteria, there is
increasing emphasis on conflict management approaches which are embedded in wider and ongoing
participatory approaches (see Section 3.3.3). However, in order to adequately incorporate
information and evidence, encourage fair and just engagement, to account for cost and efficiency
issues and to facilitate agreement or consensus the role of decision support tools has also been
strongly emphasised in terms of their conflict management success (see Section 3.3.2). This has led
recent research to emphasise and support approaches which combine participatory management
approaches with decision‐support tools (Rauschmayer & Wittmer, 2006; Wittmer et al., 2006;
Rauschmayer et al., 2008; White et al., 2009). Although no single approach may ever meet all of the
evaluation criteria presented in this section, this combined approach has been identified as having
the ability to meet many of them. Further research is required to determine how these approaches
may be best combined, and how to create approaches that can be tailored to local contexts and
which allow sufficient control for the stakeholders involved. Policy and research recommendations
are presented in the following sections.
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4. Conclusions
When re‐evaluating approaches to environmental conflict management it may first be necessary to
re‐evaluate our understanding of the role of conflict in natural resource management, and in society
more broadly.
•

Conflicts should not be understood as inherently bad, but as characteristic of the normal
functioning of democratic society (Nie, 2003; Kyllonen et al., 2006)

If disagreement is seen as a prevalent and continuous feature of people's interaction with each other
and the environment then conflict management should not aim to eliminate conflict altogether
(Kyllonen et al.: 722).
•

Environmental conflicts have been presented as dynamic and changing

Changes may come about due to a change in the external context or a change in relationship
between, or facilitated by:
o The parties to a dispute
o The parties to a dispute and government or evidence providers
o The parties to a dispute and third parties
o The parties to a dispute and a broader public audience
Approaches which aim only to achieve ‘dispute resolution’ or ‘settlement’, therefore, fail to
acknowledge the ongoing and dynamic nature of disagreements and conflict. This is not to suggest
management is not needed. Instead, it suggests that conflict management needs to be seen as part
of an adaptive longer term management approach, rather than as a reactionary and post‐hoc tool
that is to be applied following conflict escalation.
•

There is a need to move away from ideas of conflict resolution (Gregory et al., 2001;
Kyllonen et al., 2006; Rauschmayer et al., 2008)

There is a need to move away from ideas of conflict resolution on two fronts: i) resolution is
inherently reactionary ‐ following the escalation of a conflict, and; ii) resolution suggests finality and
closure, whereas in reality manifest conflicts may subside but they can remain below the surface
(aftermath) and warrant a longer term approach to management. Moreover, this broadened view of
conflict can be taken a step further than simply viewing conflicts as unfortunate but inevitable. The
title of Kyllonen et al.'s (2006) study, ‘Conflict Management as a Means to the Sustainable Use of
Natural Resources’, opens the door for conflict to be seen as positive and as presenting opportunities
'for growth and transformation in the disputing parties’ (Caton Campbell, 2003: 365).
Due to their embedded long‐term approach, participatory governance approaches have been
presented as suitable means of overcoming the inherent problems with approaches that focus on
resolution alone. The benefit of longer term deliberative approaches is that they are able to take
account of conflict dynamics and provide an appropriate forum for mutual learning and building
trust. Moreover, they have the potential not only to prevent the escalation of manifest conflicts in
the first place, but also to provide a medium for the ongoing management of relations in the
aftermath of a conflict. It is recognised, however, that such approaches do not have conflict
management as their primary aim, and concurrent Defra research contends that they are not to be
understood as a panacea for managing natural environment conflicts (Fish, 2010). Consequently,
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there is support in the literature for participatory management approaches that are combined with
decision‐support tools (Rauschmayer & Wittmer, 2006; Wittmer et al., 2006; Rauschmayer et al.,
2008; Forst, 2009; White et al., 2009). The addition of the decision support tools: facilitates
comprehension of complex issues; provides a point of common stimulation for participants; makes
participants aware of their own and each others' values and objectives; and can add legitimacy to the
decision‐making process if it is supported by all parties to the dispute. In combination, these
approaches have been identified as having the potential to satisfy many of the determinants for
successful conflict management (as outlined in Section 3.5). In particular they provide a potential
means for: integrating different types of information; accounting for complexity and uncertainty;
facilitating improved communication; building trust and improving relations; facilitating mutual
learning; fair and legitimate procedures; perceived positive impacts on social and environmental
systems, and; durable outcomes with provisions for adaptive management.
•

The combination of participatory and decision‐support tools appears particularly suited to
the management of environmental conflicts.

The review has shown the importance of values, identity, communication, framing, trust, legitimacy,
third party intervention, scale and context for conflict situations in a variety of ways. It has further
shown how these aspects are strongly interlinked, can present both barriers and opportunities for
conflict management, and often result in conflict situations being precariously balanced between
escalation and de‐escalation according to changes in the external (wider social, economic and
environmental) and internal (conflict management process) contexts. The review has shed light, in
particular, on a number of pertinent issues relating to these interlinked conflict aspects.
Environmental conflicts are predominantly characterised by underlying conflicts of value and this has
a tendency to result in 'wicked' problems or 'intractability', since they are unlikely to be solved by
technological, financial, or redistributional means. Instead of viewing values as non‐negotiable,
however, this review has suggested that values are often as dynamic and changeable as the
environmental systems in which conflicts occur. Moreover, it has suggested that this characteristic
of values is of particular relevance to conflict management since it suggests scope for reconciling
different value interpretations and for finding common ground. In addition, this may lead to more
stable and enduring solutions than approaches that view value differences as automatically
irreconcilable (Gray & Putnam, 2003; Kyllonen et al., 2006; Fleisher Trainor, 2006; Beem, 2007).
•

Values may be the most divisive aspects of conflicts, but recognising their multiple and
flexible nature means that they may also be the most reconciling aspects of conflict
management approaches. This opportunity remains under‐explored.

