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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report has been written by the Policy Studies Institute (PSI), with the assistance of project
partners Land Use Consultants (LUC) and the Centre for Rural Economy (CRE). It reports on
the Defra project ‘Social Research Evidence Review to Inform Natural Environment Policy’
(Defra project code 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). 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.
The project sought to draw together relevant social research findings from a broad and diverse
evidence base and to present them in a way that is informative, relevant and accessible to Defra’s
Environment and Rural Group (ERG) policy-makers. This has required project staff liaising
closely with many of those within Defra’s delivery landscape. Stage 1 of the project provided an
overview of the evidence across eight of Defra’s Environment and Rural Group (ERG) policy
areas, Stage 2 involved three evidence reviews focusing on themes which cut cross ERG policy
areas, and Stage 3 focused on the presentation and dissemination of the review findings into
policy relevant formats.
Stage One – The overviews
Stage 1 of the project provided an overview of the evidence across Defra’s ERG policy areas as a
scoping exercise for the remainder of the project. Carried out prior to the May 2010 elections, the
eight policy areas of primary interest to Defra’s Environment and Rural Group (ERG) included:
biodiversity and wildlife issues, the Ecosystem Approach, land management and soil, flood risk
management, water availability and quality, people and landscapes, rural affairs, and marine and
fisheries. The approach taken to produce the overviews involved identifying key policy
objectives, a web-based review, targeted database searches and a call for information within the
fortnightly mailing of the Sustainable Development Research Network (SDRN).
The findings and analysis from the rapid reviews were summarised in a series of eight overview
summaries. These summaries were intended as a scoping exercise for the Stage Two reviews. It is
also anticipated that they could provide those involved in the development and implementation
of UK natural environment policy with a series of a concise, working summaries of social
research of relevance to their specific policy responsibilities. These overviews are presented
within the Annexes of this report (i.e. Appendix 1b to the SID 5 project report) and their
contents outlined in this report. The outcome of Stage 1 was also the identification of seven
candidate bodies of social science evidence that might be taken further in Stage 2 for more indepth review.
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Stage Two – The evidence reviews
Stage 2 set out to explore in greater depth three areas of social science evidence most pertinent to
natural environment policy. These reviews were undertaken during a time of considerable
political uncertainty with the selection of the review themes occurring during the election of the
new Coalition Government and the subsequent uncertainty around the spending review.
Through extensive dialogue between project staff, policy-makers and social researchers, the
following three themes were eventually developed and confirmed for in-depth review:
1. The Perceptions review: ‘Public perceptions of landscapes and ecosystems in the UK’.
2. The Conflict Management review - ‘Interventions in managing natural environment
conflict: what works, in what contexts and why?’.
3. The Big Society review: ‘The Big Society concept in a Natural Environment Setting’.
Method
These themes were developed to ensure the final reviews reflected the needs of natural
environment policy-makers. To do this, the project team organised two workshops with policymakers and social researchers in order to understand the emerging and future social research
needs in each in-depth review area. This process highlighted that full systematic reviews would
not be feasible to adequately respond to the breadth of evidence needs identified. Instead,
alternative approaches were adopted:
• For the perceptions theme, a thematic review process was adopted to respond to a
number of specific questions.
• For the conflict management theme, an in-depth review was completed, drawing on
elements of the realist review approach. The realist approach uses context, mechanism
and outcome (CMO) chains as a way of organising, synthesising and understanding the
evidence.
• For the Big Society theme, a rapid review was undertaken in order to respond
appropriately to the pressing evidence needs of those within Defra working on the
Natural Environment White Paper.
A search methodology was developed for each review, with commonalities across the reviews
where appropriate. This involved searching six literature databases; a Google Scholar search;
internet searching of key organisational websites, citation follow-up and Calls for Information in
the fortnightly SDRN mailing. Once all sources of evidence were captured, obviously irrelevant
sources were eliminated, firstly based on the titles and then abstracts. Quality appraisal criteria
were then used to ensure that any concern or uncertainty about non peer-reviewed evidence was
appropriately reflected within the final review. Case studies were also integrated within the
reviews where appropriate, with the aim of providing practical examples to illustrate the theories
and ideas discussed in the reviews.
The high level review findings are provided below for the three reviews. These are provided to
illustrate the contents of the review and should not be used to inform policy without an
understanding of the nuances and limitations as presented within the standalone review reports.
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Key findings from the Perceptions review
The review summarised selected social research evidence, identified in searches undertaken in
July – September 2010, which considers public perceptions of existing UK landscapes and
ecosystems, and potential future changes to these. People were found to hold strong emotional
attachments to landscapes and ecosystems, which play an important role in defining ‘sense of
place’. The literature indicates the type of landscapes and ecosystems people prefer as well as
their preferences for certain characteristics, and indicates the numerous and complex influences
on perceptions. People enjoy different types of landscape (and ecosystems) at different times and
for different purposes, accessing a ‘portfolio of places’ that is particular to each person. These
range from the ‘quick hits’ of a nearby greenspace, to the special, often magical places which are
visited less often. Uses of these places are physical but the way people respond to landscapes and
ecosystems is emotional. People are aware of some past changes to landscapes and ecosystems
(often in the form of built development), and are initially resistant to change where this threatens
their existing perception or sense of place. However, the literature suggests that an
understanding of past changes, and the impacts these have had on landscapes and ecosystems,
can help people to understand the impact of potential future changes, whether this is
interventions such as managed realignment of the coast, or the impacts of climate change on
biodiversity and species. The complex nature of public perceptions requires a range of deliberate
and participatory techniques to ensure this information is gathered effectively and efficiently.
Key Messages:
•

All landscapes (and ecosystems) are valued: ‘Local places’ (usually greenspaces) are highly
valued, often for their ease of access and ‘quick hits’ of nature. Such places have significant
potential to influence wellbeing, particularly where efforts are made to enhance their
quality. However, people also hold strong emotional attachments to distant places they
visit less frequently (such as the coast or uplands). It is important to ensure the cultural
services delivered by both types of place are protected and enhanced.
Knowledge exchange is essential: Greater understanding of the full range
ecosystems services provided by an area may enhance public acceptability of interventions
designed to protect or enhance these services in the future. Likewise, such interventions
could be more sensitively designed when based on a better understanding of the ways in
which the public value these services and spaces.

•

Key findings from the Conflict Management review
Conflict tends to arise through differences of interest or value between people, combined with
the trigger of a perceived change in circumstances. Conflict is a normal feature of policy-making,
and if permitted and properly managed, can be an indicator of a healthy democracy.
Environmental conflicts however have particular characteristics: they often involve interactions
between ecological and societal complexities and are most commonly underlain by conflicts
between people’s values. Many environmental conflicts therefore have a propensity for becoming
'intractable' and require particular management.
The overarching aim of the Conflict Management review was to identify what works most
effectively in managing natural environment conflicts, for different people, in different contexts,
and why?.
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There is acknowledgement within the literature that 'traditional' top-down conflict management
approaches do not always offer the most effective form of intervention for environmental
conflicts, risking an exacerbation of conflict situations. The approaches to conflict management
within the literature can be categorised - with some overlap - 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.
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. Approaches which use participatory management processes have the potential
to be more pre-emptive and therefore preventative of conflicts by virtue of the working relations
that they forge between stakeholders.
Social sciences have a valuable role to play in tackling environmental conflicts, particularly
through understanding how to: identify shared values between conflicting parties; reconsider
communication and framing within the process; build trust; enable effective third party
interventions; ensure a legitimate scale and appropriate context for the conflict management
process; and improve approaches for evaluating the outcomes of conflict management processes.
Key findings from the Big Society review
This rapid review of academic and grey literature explored how the Big Society concept could be
implemented in the context of the natural environment; thereby contributing towards the
evidence needs for Defra’s Natural Environment White Paper. Findings indicate that:
• With a growing focus on environmental and social outcomes, there has been a move
towards greater inclusion of minority groups in local environmental action within the
last 20 years but little data is available to monitor this.
•

Different people are willing to take on different roles within local environmental
action.