There is scope for a broadened understanding of what is meant by a 'third party' and the role that
they play in conflict management. The review has emphasised that the 'neutrality' of outsider third
parties is increasingly questioned. This is not to suggest that there is no value in external facilitation
in conflict management. Instead, it suggests that the 'active' role that third parties play needs to be
acknowledged, and their own position and interests accounted for in the conflict management
process. Furthermore, it suggests that individuals that are 'inside' a dispute may also have a role to
play as conflict management facilitators. 'Third party insiders', 'policy entrepreneurs', or 'local
champions of reconciliation' have been identified in the literature as presenting opportunities for
facilitating conflict management from within the disputing parties. Such individuals are likely to be
respected and influential and may play a vital role in facilitating communication between groups, and
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in building trust not just in one another, but in the viability of proposed solutions (Leach & Sabatier,
2003; Gray and Putnam, 2003; Dukes, 2004; Beem, 2007).
•

As well as outsider third party facilitation, influential and respected third parties from
within the conflicting parties have an important role to play in facilitating conflict
management

Framing has been identified as a potentially useful means of facilitating mutual learning, aiding
communication and – through processes of reframing or frame broadening – achieving consensus or
agreement. Fischer and Marshall (2010) identify individuals within a conflict situation that
unexpectedly demonstrate compromise or balance frames. Identifying and promoting such
individuals (that are also respected and influential) as third party insiders appears to offer potential
for enhanced conflict management under the auspices of the Big Society. There is currently a lack of
conflict framing analyses from a UK perspective.
Despite the emphasis in the literature on the value of participatory approaches, it should also be
borne in mind that such approaches must fit legitimately in and around existing institutional and
judicial arrangements. It remains likely that there will be occasions when more traditional arbitration
is required due to fundamentally irreconcilable differences, or pressures of time and resource. There
is scope, however, for a broader view of arbitrative processes which seek to minimise the
divisiveness of traditional decision making (Daniels, 2009). Whilst arbitration remains a useful
option, this review suggests that it should be undertaken only after other alternative approaches
have been fully explored.
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5. Policy Lessons
A number of lessons can be drawn from the conclusions of the review that are relevant to the
current policy environment. The move towards more integrated approaches to management of the
natural environment involves policy concern with multiple uses and the extension of an ecosystems
approach. Such approaches will involve larger numbers of stakeholders with diverse interests and
thus a greater likelihood of conflicts arising. Similarly, the localism agenda, and more recently the Big
Society, aims to encourage a greater number of actors to become engaged in managing the natural
environment at the local level, opening the possibility of wider viewpoints and knowledges. The
requirement that new environmental management initiatives involve participatory approaches to
engage all stakeholders at an early stage could pre‐empt problems later. However, it must be
emphasised that participatory approaches will not resolve fundamental conflicts. There is no single
tool kit that can be applied to all situations and the process needs to be designed for each specific
context drawing upon the array of tools available. Through the use of appropriate participatory
processes, conflict management may play a positive role and become an integral and important
component of democratically functioning society.
1. Value differences are central to environmental conflicts. Such values need to be taken into
account in the conflict management process; alongside technical, evidence‐based, and
financial solutions.
2. Participatory approaches can rarely resolve fundamental conflicts alone. Such conflicts
require combined participatory and decision‐support tools. Further exploration is required in
this area in terms of the most appropriate mechanisms to fit in and around existing policy
and decision‐making processes.
3. The review has identified generic indicators of good practice that are a central to the success
of conflict management efforts across a range of contexts. Management approaches also
need to be sensitive to the local contexts in which they are applied.
4. The localism agenda, encouraging collective community action and the involvement of a
range of actors at the local level, provides opportunities for appropriate management of the
natural environment. The review has indicated that if decision‐making capacities are given to
local stakeholder groups it is important that those decisions are supported and legitimised by
government at higher spatial scales.
5. To improve the perceived legitimacy, and therefore trust, of and in government institutions
and scientific evidence providers, it is important that information is presented to disputing
parties in the context of ‘communication as mutual learning’ rather than ‘communication to
explain’. Communication as mutual learning empowers stakeholder groups, and allows for
and accommodates different interpretations of information and evidence. To ensure trust
and legitimacy of government institutions or scientific evidence providers it is important that
these groups are not also acting as conflict facilitators: the role of public manager and
facilitator should ideally be kept separate
6. The review suggests a need to identify and engage participants within a dispute that can act
as local champions of reconciliation (or third party insiders). Such individuals are critical in
shaping and changing perceptions, building trust and facilitating communication.
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7. Consideration should be given to formally incorporating Social Impact Assessment (SIA) into
decision‐making as means of predicting and preventing conflicts associated with proposed
developments and changes in policy.
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6. Research Gaps
1. Further research is required into the role of values in environmental conflicts in the UK and, in
particular, on their multiple and dynamic nature. Understanding the social processes through which
values may change, be reconciled, or become more deeply entrenched is a key contribution that
social science can make to environmental conflict management. Groups are all too easily categorised
according to their values, but research suggests much greater differences in the values held even
within particular groups (Fleisher Trainor, 2006; Fischer & Marshall, 2010).
2. Research is required into the role and mechanisms through which combined participatory and
decision support tools can effectively contribute to environmental conflict resolution. Whilst there
is considerable literature on both environmental conflict management and on participatory
management approaches there has not yet been a systematic analysis into approaches that combine
deliberative and analytical techniques for the specific purpose of environmental conflict
management (Rauschmayer & Wittmer, 2006).
3. Currently there is no single decision support tool that is widely accepted for making group
decisions in the management of natural resources and the environment. Further research is needed
into the most appropriate methods and how they may be most effectively combined within longer
term participatory approaches. In particular, research is required to evaluate the benefits and
drawback of standardised decision support tools. Making tools widely accessible improves
efficiency, but standardisation may mean that the approaches are not suitable to local conditions. It
is important that tools remain flexible and, in particular, allow the stakeholders in a conflict situation
to have control over the decision criteria to be used.
4. There is considerable scope for further UK research on the role of framing in environmental
conflicts and how processes of reframing may come about. There is particular scope for research on
framing to shed light on how to identify local champions of reconciliation and the role that they can
play in reaching agreement
5. Further UK research is required into the role of insider third parties (local champions of
reconciliation) as well as policy brokers. In particular, we need to better understand the
characteristics of local champions and brokers, and how they can be supported, and the mechanisms
through which they positively influence conflict management processes. Research for Defra by Fell
et al., (2009) has examined the role of influential individuals (or ‘mavens’) in the diffusion of
environmental behaviour. However, further research is required into the more active and specific
roles played by influential individuals in conflict management situations.
6. The communication of environmental conflicts to a wider public audience would benefit from
further research. In particular, the media has a tendency to exacerbate conflicts by presenting
extreme and confrontational interpretations of events. The media also, however, can have
potentially positive effects on environmental conflicts – and the opportunities for this could be
explored further through work on science communication.
7. Further research is required into the role of scale in environmental conflict management and
how best to integrate decision‐making processes, and people’s interests across a range of scales
(Cadoret, 2009). In the context of the Big Society, it is necessary to understand how conflict
management processes can account for, and represent, interests at different scales, without an over‐
reliance on top‐down decision‐making. Whilst there is scope for enhancing the capacity of local
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communities to manage conflicts, the interests of geographically distant groups must also be
represented.
8. Further research is required into conflict management approaches that can be applied in
situations of genuine irreconcilability, where arbitration is required, or where time and resources
are particularly constraining. The UK relevance and applicability of techniques such as mediated final
offer arbitration, as well as the development and exploration of novel arbitration techniques,
warrants further analysis (Daniels, 2009).
9. SIA has the potential to act as a warning tool about potential conflicts early enough to allow
effective management. Further research is required into how SIA can contribute to conflict
management and how it can be integrated into existing decision and policy‐making processes
(Sairinen et al., 2010; Barrow, 2010). In particular, the identification of when and where SIA should
be incorporated into (potential) conflict situations needs further exploration.

45

7. References
Andrew, J. S. (2001), 'Making or breaking alternative dispute resolution? Factors influencing its
success in waste management conflicts', Environmental Impact Assessment Review 21(1): 23‐57.
Barli, O., E., Baskent, Z., Turker, M.F. & Gedik, T., (2006). "Analytical approach for analyzing and
providing solutions for the conflicts among forest stakeholders across Turkey." Forest Policy and
Economics 9(3): 219‐236.
Barrow, C. J. (2010), 'How is environmental conflict addressed by SIA?', Environmental Impact
Assessment Review 30(5): 293‐301.
Beem, B. (2007), 'Co‐management from the top? The roles of policy entrepreneurs and distributive
conflict in developing co‐management arrangements', Marine Policy 31(4): 540‐549.
Beierle, T. C. & Konisky, D.M., (2000), 'Values, conflict, and trust in participatory environmental
planning', Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 19(4): 587‐602.
Bell, P. J. P. (2000), 'Contesting rural recreation: the battle over access to Windermere', Land Use
Policy 17(4): 295‐303.
Bergseng, E. & Vatn, A., (2009), 'Why protection of biodiversity creates conflict ‐ Some evidence from
the Nordic countries,' Journal of Forest Economics 15(3): 147‐165.
Bishop P and G Davis (2002) Mapping public participation in policy choices, Australian Journal of
Public Administration 61 (1):14‐29.
Bojórquez‐Tapia, L. A., de la Cueva, H., Diaz, S., Melgarejo, D., Alcantar, G., Jose Solares, M., Grobet,
G. & Cruz‐Bello, G., (2004), 'Environmental conflicts and nature reserves: redesigning Sierra San
Pedro Mártir National Park, Mexico,' Biological Conservation 117(2): 111‐126.
Bourdeaux, C., O'Leary, R. & Thornburgh, R., (2001), 'Control, communication, and power: A study of
the use of alternative dispute resolution of enforcement actions at the US Environmental Protection
Agency', Negotiation Journal‐on the Process of Dispute Settlement 17(2): 175‐191.
Bro E, Arroyo B and P. Migot (2006) Conflict between grey partridge Perdix perdix hunting and hen
harrier Circus cyaneus protection in France: A review, Wildlife Biology 12 (3):233‐247.
Brody, S. D., Grover, H., Bernhardt, S., Tang, Z., Whitaker, B. & Spence, C., (2006), 'Identifying
potential conflict associated with oil and gas exploration in texas state coastal waters: A multicriteria
spatial analysis', Environmental Management 38(4): 597‐617.
Brown, K., Adger, N., Tompkins, E., Bacon, P., Shim, D. & Young, K. (2001), 'Trade‐off Analysis for
Marine Protected Area Management', Ecological Economics 37: 417‐434.
Bruckmeier, K. & Hoj Larsen, C., (2008), 'Swedish coastal fisheries ‐ From conflict mitigation to
participatory management', Marine Policy 32(2): 201‐211.
Brummans, B. H. J. M., Putnam, L.L., Gray, B., Hanke, R., Lewicki, R.J., & Wiethoff, C., (2008), 'Making
sense of intractable multiparty conflict: A study of framing in four environmental disputes',
Communication Monographs 75(1): 25‐51.
Bryan, T. (2003), 'Context in Environmental Conflict: Where You Stand Depends on Where You Sit',
Environmental Practice 5(3): 256‐264.
Bullock, R. & Hanna, K. (2008), 'Community forestry: Mitigating or creating conflict in British
Columbia?', Society & Natural Resources 21(1): 77‐85.
Butler J.R.A. Middlemass S.J. Graham I.M. and R.N. Harris ( 2010)Perceptions and costs of seal
impacts on Atlantic salmon fisheries in the Moray Firth Scotland,: Implications for the adaptive co‐
management of seal‐fishery conflict Marine Policy doi:10.1016/j.marpol.2010.10.011.