•

People’s initial motivations for volunteering evolve and change over time; such that
the motivation to continue to volunteer may be driven by different factors.

•

People identify a range of barriers to participation. Some could best be tackled via
funding, support and capacity building; others may require efforts to broaden the
remit of local environmental initiatives to better align with people’s priorities and
motivations for engagement.

•

There appears to be a divergence between the perceived capacity for communities to
act (ex-ante) and the greater observed levels of capacity following action.
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•

Communities are able and willing to act once engaged, but they need support,
information, advice, resources and time to do so.

•

The best people to design, organise and catalyse changes in community action may
often be local communities themselves, but such efforts need to be coordinated to
enable shared learning and beneficial ecological outcomes at the national scale.

Cross-cutting themes
A number of themes have been identified which cut across these three reviews and provide
useful insights for those involved in the formulation of natural environment policy. These
include:
a) The role of people’s values and identities within natural environment policymaking: The Perceptions review set out what is known about how, and why, people
value different landscapes and ecosystems, and their responses to change. Differences in
values between people are very often at the root of natural environment conflict
situations. Where the issues touch upon notions of symbolism or people’s identities, the
conflict situation can escalate significantly. However, the conflict management review also
found that value standpoints can change through the course of a conflict situation if the
process is well managed. The Big Society review demonstrated the importance of
understanding the diverse values and motives of different groups within communities and
ensuring any community initiative intended to enhance local natural spaces is grounded in
this understanding.
•

Balancing lay and expert knowledge in natural environment policy-making: The
Conflict Management review highlighted the potential for conflicts to arise when the
knowledge of experts or policy-makers is perceived as privileged over the knowledge of
those who have managed the land or other resources and lived in the area for years. The
review explored the difference between ‘communication to explain’ and ‘communication
as mutual learning’; the latter allowing for different interpretations of scientific evidence
within a conflict situation. The Perceptions Review highlighted that experts and the
general public often hold different values for natural spaces, with expert views usually
dominating decisions concerning protected area site designation. However, there has
been increasing inclusion of alternative assessments based on public preferences. Finally,
the Big Society review considers this issue from the perspective of how to maintain
community enthusiasm for protecting and/or enhancing local natural spaces.

•

Engaging people in the evaluation of outcomes: The emergence of the ‘Big Society’
highlights more than ever the need for more widespread but ‘light touch’ evaluations of
small-scale initiatives that engage citizens in natural environment decision-making. Such
evaluations need to combine objective environmental and social outcome measures with
any additional outcome measures considered by local communities to be desirable. The
Conflict Management review found that a focus on settlement or resolution alone does
not offer an adequate indicator of management success if it fails to capture whether the
outcome was also just, enduring and legitimate.
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•

The role of place attachment within natural environment policy-making: Place
attachment (or the emotional bond between people and places) was found to have a
significant influence on citizen choices about the natural environment. Such emotional
attachments often underlie what are commonly denoted as ‘NIMBY’ like public
objections to wind farms or other proposed changes to valued landscapes, with conflict
ensuing when the identity of a valued place is threatened. Such objections are not
inevitable, and depend in part on the social interpretation and representation of the
proposed change, which is often shaped by locally influential individuals or groups. The
Conflict Management review explored the role of symbolic species in shaping place identity,
and the risk that deep so called ‘wicked’ natural environment conflicts can develop where
these species are at threat. The Big Society review highlighted the role of place
attachments in driving the motivations of communities to act to revitalise a
neighbourhood. The Big Society review also explored the difference between an
attachment to a particular place and a conceptual attachment to a type of landscape or
ecosystem. The review found that volunteers with a high level of knowledge of natural
areas were more likely to hold conceptual rather than place attachments, and were
therefore more able to accept equivalent alternatives in the face of changes, depending on
the time and energy they had put into the area in question.

•

The role of influential individuals within natural environment policy-making: All
three reviews demonstrated the importance of influential individuals. The Conflict
Management review found that such individuals often emerge from within the conflicting
parties, not always working independently, but in many cases catalysing positive conflict
management outcomes. The Big Society review found reference to ‘community
champions’, ‘community pioneers’, ‘mavens’, ‘catalytic individuals’, all of whom
demonstrate the necessary enthusiasm and community knowledge to tap into local pools
of social capital and mobilise community members to engage in community efforts. Such
individuals occur in all walks of life, with no particular social, economic or geographical
characteristics. The one characteristic that they were found to have in common was not
necessarily pro-environmental values but an overwhelming commitment to altruism.
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1. Introduction
This report has been written by the Policy Studies Institute (PSI), with the assistance of project
partners Land Use Consultants (LUC) and the Centre for Rural Economy (CRE). It reports the
full findings of the Defra project ‘Social Research Evidence Review to Inform Natural
Environment Policy’ (Defra project code, 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 interdisciplinary research that embraces both social and
natural science (amongst other disciplines). 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.
In order to meet the challenges of identifying and synthesising relevant social research findings
from such a broad evidence base and communicating these in a way that is both informative and
accessible to Defra’s ERG policy-makers, this project adopted a three-stage approach, with the
following objectives:
•

Stage 1 aimed to provide a rapid overview of the social science research relevant to the
ERG policy areas of interest, together with an assessment of which three policy
challenges could be most usefully taken forward for more in-depth review and analysis.

•

Stage 2 sought to explore in greater depth the areas most pertinent to natural
environment policy. It set out to include an in-depth review of three policy challenges
identified in Stage 1, whether within or cutting across multiple ERG policy areas, via
three policy-maker / social researcher workshops and an in-depth review of the literature.

•

Stage 3 aimed to bring together the material identified and developed in Stages 1 and 2 in
policy relevant formats. It has analysed and synthesised the outcomes of the previous
stages and presents them in high quality formats relevant and usable by policy-makers,
including full reports and executive summaries.

The tasks and sub-tasks required to deliver this are summarised in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Three stage research approach
1.1 Web-based review and follow-up with key organisations
Stage one:
Rapid review
and synthesis of
the literature in
the 8 ERG policy
areas of interest

1.2 Conduct targeted literature database searches in each ERG policy area
1.3 Produce written overview of literature emerging in each ERG policy area
1.4 Assess and identify three key policy challenges to pursue
1.5 Produce scoping report
1.6 Present scoping findings to Defra

Stage two:
Review of three
key policy areas/
challenges

2.1 Organise and facilitate three workshops with policy-makers and social
researchers in order to map the key programme theories and to understand the
emerging and future social research needs in each in-depth review area
2.2 Conduct in-depth systematic literature review in each review area
2.3 Undertake stand-alone case study analyses in each review area
2.4 Produce interim report and present findings verbally to Defra steering group

Stage three:
Final reporting
and
dissemination

3.1 Produce draft final report, research findings documents and policy briefings
3.2 Present draft final outputs to Defra and key stakeholders for feedback
3.3 Finalise all outputs and disseminate to key audiences

The eight policy areas of primary interest to Defra’s Environment and Rural Group (ERG) in
this project included: biodiversity and wildlife issues, the Ecosystem Approach, land management
and soil, flood risk management, water availability and quality, people and landscapes, rural
affairs, and marine and fisheries. These eight broad policy areas were the focus of Stage 1,
undertaken prior to the change in priorities following the 2010 general elections.
The findings and analysis from the rapid reviews were summarised in a series of eight overview
summaries which were presented in a Scoping Report in February 2010. These summaries were
intended as a scoping exercise for the Stage 2 reviews, but are also anticipated to provide those
involved in the development and implementation of UK natural environment policy with a series
of a concise, working summaries of social research of relevance to their specific policy
responsibilities.
A further outcome from Stage 1 was the identification of a number of areas of policy challenge to
be taken forward for further investigation in Stage 2 of the project. Two of these were adopted
for more in-depth review and analysis: (1) Public perceptions of landscapes and ecosystems in the
UK; and (2) Interventions in managing natural environment conflicts: what works, in what
contexts and why? Much discussion and scoping was undertaken to identify a suitable third
review theme, with a final decision made in October 2010 to explore the Big Society concept in a
natural environment setting, with the aim of contributing to some of the pressing evidence needs
for the Natural Environment White Paper.