46

Cadoret, A. (2009), 'Conflict dynamics in coastal zones: a perspective using the example of
Languedoc‐Rousillon (France)', Journal of Coastal Conservation 13(2/3): 151‐163.
Capitini, C. A., Tissot, B.N., Carroll, M.S., Walsh, W.J. & Peck, S. (2004), 'Competing perspectives in
resource protection: The case of marine protected areas in west Hawai'i', Society & Natural
Resources 17(9): 763‐778.
Carolan, M. S. & Bell, M.M., (2003), 'In truth we trust: Discourse, phenomenology, and the social
relations of knowledge in an environmental dispute', Environmental Values 12(2): 225‐245.
Carpenter, S. (1999), 'Choosing Appropriate Consensus Building Techniques and Strategies' in
Susskind, L., McKearnan, S. & Thomas‐Larmer, J. (eds), 'The Consensus Building Handbook: A
Comprehensive Guide to Reaching Agreement', pp 61‐97, Thousand Oaks: Sage.
Carss D.N. (eds.) (n.d.) Reducing the conflict between cormorants and fisheries on a pan‐European
scale, REDCAFE Final Report Summary.
Cassidy A (2010) Bovine Tuberculosis a Problem for Farmers, Conservationists and Policy Makers
Rural Economy and Land Use Programme Policy and Practice Note 19.
Castro, A. P. & Nielsen, E. (2001), 'Indigenous people and co‐management: implications for conflict
management', Environmental Science & Policy 4(4‐5): 229‐239.
Caton Campbell, M. (2003), 'Intractability in environmental disputes: Exploring a complex construct',
Journal of Planning Literature 17(3): 360‐371.
Creative Research Ltd (2009) Wildlife management and Invasive Non‐Native Species Report of
Research Findings among the General Public, Anglers and the Horticultural Trade May.
Daniels, S. E. & Walker, G.B. (2001), 'Working through environmental conflict : the collaborative
learning approach', Westport, Conn.: Praeger.
Daniels, S. E. (2009), 'Exploring the Feasibility of Mediated Final Offer Arbitration As a Technique for
Managing Gridlocked Environmental Conflict,' Society & Natural Resources 22(3): 261‐277.
Davis, C. B. & Lewicki, R.J., (2003), 'Environmental Conflict Resolution: Framing and Intractability—An
Introduction,' Environmental Practice 5(3): 200‐206.
Davos, C. A., Siakavara, K., Santorineou, A., Side, J., Taylor, M. & Barriga, P. (2007), 'Zoning of marine
protected areas: Conflicts and cooperation options in the Galapagos and San Andres archipelagos,'
Ocean & Coastal Management 50(3‐4): 223‐252.
Delgado, L. E., Marin, Bachmann, P.L. & Torres‐Gomez, M., (2009), 'Conceptual Models for Ecosystem
Management through the Participation of Local Social Actors: the Rio Cruces Wetland Conflict',
Ecology and Society 14(1).
Douvere, F. (2008), 'The importance of marine spatial planning in advancing ecosystem‐based sea
use management,' Marine Policy 32(5): 762‐771.
Douvere, F. & Ehler, C.N., (2009), 'New perspectives on sea use management: Initial findings from
European experience with marine spatial planning,' Journal of Environmental Management 90(1): 77‐
88.
Dukes, E. F. (2004), 'What We Know About Environmental Conflict Resolution: An Analysis Based on
Research', Conflict Resolution Quarterly 22(1‐2): 191‐220.
Elliott, M. & Kaufman, S., (2003), "Building Civic Capacity to Resolve Environmental Conflicts."
Environmental Practice 5(3): 265‐272.
Emerson, K., O'Leary, R. & Bingham, L.B. (2004). "Commentary: Comment on Frank Dukes's 'What
We Know About Environmental Conflict Resolution'', Conflict Resolution Quarterly 22(1‐2): 221‐231.

47

Emerson, K., Orr, P.J., Keyes, D.L. & McKnight, K.M., (2009), 'Environmental conflict resolution:
Evaluating‐performance outcomes and contributing factors', Conflict Resolution Quarterly 27(1): 27‐
64.
Fell D., Austin A., Kivinen E., Wilkins C. (2009), ‘The diffusion of environmental behaviours; the role of
influential individuals in social networks. Report 2: The evidence’. A report to the Department for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. Brook Lyndhurst. Defra, London.
Fell, P. T. (2008), 'Conflict and legitimacy: explaining tensions in Swedish hunting policy at the local
level', Environmental Politics 17(1): 105‐114.
Fischer, A. & Marshall, K. (2010), 'Framing the landscape: Discourses of woodland restoration and
moorland management in Scotland', Journal of Rural Studies 26: 185‐193.
Fish, R. (2010) Participation and an ecosystems approach to decision making: Draft Guidelines
(NR0124). Report for the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. Defra, London.
Fleisher Trainor, S., (2006), 'Realms of Value: Conflicting Natural Resource Values and
Incommensurability', Environmental Values 15(1): 3‐30.
Foote J.L., Gregor J.E., Hepi M.C., Baker V.E.,Houston D.J. and G Midgley (2007) ‘Systematic problem
structuring applied to community involvement in water conservation’ , Journal of the Operational
Research Society 58: 645‐654.
Forester, J. (1999), 'Dealing with Deep Value Differences', in Susskind, L., McKearnan, S. & Thomas‐
Larmer, J. (eds), 'The Consensus Building Handbook: A Comprehensive Guide to Reaching
Agreement', pp 463‐493, Thousand Oaks, Sage.
Forst, M. F. (2009), 'The convergence of Integrated Coastal Zone Management and the ecosystems
approach,' Ocean & Coastal Management 52(6): 294‐306.
Frame, T.M., Gunton, T. & Day, J. C., (2004), 'The role of collaboration in environmental
management: an evaluation of land and resource planning in British Columbia', Journal of
Environmental Planning and Management, 47(1): 59‐82.
Gray, B. (2004), 'Strong Opposition: Frame‐Based Resistance to Collaboration', Journal of Community
& Applied Social Psychology 14(3): 166‐176.
Gray, B. & Putnam, L.L., (2003), 'Means to What End? Conflict Management Frames,' Environmental
Practice 5(3): 239‐246.
Gregory, R., McDaniels, T. & Fields, D. (2001), 'Decision Aiding, Not Dispute Resolution: Creating
Insights Through Structured Environmental Decisions', Journal of Policy Analysis and Management
20(3): 415‐432.
Gritten, D., Saastamoinen, O. & Sajama, S. (2009), 'Ethical analysis: A structured approach to
facilitate the resolution of forest conflicts', Forest Policy and Economics 11(8): 555‐560.
Harrison, J. L. (2006), ''Accidents' and invisibilities: Scaled discourse and the naturalization of
regulatory neglect in California's pesticide drift conflict', Political Geography 25(5): 506‐529.
Hiedanpaa, J. (2005), 'The edges of conflict and consensus: a case for creativity in regional forest
policy in Southwest Finland', Ecological Economics 55(4): 485‐498.
Hjortso, C. N., Christensen, S.M. & Tarp, P., (2005), 'Rapid stakeholder and conflict assessment for
natural resource management using cognitive mapping: The case of Damdoi Forest Enterprise,
Vietnam,' Agriculture and Human Values 22(2): 149‐167.
Imperial, M. T. & Kauneckis, D., (2003), 'Moving from conflict to collaboration: Watershed
governance in Lake Tahoe', Natural Resources Journal 43(4): 1009‐1055.