11

This final report presents the key findings from each of the stages of this research, the methods
adopted and challenges faced, and the cross-cutting themes and evidence needs emerging from
the three in-depth reviews.
The remainder of the report is structured as follows:
• Section 2 reports on Stage 1 activities - the overview phase - including the methods used
and key findings;
• Section 3 reports on Stage 2 methods and activities, including the selection of topic areas,
and the search methodology adopted for the subsequent literature reviews;
• Section 4 presents a summary of the key findings of the Public Perceptions review;
• Section 5 summarises the key findings of the Natural Environment Conflict review;
• Section 6 summarises the approach taken and key findings of the Big Society review;
• Section 7 presents five reflective themes that emerged through the three Stage 2 reviews;
• Section 8 presents the overall key findings of the project.

In addition to this, the report references a number of standalone project documents which are
presented alongside this report as appendices to the project’s SID 5 report. These include:
• Appendix 1a – Final Report (i.e. this report, presenting the full project findings).
• Appendix 1b –Annexes to the Final Report (including the overview reports).
• Appendix 2 - In-depth review one: ‘Public perceptions of landscapes and ecosystems in the UK’.
• Appendix 3 - In-depth review two: ‘Interventions in managing natural environment conflicts: what
works, in what contexts and why?’.
• Appendix 4 – Rapid review three – ‘The Big Society concept in a natural environment setting’.
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2. Report on Stage 1 – The overview reports
2.1. Methodology
Sub-tasks 1.0 to 1.5 were intended to deliver the objectives of Stage 1, i.e. to provide a rapid
overview and synthesis of social science research of relevance to ERG policy areas, and to
identify three policy challenges to take forward for more in-depth review and analysis.
Tasks 1.1 to 1.3 sought to deliver summaries of existing social research in each of the policy areas
of interest to Defra’s Environment and Rural Group, whilst Task 1.4 aimed to use these to
identify the policy challenges to take forward for more in-depth review and analysis in Stage 2 of
the project. Task 1.0 was introduced at the inception phase of the project to ensure the project
developed a clear understanding of Defra’s policy objectives in the focal ERG policy areas,
though this was undertaken prior to the changes in Government following the general elections
in May 2010.

Task 1.0. Identifying key policy objectives

The project inception meeting highlighted that efforts would be needed to focus the overview
stage on social research of particular relevance to key policy objectives in each ERG area. For this
reason, an additional task was undertaken before commencing the literature searching tasks, in
which a range of policy strategy documents highlighted by Defra were analysed to identify the
primary objectives of interest to this project. A list of these documents is available in Annex 1.
The analysis was primarily focused on executive summaries where available, with reference made
to the full documents when further clarification was required.
This information was summarised in a Policy Objectives matrix, which is presented and discussed
in Section 2.2. This matrix formed the basis of a ‘traffic light’ system used before and after the
database searching task. Initially, this traffic light system was used to indicate the extent of social
research identified in relation to each policy objective through the web-review, thereby guiding
where to focus the subsequent database searches in order to fill the gaps. Following the database
searches, this system helped to highlight where research gaps were appearing, which was of value
in determining some of the candidate review areas for the second stage of the project.

Task 1.1. Web-based review and use of the SDRN mailing

A focused web-search was conducted in order to identify relevant publications produced by key
organisations undertaking or commissioning research in the ERG policy areas of interest. A list
of relevant organisations – including those in Defra’s delivery landscape network, academic
institutions, research councils, key consultancies, relevant charities and devolved governments was drawn up by PSI and sent to Defra and project partners for further input (see Annex 2). The
publications and news pages of these sites were manually searched in order to identify relevant
publications published since 2005. It was assumed that relevant research prior to this date would
likely have already gone through the peer review process and therefore should be captured by the
subsequent database searches in Task 1.2.
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Meanwhile, a call for information was included in the Sustainable Development Research
Network (SDRN) mailing, which elicited five responses together with requests for further
information.
The main findings from the web-review and mailing responses were summarised in eight
annotated bibliographies, one for each policy area. Also identified were the key themes emerging
from the web-based research and any apparent research gaps. These annotated bibliographies
were sent to the project partners for further development in Task 1.2. Also developed was an
online shared database of references, which was updated during the database searching. This
ensured that any references identified by the project team could be rated for relevance against
each of eight ERG policy areas, and helped to prevent duplication of effort amongst project
partners for cross-cutting issues.

Task 1.2. Targeted database searches

Different members of the research team lead the searches in each of the policy areas (as
illustrated in Table 1).
Table 1. Partner leads by policy area
ERG Policy Area

Lead Partner

Wildlife issues, including biodiversity
Ecosystem Approach
Land management and soil
Flood risk management
Water availability and quality
People and landscapes
Rural affairs
Marine and fisheries

LUC
LUC
CRE
CRE
LUC
LUC
CRE
CRE

A common search strategy was drawn up, but it was agreed that partners would need to use their
discretion in modifying this to best identify the literature of relevance to their policy areas,
particularly given the limited time available for each review area (three days per area). The search
terms were closely aligned to the policy objectives identified in Task 1.0, in order to ensure policy
relevance of the sources reviewed.
Searching was initially confined to journal literature from the last ten years, sourced through Web
of Knowledge – a major online indexing and full-text social and environmental research database.
The primary focus was on UK-focused research, but European and international studies were
considered where transferable lessons could be drawn (this was particularly true for marine and
fisheries research, which is a clear international issue). Key citations were followed up, and the
reference lists of the most recent papers scanned in order to identify broader non-journal
sources, including conference papers, proceedings and so forth. Where resources allowed,
additional databases and search engines were also searched, such as Scopus and Google Scholar.
See Annex 3 for more information about the search procedures used.
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The key findings emerging from these rapid searches were synthesised and summarised by the
project partners into an overview summary, one for each policy area. This assessed the extent of
social research identified in relation to each policy objective, discussed the key social research
themes emerging, identified cross-cutting and overlapping issues, and described remaining
research gaps in the area. It is, however, recognised that these judgements are not definitive;
articles were identified through a limited period of searching, focusing primarily on the Web of
Knowledge database and from focused web searches. Had further databases been searched using
search terms that aligned specifically with the apparent gaps, additional sources may have been
identified.

Task 1.3. Determination of candidate policy challenges and themes for in-depth review in
Stage 2

A key component of Tasks 1.1 and 1.2 was to ensure that information on issues and themes that
cut across ERG policy areas were captured. In addition to enabling the identification of these
cross-cutting themes, an additional benefit of such a wide ranging overview was the identification
of a number of occasions where social science literature from one area could begin to address
social research gaps relating to policy objectives in another policy area i.e. a cross-fertilisation of
knowledge.
Defra also indicated a desire for the project to identify any significant bodies of policy-relevant
social research that do not appear to have been reviewed or utilised by policy to date. This proved to be
particularly challenging as much research tends to be utilised only after publication, usually
following complex and not readably traceable utilisation pathways. This is particularly true for
more academic research, where researchers may have been less likely to develop policy links prior
to publication. In order to address this challenge, the project team developed a visual
representation of the degree of social science research identified against each of the key policy
objectives in the ERG policy areas. This has been presented visually so that those familiar with
how research has previously informed policy might be able to identify where there is more or less
social science research than expected.

Task 1.4. Assessment of policy challenges suitable for taking forward

Sub-task 1.4 identified seven broad natural environment-related social research themes emerging
from the overview scoping phase. This task used an assessment matrix to summarise the various
merits and limitations of taking each of these policy challenges forward for more in-depth review
in Stage 2 of the project. An assessment matrix was used as a way of transparently involving
Defra in the selection.
Five research themes reflected policy challenges that cut across multiple ERG policy areas. These
include:
1. Access to the natural environment and its resources;
2. Conflict resolution within natural environment decision-making;
3. Building capacity to integrate monetary and non-monetary approaches within policy
decision making;
4. The role of lay knowledge in natural environmental decision making;
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5. Public perceptions of, and concern for, future changes to specific landscapes / seascapes
and ecosystems.
There were also two candidate areas which sought to cross fertilise knowledge from one policy
area to another. These included:
6. The role of volunteers in the successful implementation, monitoring and evaluation of
marine and freshwater environmental policy
7. Social factors influencing the resilience and adaptive capacity of farmers to changing
patterns of water availability in the context of future climate change

2.2: Policy Analysis
In order to guide the literature searching, an analysis of key policy strategy documents (see Annex
1) in each of the ERG policy areas was undertaken (based on a list of strategy documents
approved by Defra), pulling out the primary policy objectives in each area and focusing on those
that could usefully be informed by social research. This information was summarised and
transferred into a policy objectives matrix, as illustrated in Table 2.
The overviews produced therefore primarily reflect the policy-relevant social research findings
identified through the combination of web review, project team expertise and database searching.
They are not intended as in-depth comprehensive reviews as they were based on searches of only
one database and, since they were completed prior to the 2010 election, focus on the social
research literature of relevance to the priorities and key policy objectives of the previous
government. Whilst Stage 2 focuses on the emerging priorities post-election, it was not possible
to revisit all the Stage 1 searches to reflect these new priorities.
The extent of social science research undertaken in relation to each of the policy objectives was
described and assessed using the following colour coding system:
Key:
Significant social science literature
Some social science literature
No or limited social science literature
Not primarily answerable by social science

The resulting tables, included in each of the appended overviews, provide a visual indication of
where further research is needed to inform the key policy objectives in each ERG policy area.
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Table 2 - ERG Policy Objectives Matrix
ERG Policy
Areas

Strategy
documents

Wildlife issues
and biodiversity

‘Working with
the grain of
nature’, UK
Biodiversity
Action Plan

Community
involvement in
biodiversity
objectives

Policy
objectives

Healthy
ecosystems
resilient to climate
change

Management of
non-native
invasive species

Ecosystem
approach

‘Securing a
healthy
natural
environment’
Developing
ways of valuing
ecosystem
services

Using case
studies that
demonstrate
the benefits of
taking an
Ecosystems
Approach.

Land
management
and soil

Flood risk
management

Water availability
and quality

‘Safeguarding
our Soils’

Priorities
adopted from
the Pitt Review
(PR), govt PR
response, and
‘Making space
for water’,

‘Future Water’,
Defra
Departmental
Report 2009

Better
protection of
agricultural
soils

Preventing soil
pollution

Effective and
fair governance
of common
land

Improved
planning and
reduction of risk
of flooding and
its impacts

Water companies to
prepare and
maintain plans to
meet demand for
water

Knowing when
and where it will
flood

Improving water
efficiency standards
for industry,
commerce and
domestic.

Advising people
on how to
protect
themselves,
families and
property

Introducing
effective and fair
demand
management
strategies, e.g.
metering, product
labelling, encourage
people to value
water, rainwater
use, water footprinting.
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People and
landscapes
Natural
England &
Defra's key
priorities, The
Diversity
Review,
‘Outdoors for
All?’
Understanding
why people
value landscapes
and how this
influences their
use of, attitudes
to, and
behaviour
within the
countryside
Understanding
the drivers of
degradation of
landscapes and
the implications
of this for
future
enjoyment and
use of these
areas
Ensuring people
from a wider
range of
backgrounds are
able to access
and enjoy the
countryside.

Rural affairs

Marine and fisheries

Defra’s Rural
Strategy, &
RDPE

‘Fisheries 2027’, ‘Our seas – a
shared resource’, ‘Charting a
new course’ & ‘A Better
Environment, Healthier
Fisheries’

Priorities:

How to reduce
the impact, and
improve the
sustainability of
fishing

Ensuring that
those with a
stake in the
marine
environment
have a role in
the decisions
that affect them

The evidenced
needs of rural
people and
communities
are addressed
through
mainstream
public policy
and delivery

Embedding an
ecosystems
approach in
fisheries

Encouraging
wider
appreciation of
the non-use
benefits of the
marine
environment

Economic
growth is
supported in
rural areas with
the lowest level
of performance

Encouraging
the use of the
precautionary
approach

Diversification
of fishing
communities
into non-fishing
activities

- Economic
and social
regeneration;
- Social justice
for all;
- Enhancing the
value of our
countryside;

Understanding
economic and
social reasons for
biodiversity
degradation

Building farming,
food and forestry
sectors that meet
the needs of
consumers and
make a net
positive
contribution to the
environment
(focus on
biodiversity, food
labelling and
consumer
behaviour).

.
Developing a
robust
evidence base.

Protecting and
enhancing
stores of soil
carbon

Building the
resilience of
soils to a
changing
climate
Identifying
opportunities
for
mainstreaming
an ecosystems
approach

Promoting
joined up
working within
Defra and the
Defra network
to deliver
environmental
outcomes
more
effectively.

Helping farmers
adapt to the needs
of water quality,
water availability.

Being rescued
and cared for in
an emergency

Staying healthy
and speeding
recovery

Maintaining high
quality waterbodies
for recreational,
amenity,
biodiversity.

Dealing with
our legacy of
contaminated
land

Considerations
related to the
impact of
abstraction, and
potential for
accelerating
reservoir
development

Monitoring
changes in the
state of soil

Ensuring efficiency
of supply,
particularly in areas
vulnerable to future
drought.

Recapturing
the benefits of
set-aside land

Maintaining
appropriate limits
on the
concentrations of
potentially harmful
chemicals in
drinking water
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Understanding
the implications
of climate
change on
landscape and
how it is used.

Considering
how to
incentivise land
managers
(farmers,
woodlands, etc)
to maintain the
countryside.