48

Innes, J.E. (1999), 'Evaluating Consensus Building' in Susskind, L., McKearnan, S. & Thomas‐Larmer, J.
(eds), 'The Consensus Building Handbook: A Comprehensive Guide to Reaching Agreement',
Thousand Oaks, Sage.
Johnson, J. C. & Griffith, D.C., (2010), 'Finding Common Ground in the Commons:
Intracultural Variation in Users' Conceptions of Coastal Fisheries Issues', Society & Natural Resources
23(9): 837‐855.
Jones P.S., Young J and A.D. Watt (eds.) (2005) Biodiversity Conflict Management A report of the
BIOFORUM project www.nbu.ac.uk/bioforum
Karjalainen, T. P. & Jarvikoski, T., (2010), 'Negotiating river ecosystems: Impact assessment and
conflict mediation in the cases of hydro‐power construction', Environmental Impact Assessment
Review 30(5): 319‐327.
Kearney, R. E. (2002), 'Co‐management: the resolution of conflict between commercial and
recreational fishers in Victoria, Australia', Ocean & Coastal Management 45(4‐5): 201‐214.
Kothari, U. (2001) ‘Power knowledge and social control in participatory development’, In Cooke, B.
and Kothari U. (eds.) Participation: the New Tyranny Zed Books, London p. 139‐152.
Kyllonen, S., Colpaert, A., Heikkinen, H., Jokinen, M., Kumpula, J., Marttunen, M., Muje, K. & Raitio,
K., (2006). 'Conflict management as a means to the sustainable use of natural resources', Silva
Fennica 40(4): 687‐728.
Leach, W.D. & Sabatier, P.A., (2003), 'Facilitators, Coordinators, and Outcomes', In O'Leary, R. &
Bingham, L. (eds), The Promise and Performance of Environmental Conflict Resolution, Washington,
DC: Resources for the Future.
O'Leary, R. and L. Bingham (2003). The promise and performance of environmental conflict
resolution. Washington, DC, Resources for the Future.
Lewiciki R.J., Gray B. and M. Elliott (eds.) (2003) Making Sense of Intractable Environmental Conflicts
Island Press, Washington.
Lubell, M. (2004), 'Resolving Conflict and Building Cooperation in the National Estuary Program',
Environmental Management 33(5): 677‐691.
McBeth, M. K. & Shanahan, E.A., (2004). 'Public opinion for sale: The role of policy marketers in
Greater Yellowstone policy conflict', Policy Sciences 37(3‐4): 319‐338.
McShane, T. O. Hirsch, P.D. et al. (In Press) 'Hard choices: Making trade‐offs between biodiversity
conservation and human well‐being', Biological Conservation In Press, Corrected Proof.
Messner, F., Zwirner, O. & Karkuschke, M. (2006), 'Participation in multi‐criteria decision support for
the resolution of a water allocation problem in the Spree River basin', Land Use Policy 23(1): 63‐75.
Nie, M. (2003), 'Drivers of natural resource‐based political conflict' Policy Sciences 36(3‐4): 307‐341.
O'Leary, R., Durant, R.F., Fiorino, D.J. & Weiland, P., (1999), 'Managing for the Environment:
Understanding the Legal, Organizational, and Policy Challenges', San Francisco: Jossey‐Bass.
O'Leary, R. & Summers Raines, S. (2001), 'Lessons learned from two decades of alternative dispute
resolution programs and processes at the US Environmental Protection Agency,' Public
Administration Review 61(6): 682‐692.
Orr, P. J., Emerson, K. & Keyes, D.L., (2008), 'Environmental conflict resolution practice and
performance: An evaluation framework', Conflict Resolution Quarterly 25(3): 283‐301.
Patterson, M. E., Montag, J.M. & Williams, D.R., (2003), 'The urbanization of wildlife management:
Social science, conflict, and decision making', Urban Forestry & Urban Greening 1(3): 171‐183.

49

Persson, J. (2006), 'Theoretical reflections on the connection between environmental assessment
methods and conflict', Environmental Impact Assessment Review 26(7): 605‐613.
Peterson, M. N., Peterson, T.R., Peterson, M.J. Lopez, R.R. & Silvy, N.J., (2002), 'Cultural conflict and
the endangered Florida Key deer', Journal of Wildlife Management 66(4): 947‐968.
Peuhkuri, T. (2002), 'Knowledge and interpretation in environmental conflict: Fish farming and
eutrophication in the Archipelago Sea, SW Finland', Landscape and Urban Planning 61(2‐4): 157‐168.
Poirier Elliott, M.L. (1999), 'The Role of Facilitators, Mediators, and Other Consensus Building
Practitioners', in Susskind, L., McKearnan, S. & Thomas‐Larmer, J. (eds), 'The Consensus Building
Handbook: A Comprehensive Guide to Reaching Agreement', pp 199‐239, Thousand Oaks: Sage.
Pomeroy, R., Parks, J., Pollnac, R., Campson, T., Genio, E., Marlessy, C., Holle, E., Pido, M., Nissapa, A.,
Boromthanarat, S. & Thu Hue, N., (2007), 'Fish wars: Conflict and collaboration in fisheries
management in Southeast Asia', Marine Policy 31(6): 645‐656.
Pound D. (2009) Adopting Effective Stakeholder Engagement Processes to Deliver Marine Protected
Area (MPA) Network, Natural England www.naturalengland.org.uk.
Putnam, L. L., Burgess, G. & Royer, R., (2003), 'We Can't Go On Like This: Frame Changes in
Intractable Conflicts,' Environmental Practice 5(3): 247‐255.
Rauschmayer, F. & Wittmer, H., (2006), 'Evaluating deliberative and analytical methods for the
resolution of environmental conflicts,' Land Use Policy 23(1): 108‐122.
Rauschmayer, F., H. Wittmer, H. & Berghofer, A., (2008), 'Institutional challenges for resolving
conflicts between fisheries and endangered species conservation', Marine Policy 32(2): 178‐188.
Redpath, S. A., Arroyo, B.E., Leckie, F.M., Bacon, P., Bayfield, N., Gutierrez, R.J. & Thirgood, S.J.,
(2004), 'Using decision modeling with stakeholders to reduce human‐wildlife conflict: a Raptor‐
Grouse case study', Conservation Biology 18(2): 350‐359.
Reed M.S., (2010) Sustainable Uplands: Reshaping Land Use policy and our Hills, Rural Economy and
Land Use Programme Policy and Practice Note 14, Feb.
Reed, M.S., (2008) ‘Stakeholder participation for environmental management: A literature review’,
Biological Conservation 141 (10):2417‐2431
Regan, H. M., Colyvan, M. & Markovchick‐Nicholls, L. (2006), 'A formal model for consensus and
negotiation in environmental management,' Journal of Environmental Management 80(2): 167‐176.
Sairinen, R., Barrow, C. & Karjalainen, T.P., (2010), 'Environmental conflict mediation and social
impact assessment: Approaches for enhanced environmental governance?' Environmental Impact
Assessment Review 30(5): 289‐292.
Sava J and R. Varjopuro (2007) Asymmetries, conflicting interests and the possibilities of cooperation:
The case of grey seals in Kvarken. Journal of Environmental Policy and Planning 9 (2): 165‐184.
Shmueli, D. F. (2008), 'Framing in geographical analysis of environmental conflicts: Theory,
methodology and three case studies', Geoforum 39(6): 2048‐2061.
Shmueli, D. F. & Ben Gal, M., (2003), 'Stakeholder Frames in the Mapping of the Lower Kishon River
Basin Conflict', Conflict Resolution Quarterly 21(2): 211‐238.
Shmueli, D. F. & Ben Gal, M., (2005), 'Creating Environmental Stakeholder Profiles: A Tool for Dispute
Management,' Environmental Practice 7(3): 165‐175.
Shriver, T. E. & Peaden, C. (2009), 'Frame Disputes in a Natural Resource Controversy: The Case of
the Arbuckle Simpson Aquifer in South‐Central Oklahoma', Society & Natural Resources 22(2): 143‐
157.

50

Sidaway, R. (2005), 'Resolving environmental disputes : from conflict to consensus', London:
Earthscan.
Skutsch, M. M. (2000), 'Conflict management and participation in community forestry', Agroforestry
Systems 48(2): 189‐206.
Smith, G. (2001), 'Taking Deliberation Seriously: Green Politics and Institutional Design',
Environmental Politics 10(3): 72‐93.
Smith, P.M. (2006), 'The Application of Critical Discourse Analysis in Environmental Dispute
Resolution', Ethics, Place and Environment 9(1); 79‐100.
Sneddon, C. (2002), 'Water conflicts and river basins: The contradictions of co‐management and scale
in Northeast Thailand', Society & Natural Resources 15(8): 725‐741.
Stagl, S. (2006) Emerging Methods for Sustainability Valuation and Appraisal. Discussion paper
prepared for the Sustainable Development Research Network. Available at: http://www.sd‐
research.org.uk/
Striegnitz, M. (2006), 'Conflicts over coastal protection in a National Park: Mediation and negotiated
law making', Land Use Policy 23(1): 26‐33.
Suman, D. (2001), 'Case studies of coastal conflicts: comparative US/European experiences', Ocean &
Coastal Management 44(1‐2): 1‐13.
Suryanata, K. & Umemoto, K., (2005), 'Beyond environmental impact: articulating the "intangibles" in
a resource conflict,' Geoforum 36(6): 750‐760.
Susskind, L., & Cruickshank, J. (1987), 'Breaking the Impasse: Consensual Approaches To Resolving
Public Disputes', New York: Basic Books.
Susskind, L., McKearnan, S. & Thomas‐Larmer, J. (eds) (1999), 'The Consensus Building Handbook: A
Comprehensive Guide to Reaching Agreement', Thousand Oaks, Sage.
Thirgood, S. & Redpath, S. (2008), 'Hen harriers and red grouse: science, politics and human‐wildlife
conflict', Journal of Applied Ecology 45(5): 1550‐1554.
Todd, S. (2001), 'Measuring the effectiveness of environmental dispute settlement efforts',
Environmental Impact Assessment Review 21(1): 97‐110.
Ury, W.L. (2000), 'The Third Side: Why we Fight and How we can Stop', New York: Penguin.
Van Veen, D. H., Kreutzwiser, R.D. & de Löe, R.C., (2003), 'Selecting appropriate dispute resolution
techniques: a rural water management example,' Applied Geography 23(2‐3): 89‐113.
Villa, F., Tunesi, L., & Agardy, T., (2002), 'Zoning marine protected areas through spatial multiple‐
criteria analysis: the case of the Asinara Island National Marine Reserve of Italy,' Conservation
Biology 16(2): 515‐526.
Vraneski, A. & Richter, R., (2003), 'What's News? Reflections of Intractable Environmental Conflicts in
the News: Some Promises, Many Premises', Conflict Resolution Quarterly 21(2): 239‐262.
White, R. M., Fischer, A., Marshall, K., Travis, J.M.J., Webb, T.J., di Falco, S., Redpath, S. & van der
Wal, R., (2009), 'Developing an integrated conceptual framework to understand biodiversity
conflicts', Land Use Policy 26(2): 242‐253.
Wittmer, H., Rauschmayer, F. & Klauer, B., (2006), 'How to select instruments for the resolution of
environmental conflicts?' Land Use Policy 23(1): 1‐9.
Woods A. (2010) The Big Society: helping communities take action Rural Economy and Land Use
Programme Policy and Practice Note 24.
Yasmi, Y., Schanz, H. & Salim, A., (2006), 'Manifestation of conflict escalation in natural resource
management', Environmental Science & Policy 9(6): 538‐546.

51

Young J. Watt A and D Carss (n.d.) Managing conflicts affecting biodiversity, ecosystems and human
well‐being in a changing environment. Pilot review for the ‘Living with Environmental Change’
Programme Objective B (Environment)
Zografos, C. & Martinez‐Alier, J. (2009), 'The politics of landscape value: a case study of wind farm
conflict in rural Catalonia', Environment and Planning A 41(7): 1726‐1744.