Understanding
the role of rural
communities in
responding to
climate change

Understanding
consumer
demand for
sustainably
produced fish

Identifying
sources of
pollutants,
contaminants
and toxins, and
the drivers
behind marine
pollution

Understanding
and minimising
drivers of
unsustainable
harvest

Ensuring that
marine, land
and water
management
mechanisms are
responsive and
work effectively
together

The
contribution of
fishing to local
economies and
the culture of
coastal
communities

Management of
fisheries flexibly

The influence of climate change
on fisheries and stocks

Fisheries to play a greater role in
England and Wales to encourage
more people to help and protect
the environment and help fishing
to contribute more to social and
economic development objectives

2.3. Outlines of the overviews
The overviews were written up in the form of a series of eight concise summaries and were
revised in light of two rounds of comments in February and October 2010. These overviews are
provided within the Annexes to this report. However, their contents are outlined in this section
so that prospective users can understand the content of the full summaries. These outlines are
followed by a summary of the social research gaps appearing in the social literature reviewed that
are of relevance to the policy objectives identified in Task 1.0.
2.3.1. Outline: Wildlife issues, including biodiversity
With the exception of the very broad area of research regarding community involvement, the
scope and quantity of social research into biodiversity issues is quite limited. The key themes
which emerge from the literature include:
• Theme One: Role of healthy eco-systems in climate change adaptation. Explores
the public’s limited awareness of the impact of climate change on biodiversity, briefly
considers the influence of the media on public understanding of the relationships
between ecosystems and climate change, and presents an example of a study exploring
public understanding of the trade-offs and conflicts that exist with regard to coastal
planning for climate change.
• Theme Two: Management of non-native invasive species1. Considers human
responses to non-native invasive species, including people’s willingness to pay for, and
public acceptability of, proposed eradication programmes.
• Theme Three: Public understanding of, and involvement in biodiversity.
Introduces a range of studies exploring public attitudes towards, and mental constructs
of, biodiversity i.e. what do people understand by ‘biodiversity’ and what about it matters
to them? These studies suggest that both public understanding of biodiversity and
concern about changes in biodiversity are variable.
• Theme Four: Relationship between biodiversity management and social issues.
Examines the benefits provided to humans by biodiversity, as well as the important role
of trust and communication in determining the success of conservation efforts. Describes
biodiversity management as a ‘social dilemma’.
• Theme Five: Sustainable farming and biodiversity. Focuses on public attitudes to,
and consumers’ willingness to pay for, food produced using sustainable agricultural
techniques that promote the conservation of biodiversity. This touches on a wider crosscutting theme relating to the role of public understanding of, and emotional attachment
to, nature in motivating their adoption of pro-environmental behaviours and sustainable
lifestyles.

It should be noted that Defra’s Invasive Non-Native Species Framework Strategy (2008) was not included in
Defra’s list of policy strategy documents analysed in Task 1.0 and therefore key objectives relating to Defra’s non
native species policy may have been omitted.

1
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2.3.2. Outline: The Ecosystem Approach
With the exception of the area of ecosystem service valuation approaches2, the amount of social
science of relevance to the Ecosystem Approach policy objectives ranges from ‘limited’ to ‘some’.
The key social research themes to emerge from this overview include:
• Theme One: What aspects of the natural environment people value and why.
Explores how people value the benefits derived from natural resource systems, and how
and why these vary spatially, temporally and across different sections of society. It is
important to distinguish ‘values’ from ‘benefits’ here; value means being consciously
aware of and appreciating an ecosystem service, whilst people may benefit from an
ecosystem through the services it provides without being aware of this e.g. clean air.
• Theme Two: How social research can be used to place a financial value on
environmental services. Highlights studies where economic valuations of the
environmental services delivered by ecosystems cross over into other social research
themes. Not covered is the large body of research on different approaches to economic
valuation of ecosystem services as this is an area in which Defra is already commissioning
significant research.
• Theme Three: How social research can help ensure equity in service delivery.
Explores how cost-benefit analysis (CBA) tools may be able to throw light on questions
about equity in ecosystem service delivery, and considers how the benefits of
environmental improvements and management decisions can fall disproportionately to
certain social groups.
• Theme Four: How social research can help to secure the delivery of ecosystem
services. Discusses how Payments for Environmental Services (PES) can be used to
translate external, non-market environmental services into financial incentives for land
managers to preserve ecosystems and thereby secure the supply of ecosystem services.
Considers limitations of PES schemes, and factors affecting farmers’ participation rates
in such schemes.
• Theme Five: How an Ecosystems Approach can be integrated into the policy
process. Notes the relative lack of research under this theme, and suggests that case
studies could constitute a useful way of examining how an Ecosystems Approach can
work within existing decision-making frameworks. Highlights the value of the case
studies already examined in Defra’s Ecosystem Approach research programme.
• Theme Six: How social research can be used in embedding the Ecosystems
Approach. Highlights the value of social research in: a) identifying the range of people
affected by natural resource use and management decisions; b) facilitating non-monetary
ecosystem service valuation methods where these prove to be more appropriate than
economic valuations; c) understanding stakeholder familiarity with the terminology and
concepts associated with ecosystem services prior to their involvement in ecosystem
valuation processes; and d) making better use of lay knowledge to understand the
dynamics of local institutions and how these produce social interactions which support
(or compromise) sustainable management of ecosystems.
2

This body of work has not been covered in this review due to the substantial volume of research already
commissioned by Defra on the economic and social valuation of ecosystem services.
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2.3.3. Outline: Land management and soil
The amount of social science research of relevance to the spectrum of policy objectives in the
area of land management and soil is generally limited3. The key themes identified within the
literature include:
• Theme One: Soil knowledge, management and protection. Introduces different
forms of knowledge ("know-what", "know-how" and "know-who" knowledge, and
‘expert’ and ‘tacit’ knowledge). Explores how these play out to determine the uptake of
sustainable soil management practices by farmers. Highlights the importance of trust in
‘experts’ in the management of contaminated land in an urban context. Highlights how
the nature of the relationship between different stakeholders can determine the success of
efforts to promote change in current land management practices.
• Theme Two: Managing commons and multi-functional land. Reports on an area of
research suggesting that sustainable management of common lands is often supported by
their continued multifunctional use, which relies upon the harmonisation of the broad
range of values, experience and objectives implicated in such use. Specifically highlights
the need for more integration between the policy regimes that have a potential influence
on peatland management (e.g. farm income, biodiversity, water resources, climate
regulation and flood risk management).
• Theme Three: Social and cultural factors affecting soil management and land use.
Explores the range of social and cultural factors that influence the uptake of soil
conservation technology amongst farmers.
2.3.4. Outline: Flood risk management
There is a considerable body of literature associated with the social science of flooding. A
significant driver behind the growth of this research interest in the UK has been the shift in
policy focus from delivering flood protection, to more holistic flood risk management
approaches. The key themes which emerge from the literature include:
• Theme One: The social justice aspects of flood risk management. Highlights that
socio-economic and demographic characteristics are significant determinants of
vulnerability to floods, and explores the link between social deprivation and increased
levels of exposure to flooding.
• Theme Two: The relative role of public and private institutions in flood risk
management. Describes how the shift from flood protection to flood risk management
(FRM) has been associated with a change in emphasis, from direct government
responsibility to individual responsibility supported by public and private institutions.
• Theme Three: The relationship between local experience and government
/national agencies. Emphasises the need to move beyond traditional stakeholder
consultation, towards approaches that facilitate more meaningful integration of local
actors in local planning and policy decisions. In this way FRM strategies can be developed
that are tailored and more suitable to specific local circumstances. Highlights that one

3 In order to maintain feasible scope this overview largely focused on rural land management rather than urban land
management, but this may be broadened in scope in the Stage 2 reviews.
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•

area involving complex institutional arrangements is the role of land management in
FRM.
Theme Four: Reducing vulnerability and building resilience and resistance to
floods at an individual and community level. Emphasises the heterogeneity of
vulnerable groups, the different ways in which they think about their own flood risk, and
factors that influence their behavioural responses to such risk. Suggests that people do
not always make a purely objective or cognitive assessment of personal flood risk (both
coastal and inland), but incorporate personal experience and emotional state in their risk
perceptions.