52

Annex 1. Review Protocol
1. Title: “Interventions in managing natural environment conflicts: what works, in what contexts
and why?”
2. Rationale
The context for the project (NE0109) is the increasing recognition within both policy and
academic communities that many natural environment-related policy issues cannot be framed,
explored and addressed solely through evidence from natural science research, but require more
interdisciplinary research that embraces both social and natural sciences. To this end, the first
stage of the project, undertaken by Policy Studies Institute, Centre for Rural Economy and Land
Use Consultants provided a rapid overview of social science research relevant to the eight policy
areas - and the relevant policy objectives - incorporated by Defra's Environment and Rural
Group, namely: Wildlife issues including biodiversity; the ecosystem approach; land management
and soil; flood risk management; water availability and quality; people and landscapes; rural
affairs, and; marine and fisheries.
Following the rapid overviews undertaken as part of the first stage of the project and through
significant liaison with Defra policy-makers, conflict resolution within natural environment
decision-making was identified as a priority area that could be explored further in order to inform
natural environment policy-making from a social science perspective. To turn this research
interest into a specific research question for review, a series of telephone interviews with key
policy-makers were undertaken and a workshop convened on 20th May 2010 to bring together
Defra policy-makers and researchers; academics with relevant expertise, and; implementers,
managers, regulators and stakeholders with firsthand experience and knowledge of natural
environment conflicts in their everyday work. These groups were asked to address the following
three specific questions:
1. What are the priority issues for policy-makers and implementers that could be addressed
through a social research evidence review?
2. What is the availability and extent of existing social science research that could be
explored in order to address the priority issues that have been identified? Is it possible to
review and synthesise the available literature in a novel way without duplicating existing
research in order to add value and address the specific research questions?
3. What case studies of natural environment conflict, and conflict management, could be
incorporated into a focussed in-depth review of the literature in order to inform the
specific research questions of interest?
The area of conflict management meets the criteria necessary to be taken forward for in-depth
review, namely that: i) it addresses an identified research need; ii) it can be addressed by novel
synthesis and review of existing literature, and iii) it can provide added-value without duplicating
existing or concurrent research.
The wider policy context of the review is provided by Defra’s Structural Reform Plan and the
Nature of England discussions currently taking place as part of the consultation on the Natural
Environment White Paper. Moreover, the review is relevant to the coalition government's
concept of the Big Society; particularly with regard to the role of intermediaries in conflict
management. Whilst intermediaries can occupy a range of positions - including governmental
organisations (central and local) - it is envisaged that a significant amount of the literature will
concern the roles played by intermediaries and institutions without government association for
example, civil society organisations and landowners amongst others. The characteristics of the
actions and interventions to manage conflict will be illustrated with case studies from published
UK and international literature, and with examples that have been identified by policy-makers as
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relating to ongoing or emerging policy challenges. Key policy areas of concern that were
highlighted at the workshop and telephone interviews were: the control and management of nonnative species, particularly birds and mammals; marine and fisheries issues; multiple uses of the
natural environment - for recreation, farming and conservation; similarly, conflicts over the
competing uses of inland waterways - for abstraction, recreation and conservation; and, the
implementation of European Directives for example, the Water Framework Directive, including
water quality and natural flood management. The experience of the development of Marine
Conservation Zones allows comparison of different participatory techniques to engage
stakeholders in environmental management and the ways of handling conflict. Other examples
may be drawn from the management of specific species, e.g. badgers, hen harriers, or sea eagles.
3. Review drawing on principles of Realist Synthesis
Ideally, a systematic review of environmental evidence would adhere to a detailed and
comprehensive methodology as ascribed by the Collaboration for Environmental Evidence
(CEE, 2010). However, due to the wide-ranging review scope identified by Defra and the
resource and time-frame constraints on the current project, an exhaustive approach to systematic
review is not feasible. Moreover, the CEE guidelines recognise that each review needs to be
tailored according to its particular requirements and the protocol outlined below has been
developed, as far as is practically possible, in line with CEE guidelines, whilst recognising that the
process cannot be fully systematic. Instead, the protocol draws on a key principle of a review
strategy known as realist synthesis (Pawson et al., 2005; Rycroft-Malone et al., 2010) in creating
context, mechanism and outcome (CMO) chains as a way of organising, synthesising and
understanding the evidence. Rather than identifying simple cause and effect relationships
between conflict causes and outcomes, this approach seeks to explain Context-MechanismOutcome (CMO) relationships which aim to help decision-makers to reach a deeper
understanding of the intervention and how it can be made to work more effectively (Pawson et
al., 2005: 21). In this way, the review will be able to explore “what mechanisms work, in what
conditions, why, and to produce what outcomes" (Rycroft-Malone et al., 2010: 39).
This approach is deemed appropriate here because it is designed specifically for understanding
complex interventions which are principally reported in a qualitative - or mixed - format (Pawson
et al., 2005). Complex interventions incorporate several interacting components, are particularly
sensitive to the features of the local context, and have complex causal chains linking intervention
with outcome such that it is often difficult to standardise the design and delivery of appropriate
interventions (MRC, 2008). The success of management attempts to address environmental
conflicts is highly context dependent and contingent upon multiple interacting variables. For
instance, the relative success of a conflict management approach could depend on a number of
inter-related factors such as: location, environmental media involved, parties involved, who an
intermediary is, what role any intermediary plays and a number of other contextual specificities.
Moreover, those factors do not necessarily lead to the same outcomes in different contexts or at
different scales, or may interact differently with one another across a range of possible scenarios.
4. Research Questions
The overarching question identified as the focus for this review is: ‘Interventions in managing natural
environment conflicts: what works, in which contexts and why?’
Through much discussion with Defra, the key user of this review, it was decided that the realist
review approach to the literature on conflict management and the natural environment will be
explored through the sub-questions highlighted in Box 1.
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Box 1. Review sub-questions
1. What are the specific characteristics of natural environment conflicts, and how are these different
from other types of conflict?
2. What sort of typology of natural environment conflicts is most helpful in analysing conflict
situations and developing management strategies and interventions?
3. Which individuals or organisations (e.g. academics, local and central government, professional
mediators or civil society representatives) intervene successfully in environmental conflicts and in
what contexts?
4. What roles do those intervening play to achieve successful environmental conflict management
outcomes?
5. How can trust be engendered with and between key stakeholders through intervention?
6. How can communication be tailored and used to accommodate and reconcile values, preferences
and attitudes between stakeholders?
7. In what ways does the conflict context (e.g. environmental good/service, number of stakeholders,
scale, geographic location, duration) interact with the intervention mechanisms above?
8. How can engagement of key stakeholders be maintained following a policy decision that they
perceive as damaging their interests?
9. What approaches to conflict management or the wider policy development process work in actual
or potential conflict situations, and which don’t work, in what circumstances and why?
10. How is spatial scale important? At what scale should policy, delivery bodies or others seek to
manage conflict, and what are the opportunities and challenges for greater management at more
local spatial scales?
11. How can positive lessons from natural environment conflict management interventions best be
incorporated into future policy development?