2.3.5. Outline: Water availability and quality
Relatively large volumes of social research exist in relation to water industry efforts to manage
and meet water demand, but less literature has been identified of relevance to the management of
waterbodies and the needs and responsibilities of farmers. The key themes which emerge from
the review include:
• Theme One: Meeting water demand. Considers how advances in social science
research can help water managers to better understand the varied and complex responses
of different water users to water demand reduction strategies, such as price increases.
• Theme Two: Understanding water demand and use behaviours. Focuses on social
factors affecting per-person levels of water consumption, introduces the concepts of
virtual water and water footprints, and highlights the need for fair demand management
strategies. Suggests that interpersonal and institutional trust can play important roles in
reducing household water consumption.
• Theme Three: Supporting farmers in reducing their impact on water quality.
Highlights how cultural factors that influence perceptions of what constitutes a ‘good’
farmer play a role in determining the adoption of more sustainable and less polluting
agricultural practices, and considers how best to engage with farmers to change individual
behaviour.
• Theme Four: Maintaining water quality in our lakes, rivers and waterbodies.
Explores people’s willingness to pay for improved ecological status in waterbodies;
particularly in the context of the Water Framework Directive. Indicates a lack of social
research concerning public views and perceptions in relation to water quality, but
highlights some work on public perceptions of sustainable urban drainage systems
(SUDS).
2.3.6. Outline: People and landscapes
This overview has identified significant social research exploring why people value landscapes
and how this influences their behaviour within the countryside, but found only limited social
research exploring the implications of climate change for how landscapes are used. For this stage
of the research, in order to maintain feasible scope, ‘landscape’ has been taken in the search
process to refer to the ‘countryside’ and its component features, as ‘countryside’ is used in the
majority of policy objectives listed in this policy area, though some reference is also made to
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‘countryside in and around towns’, including urban greenspace, where this was referred to in the
literature4. The key themes which emerge include:
• Theme One: Use of landscapes – access and recreation. Explores real and perceived
barriers to access to specific landscapes, and how these vary for different socio-economic
groups. Reports on research considering how managers can increase visitor numbers to
different landscapes, whilst maintaining sustainable management practices.
• Theme Two: The perceived benefits of landscapes. Confirms the importance of
landscape to people and the wide range of services and benefits it provides. Suggests that
landscape features will deliver the same range of services regardless of where they are in
the UK, though the setting of individual features may affect how they are perceived and
may also affect the level of service delivery.
• Theme Three: Landscape perceptions and preferences. Highlights a significant
amount of environmental psychology literature pertaining to environmental preferences,
aesthetics and the restorative effects of landscapes. Reports on research indicating that
natural/wilderness environments tend to be preferred over urban/artificial ones.
Indicates that people tend to recognise a landscape as the sum of its component parts
(i.e. the different characteristics combine to form the landscapes they know), rather than
picking out preferences for individual features. Considers the impacts of agricultural
landscapes on public preference, and discusses studies exploring the impact of specific
infrastructural features on landscape preference.
• Theme Four: Judging condition and change in the landscape. Considers tools and
methodologies for accurately presenting and interpreting future changes in the landscape
(e.g. from climate change or climate change mitigation strategies) to people and
communities. Emphasises public tendencies to idealise current landscapes and thereby
create pressure to maintain landscapes as they are at present.
• Theme Five: The role of land managers. Considers a cross-cutting topic relating to
the potential to incentivise land managers to maintain the countryside. Highlights the use
of social research in the appraisal of environmental stewardship and agri-environment
schemes, but a lack of examples concerning approaches for incentivising other types of
land managers.
2.3.7. Outline: Rural affairs
The objectives within this policy area are highly social in nature and therefore have been welladdressed by social science research. A growing body of research has been undertaken by
independent research organisations such as the Commission for Rural Communities (England)
and the Wales Rural Observatory. The key themes to emerge from this overview include:
• Theme One: Identifying and targeting rural disadvantage and potential to
incorporate the natural environment. Discusses how current approaches used to
measure rural disadvantage can serve to conceal its actual extent and nature. Highlights
that research on sustainable rural communities must incorporate a more nuanced

4

The focus is broadened to include green space and other types of landscape in the second stage reviews.
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understanding of the natural environment, and suggests that sustainability in rural areas
must not be seen only in terms of preservationism.
Theme Two: Integrating economic, social and environmental assets to realise the
potential for rural areas: the case for a rural eco-economy. Highlights the concept of
the rural ‘eco-economy’ and its ability to link environmental, social and economic
resources in innovative ways to achieve the goal of sustainable rural development.
Theme Three: Social capital and climate change adaptation. Highlights the value of
maintaining and enhancing social capital as a means of enhancing the resilience of rural
communities to future climatic hazards. Recommends the establishment of mechanisms
of trust and cooperation between actors in the state and civil society which are built from
the bottom-up and based on local social capital, in order to heighten local communities’
predisposition to take adaptive and – more particularly – action for mitigation.

2.3.8. Outline: Marine and fisheries
There is a reasonable volume of social research literature of relevance to the policy objectives
identified in this policy area; most of the policy objectives identified are supported by ‘significant’
or ‘some’ social science literature, and only one objective by ‘limited’ social science literature.
The literature in this policy area falls into three themes:
• Theme one: Approaches to the management of marine resources and ecosystems.
Significant social science research exists in the area of marine resources, and particularly in
relation to the broadening of the management of marine resources beyond a pure focus
on fisheries. Much of the research relates to the challenges of meeting international and
national obligations for the sustainability of marine environments. The significant level
of existing social research reflects the international and complex nature of the
management problem. Further social science research will be essential to facilitate
effective monitoring and adaptation of new governance structures.
• Theme two: Linking recreational angling to the freshwater fisheries environment.
In contrast, there has been relatively limited social research undertaken in relation to
freshwater fisheries in England and Wales, with most existing research focusing on the
social and economic benefits of freshwater angling. The Water Framework Directive has,
however, proven to be a significant driver in acknowledging the role of recreational
anglers in managing and observing the river environment and further research in this area
is emerging in the grey literature.
• Theme three: Public perceptions of the marine and freshwater environment. There
is a relative gap in the social research literature reviewed in relation to this theme.
However, useful work has been undertaken by Natural England highlighting a general
lack of awareness amongst the public of marine biodiversity, and somewhat negative
public perceptions of England’s marine environment.

2.4. Emerging social research gaps in the ERG policy areas
A number of gaps were apparent within the academic social literature identified in relation to the
key policy objectives within each ERG area. Whilst some of these may be an artefact of the
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necessarily light-touch search approach adopted for each overview, it may be useful to draw these
out as a guide to where less social science research was forthcoming (also providing further
explanation of the assessments made in Table 2). These are presented in Table 3 below.
Table 3. Gaps apparent in the social science identified in Stage 1
Gaps identified in relation to wildlife issues, including biodiversity
• Public understanding of and concern for the effects of climate change on biodiversity and
healthy ecosystems.
• Factors influencing whether people recognise the impacts of climate change on
biodiversity.
• Social impacts, public perceptions and concerns related to non-native species in the UK,
and to the reintroduction of once-native species (both terrestrial and aquatic).
• Understanding the social and economic circumstances which lead to environmental
degradation, and how these vary in different communities;
• Understanding the factors that influence perceptions of when biodiversity degradation is
acceptable/unacceptable;
• Factors influencing people’s support for farming practices that promote biodiversity;
• Determinants of success of a range of food eco-labelling and quality farm product
schemes;
• Understanding of when and where social priorities take precedence over biodiversity and
for whom, and of what social circumstances lead to biodiversity degradation.
Whilst research has been undertaken overseas that may shed light on some these issues, there is a
need to enhance our understanding of the unique relationship between people and biodiversity
specifically within the UK context.
Gaps identified in relation to the Ecosystem Approach
1. In relation to the value and benefits of ecosystems and their distribution:
• UK preferences for and attitudes to actual and prospective changes in ecosystems,
landscapes and species5. How to measure and represent the intangible benefits of
ecosystems in terms compatible with existing criteria and indicators of sustainable land
management that emphasise quantification and objectivity (Kanowski and Williams,
2009).
• An examination of the cultural services associated with urban (as opposed to rural)
landscapes.
• How to take account of the fact that the values placed on environmental services can vary
according to spatial scale e.g. the aesthetic and cultural values given to a landscape by
those living within it may differ from the value placed on it by visitors from distant cities.
• How differences in human values across regions or countries may affect interpretation of
In filling this gap it would be important to avoid asking the public abstract questions since context, contingencies,
trade-offs and choices are all important influences (Upham et al., 2009); there is the potential to re-use deliberative
data gathered for other purposes.

5
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European legislation that seeks to implement an Ecosystems Approach, for example, the
‘good environmental status’ sought by the Marine Strategy Directive (Mee et al., 2008).
• Distributional issues raised by the Ecosystems Approach (e.g. the social justice
consequences of climate change mitigation strategies at a range of scales – international,
national, local).
2. In relation to the need for support for operationalising the Ecosystems Approach.
• The need to clarify the ‘social’ human and cultural side of the ecosystem services
framework, and more specifically how best to measure the wellbeing benefits that
ecosystems provide (partially linked to the point above about intangible benefits).
• Governance (decision-making) issues raised by the Ecosystems Approach e.g. how best
to use data gathered from deliberative and participatory methods alongside monetary
valuations, overcoming the traditional reliance on figures; how to incentivise
environmental managers on the ground to adopt the Ecosystems Approach.
• How to raise public awareness of the role of ecosystem services in maintaining their
desired quality of life and how this would influence the values they assign to different
ecosystem services.
• How to promote better communication and coordination between the gatherers and
users of ecosystems data so that the emerging evidence base has practical application to
policy-makers and land managers.
• How best to foster an Ecosystems Approach across national and local government e.g.
through alternative measures of prosperity to GDP; policy integration tools; inclusion of
Ecosystems Approach in the Treasury Green Book; alignment of Local Area Agreement
targets with an Ecosystems Approach; other toolkits and case studies.
• Development of techniques to support evaluation of trade-offs between benefits/
stakeholders that arise from ecosystem management decisions.
• Identifying opportunities for synergies of interest amongst ecosystem stakeholders and
investigating how to implement them e.g. delivery of water quality from appropriate land
management by upland farmers also benefits water companies.
• Further case studies focusing on the difference that an Ecosystems Approach has made
will be useful in embedding the approach further and promoting understanding of the
terminology. The National Ecosystem Assessment will be useful in this context. (ThinkLab, 2009).
Gaps identified in relation to land management and soil
• Understanding farmer values, motivations and decision-making in relation to managing
land for environmental objectives, and the forms of knowledge that farmers bring to bear
to manage their land sustainably – from the ‘whole farm’ perspective.
• Specifically, understanding how the need by farmers to earn an income from the farm
affects land management (e.g. either positively in terms of allowing the continuation of
“traditional management practices” or negatively in terms of stretching the time and
resources the farmer is able to put into land management).
• Examining the knowledge needs of soil management advisors.
• The causes and social implications of the under-use of common land.
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•
•
•

Understanding how to capture the public goods value of common lands and to attribute
this value (financial and reputational) to those responsible for their management.
How to integrate existing policy regimes that suit local conditions (for commons
management).
Examining the land use and landscape implications of the increasing prevalence of
lifestyle farming.

Gaps identified in relation to flood risk management:
• The role of uncertainty in flood forecasting; there is a need to examine the ways in which
uncertainty can be introduced into FRM in a way that does not reduce confidence and
therefore willingness to act on the part of the individual.
• The need to understand what interventions may encourage vulnerable households and
communities to adapt and enhance their personal resilience to floods (both coastal and
inland).
• Cross-cutting research agendas could usefully explore conflicts arising between the use of
highly productive land for flood protection and food production. A number of issues
relate to how to bring about successful multifunctional land use within a complex
institutional framework that operates across a number of scales from the individual farm
to the local/national and EU level and a number of policy areas.
• There is a need to understand how best to incorporate local knowledge in FRM, not just
as a consultancy exercise but ensuring people are included as participants in the process.
• A number of changes are currently underway in the management of flood risk in
response to the Pitt Review, the Floods Directive, and the Flood and Water Management
Act. Research could usefully examine the effectiveness and social impacts of these
changes and the ways in which they are implemented; the distribution of costs and
benefits across geographical areas and how these can be managed.
Gaps identified in relation to water availability and quality
• The social impact of increased water abstraction, and public acceptability of proposals to
accelerate reservoir development.
• Public understanding of water supply as an environmental stress, and the implications of
this for demand-related water behaviours and public acceptability of measures proposed
to ration or limit water use. It is important to note that much of the research into water
demand management comes from outside the UK, particularly Australia, and that there is
a need for more UK-based research on this issue.
• Social considerations in maintaining high quality water bodies.
• Helping farmers to reduce their water demand.
• Understanding how best to encourage farmers to adopt less polluting agricultural
practices.
• Public understanding and/or awareness of virtual water and ‘water footprints’, and
potential interventions to encourage consumers to reduce their consumption of waterintensive commodities.
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Gaps identified in relation to people and landscapes:
• Attitudes to the UK natural environment have more often been investigated in relation to
the impact of new infrastructure than in relation to prospective ‘natural’ change, such as
climate change (Upham et al., 2009). Upham et al., (2009) in a recent comprehensive study
of public attitudes to environmental change, also noted that the number of UK studies on
attitudes to ecosystem and landscape change is surprisingly low – most studies appear to
be regionally-specific or small-scale and ‘there are so few studies that there is little
opportunity for building on experience’.
• Understanding how ‘landscape condition’ is perceived by people and what these
perceptions say about how land should be managed in the future.
• Research Box et al. (2009) introduced the Portfolio Pyramid that identified the different
uses that people make of different types of landscape; social research could usefully be
undertaken to explore the extent to which landscapes close to where people live can
substitute for more ‘special’ landscapes further away.
• Public perceptions of future land and landscapes, and the benefits of incentivising land
managers to protect ecosystems and landscapes.
• Whilst the searches did not focus explicitly on urban landscapes, gaps were highlighted by
authors of some of the sources reviewed concerning the availability of social research on
public perceptions of peri-urban or urban fringe landscapes.
• Perception studies relating to marine and river environments are low (though one study
was identified on public perceptions of the undersea landscape; Rose et al., 2008).
A general point to highlight is that much of the academic literature on people and landscapes is
from the United States and other countries outside the UK, and there is increasing evidence that
perceptions of landscapes are place-specific.
Gaps identified in relation to rural affairs
•

How to improve monitoring of the role that the natural environment plays in sustainable
rural development, particularly in relation to non-farm rural business and livelihoods.

•

Rural areas have an important part to play in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Further
research is required to better understand the role that rural areas can play to reduce
emissions within the context of changing economic and social arrangements i.e. the role
of rural areas in the transition to a low carbon economy.