5. Search strategy and scoping
To address the research question there are two principal categories of search terms that will be
explored: 1) environmental terms; and, 2) conflict terms. The suitability of these terms was tested
according to CEE guidance and modified in order to refine the search terms and omit spurious
hits. Trial database scoping searches were conducted using Web of Knowledge and modified
iteratively. The final search terms utilised are outlined in Table 1 below.
Table 1. Review search terms

1

1. Environment terms1

Environment*, “natural resource*”,
conservation*, wild*, ocean, sea, landscape, river,
water*, biodiversity, habitat, marine, coastal,
ecosystem, flood*, fish*, mountain, forest,
woodland, lake, upland, “protected area”,
recreation.

2. Conflict terms

Conflict, disput*.

Informed by generic terms as well as terms linked to Defra’s 8 ERG policy areas
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It is proposed that the combined environmental and conflict terms as refined in the above table
will be searched in six separate databases (Web of Science, Science Direct, COPAC, Greenfile,
ASSIA and IBSS), as well as in Google Scholar and a regular internet web search (looking at the
first 50 web pages according to CEE 2010). This primary search will be limited to the last 10
years of publication.
In each database, an initial search will be undertaken, combining the environment terms in the
topic field with the conflict terms in the title field. The terms within each field will be combined
with the Boolean operator, ‘OR’, but the two separate field searches (topic and title) will be
combined with the Boolean operator, ‘AND'. A second search will then be undertaken,
combining the conflict terms in the topic field with the environment terms in the title field. Any
duplicates between the searches will be removed before moving on to the filtering stage.
The hits recorded from the searches will be filtered following a two-stage process. Firstly,
irrelevant hits will be disregarded on the basis of the titles of the articles. Secondly, irrelevant hits
will be disregarded following a review of the article abstracts. This process will significantly
narrow down the relevant articles to be reviewed. (N.B. An additional initial filter by ‘subject area’ was
available within Web of Science, enabling a focus on disciplines classified as social science and/or those linked to
the natural environment in some way).
It is anticipated that a significant additional source of literature will come through snowballing
the reference lists of the literature retrieved from the database searches. This constitutes an
iterative and interactive process, and much useful literature can be identified within reference lists
which even a refined set of search terms in a database could miss. In the case of snowballing,
literature will also be followed up if it is older than 10 years old if it is deemed to be potentially
relevant to the review.
6. Study Exclusion Criteria
Given the broad scope of the review, a series of exclusion criteria will be utilised to assist in the
filtering process in order to reach a manageable number of relevant sources.
During the first stage of filtering based on source titles, the following types of sources will be
excluded:
•

Non social science

•

Articles pertaining to 'violent' conflict

•

Articles with inappropriate geo-political context (e.g. indigenous forest
populations of South America, Human-Carnivore conflicts Africa etc.)

During the second stage of filtering based on source abstracts, the following types of sources
were excluded:
•

International water disputes

•

Sources not classified as an article – e.g. editorial, book review, letter, legal
opinion

•

Sources published prior to 2000

•

Inappropriate geo-political context

•

Not social science

•

Historical/archaeological
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•

Natural disasters [non-UK]

•

Not a material environmental conflict

7. Quality Appraisal
The quality of the review will be ensured (a) through the review processes undertaken and (b) in
the content of the material selected through that process. However, the nature of a literature
review of qualitative materials requires informed judgement rather than mechanistic rulefollowing6.
The quality appraisal of the material generated will be based upon the judgement of the reviewer
in terms of relevance and rigour and an initial assessment will be incorporated into the data
extraction template. As a means of formally recording the quality appraisal of the literature
review, each article taken forward for a full review will be appraised against the CASP (2006)
questions7 as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Was there a clear statement of the aims of the research?
Is a qualitative methodology appropriate?
Was the research design appropriate to address the aims of the research?
Was the recruitment strategy appropriate to the aims of the research?
Were the data collected in a way that addressed the research issue?
Has the relationship between researcher and participants been considered?
Have ethical issues been taken into consideration?
Was the data analysis sufficiently rigorous?
Is there a clear statement of findings?
How valuable is the research?

In the case of literature reviewed from highly cited peer reviewed journals it may be assumed that
these criteria have been met through the journal peer review process. Similarly, published books
and book chapters will have undergone peer review to ensure quality. In the case of the ‘grey’
literature covered in the review the questions above will act as a guideline, together with
information on the source of the material and the recognised expertise of the authors.
8. Data extraction template
For each article taken forward for full review, information will be identified according to CMO
relationships, and the type of data outlined in the following template will be extracted to inform
the review.
Reference Details
Summary of Paper - Abstract
Context
•

Which environmental media?

•

Geographic location

•

Nature of the conflict
o scale
o who is involved

6
Spencer et al. (2003) Quality in Qualitative Evaluation: A framework for Assessing Research Evidence. Government Chief
Social Researcher’s Office.
7
CASP (2006) ’10 Questions to Help You Make Sense of Qualitative Research’ Critical Appraisal Skills Programme, Public
Health Resources Unit www.phru.nhs.uk/Doc_Links/Qualitative%20Appraisal%20Tool.pdf
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o duration
o local specificities
o degree of intractability
Mechanism
•

What is the intervention type?

•

What are the issues? E.g. trust,
framing, values, institutional
arrangements etc.

Outcome
•

Successes and failures of
intervention and reasons why (in
this context)

•

Lessons learned

•

What works for whom and why

Rigour
•

Do inferences drawn have
sufficient weight to make a
methodologically credible
contribution to the theory under
test?

•

Refer also to quality appraisal checklist

9. Synthesis
The approach to synthesising the findings of the review will, in part, be determined by the
themes that emerge during the review itself. However, it is envisaged that the literature will be
synthesised according to common mechanisms identified in the literature, common issues arising in
conflict management situations. It will seek to highlight the contexts in which a particular type of
intervention is successful and where it is not, and what the outcomes have been in a range of case
studies. Of course, in complex contexts it is not straightforward to identify simple cause and
effect relationships and to judge success or failure accordingly. Nevertheless, such an approach
will allow themes to be identified and policy-relevant conclusions to be drawn. It should be noted
that the review will not be structured around the review sub-questions, since there is considerable
overlap between them, which would not lead to the production of a well structured, accessible
report.
10. Protocol References
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CEE (2010), 'Guidelines for Systematic Reviews in Environmental Management', Version 4.0,
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