•

There are opportunities for rural communities to better capture the public value of rural
environments. In order to facilitate this, further research is required into the public values
held for different environmental assets, and the mechanisms for translating this value into
financial benefits for those responsible for ‘producing’ and maintaining the valued
environments. For example, the role of uplands in storing carbon as well as providing
water for urban communities and providing business opportunities for game managers,
farmers and tourism industries.
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Gaps identified in relation to marine and fisheries
• Public understanding of, and concern for, the impact of climate change on marine and
freshwater fisheries resources.
• Public awareness of how policy measures (such as marine conservation zones, marine
protected areas and quotas) and consumer choices can help prevent further collapse of
fish stocks and marine biomass.
• Linked to the point above, understanding the preferences and perceptions of the UK
public in relation to sustainable fish consumption and production methods.
• The role of NGOs within the wider marine stakeholder engagement process.
• How stakeholder involvement may lead to the empowerment of some marine interest
groups at the cost and marginalisation of other groups.
• The ways in which anglers (sea and freshwater) can contribute to the development of
healthy ecosystems, including marine and freshwater fisheries. Linked to this is the role of
volunteers in the implementation and policing of marine and freshwater policy, and the
interest of anglers in supporting government monitoring and enforcement activities. The
role of volunteers in terrestrial biodiversity conservation has been studied by social scientists,
but much less so in freshwater environments.
• How anglers might organise themselves to better support the development and
continuation of the sport.
• Public understanding, perceptions of, and interest in, marine biodiversity and what lies
below the UK sea-surface (as highlighted in the wildlife and biodiversity section).
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3. Stage Two - Methodology undertaken for the in-depth reviews
Four sub-tasks were originally proposed in order to fulfil the overarching aim of Stage 2 (i.e. to
explore in greater depth the existing social research of relevance to three policy challenges of
most pertinence to Defra’s Environment and Rural Group (ERG)). It was intended that Stage 2
would result in:
1.
2.
3.
4.

An understanding of the existing social research evidence in the three review areas;
The current policies and policy objectives relevant to addressing each policy challenge;
The implications of emerging social research findings for these policy objectives;
The identification of future social research needs.

In coinciding with the general election and subsequently the build-up to the comprehensive
spending review, a highly flexible approach was adopted to achieve these goals, which necessarily
departed at times from the original approaches set out in the proposal.
In particular, the success of the original tasks set out within this stage relied heavily on significant
policy engagement, both for refining the review topics to ensure they were of feasible scope and
closely aligned to policy need, and for gaining an in-depth understanding of the nature and
effectiveness of the current, past and emerging policies of relevance to each review theme. As a
result of the post-election political context during this stage, the time that policy-makers or
analysts were able to dedicate to this process was constrained. This led to limited engagement
with policy-makers prior to the workshops. It also impacted on the level of policy attendance at
the workshops themselves. This, together with the uncertainties and subsequent changes in
policies and policy programmes following the election, had implications for the feasibility of the
mapping approach originally proposed, as discussed later in this section. Figure 2 sets out the
revised approach adopted for Stage 2 in response to this context.
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Figure 2. Revised Approach to Stage 2

(N.B. Boxes outlined in blue indicate tasks relying in part upon policy engagement)

Task 2.0. In-depth review theme identification and scoping
The Scoping Report submitted upon completion of Stage 1 presented seven broad natural
environment-related social research themes emerging from the overview scoping phase, and
suggested that subsets of these could usefully be explored in more depth in Stage 2 of the project.
As discussed in Section 2.1, five of these cut across multiple ERG policy areas and two sought to
cross-fertilise knowledge and literature from one policy area to inform key policy questions in
another.
Defra confirmed two of these review themes as planned in early 2010. These were ‘Public
perceptions of and concern for, future changes to specific landscapes/seascapes and ecosystems’
(later refined to the Perceptions review) and ‘Conflict management within natural environment
decision-making’ (eventually refined to the Conflict Management review). Whilst the second
theme did conform to the original idea that the review would be focusing on a policy ‘challenge’
(albeit a broad one), the first theme could not be classified as a policy ‘challenge’ as such, but
rather a body of social research of importance when tackling a range of different policy
challenges faced by Defra policy-makers. The subject area for the third review was not identified
until November 2010, when it was agreed that the project would undertake a case study-based
rapid review to inform Defra’s Natural Environment White Paper discussions, considering ‘The
Big Society Concept in a Natural Environment Setting’ (the Big Society rapid review).
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The reviews were assigned in order to ensure that each partner would be working on a theme
that best played to their strengths and experience:
• Land Use Consultants (LUC) were best placed to develop the Perceptions review as it
fitted in with their extensive experience in the landscape field;
• The Centre for Rural Economy (CRE) were assigned the Conflict Management review,
which was in line with the interests of the research staff involved; and
• Policy Studies Institute (PSI) was later assigned the Big Society review, which fitted well
with other projects underway at PSI, and drew on their expertise as a policy institute.
Since a different approach was adopted for the Big Society rapid review, this will be discussed in
Section 6. The rest of this section focuses on the approach used for the Perceptions and Conflict
Management reviews.

Task 2.1. Workshops, mapping of the key programme theories and understanding
social research needs
The full objective of Task 2.1 is to: ‘Organise and facilitate three workshops with policy-makers and social
researchers in order to map the key programme theories and to understand the emerging and future social research
needs in each in-depth review area.’
The proposal set out the need for a small workshop with the aim of:
1. Facilitating the mapping of key policy programme theories of relevance to the policy

challenge under review;
2. Identifying, exploring and honing down the priority policy issue(s) within each review
theme where existing social science literature could most usefully be reviewed and
synthesised without duplicating previous or contemporary research.
Through these processes, it was hoped that the project team would develop a shared
understanding of:
• The current policies within Defra’s ERG programme areas that may influence or be
relevant to each in-depth review area.
• The type of evidence that informed the framing and development of the policies;
• The effectiveness of these policies to-date in tackling the policy ‘challenge’ under review
(where documented evidence on effectiveness is readily available);
• Factors limiting their effectiveness;
• The potential for social research to help frame the policies in a way that is more effective
for tackling the policy challenges under review.
It was originally proposed that the project team would liaise with relevant policy leads in Defra
prior to the workshop in order to complete an abbreviated logical framework analysis in order to
begin the programme theory mapping process in advance of the workshops. In this way, it was
hoped to produce a graphical presentation of programme theories and the assumptions
underlying them – a log frame - on a single presentation slide, for discussion during the
workshop.
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This approach to the mapping did not prove appropriate or feasible for the following five key
reasons:
1. One of the final review areas – the Perceptions theme did not constitute a policy

2.

3.

4.

5.

‘challenge’ against which the effectiveness of existing policies could be mapped, but
rather is a body of social science research that could inform policy approaches to a variety
of different policy challenges. It therefore proved unfeasible to map ‘the effectiveness of
policies to-date in tackling the policy challenge under review’.
The final review areas chosen were much broader than anticipated within the proposal
and therefore relevant to most, if not all, of the policy programmes within the
Environment and Rural Group. Mapping all of the policies within each of these policy
programmes was beyond the resources available for the mapping task.
Engagement with policy leads and analysts within Defra demonstrated that the required
knowledge was widely dispersed among a larger number of people than anticipated.
Gaining the information required about all relevant policy programmes therefore did not
prove feasible.
Within the context of the change of government, policy attendance at the Perceptions
workshops was limited. This constrained the degree to which this workshop could be
used as part of the policy programme mapping process.
The change in government mid-way through Stage 2 resulted in much uncertainty
regarding the status of many of the existing policy programmes and the relevance of
strategy documents published by the previous government. This undermined the value in
trying to map the policy programmes developed by the previous government, as these
were liable to change.

As such, the project team developed an alternative approach to the mapping, focusing instead on
how to achieve its underlying aim: to ensure the reviews were policy relevant and closely aligned to existing
and emerging policy need. The modified approach incorporated three stages:
1. Referring to the original strategy documents used in Phase I together with some
additional Natural England, Forestry Commission and Defra strategy documents (see
Annex 1) to identify the overarching policy objectives that each review could inform.
This was done prior to the election, and it is recognised that policy priorities and
objectives have since changed, but the process did assist efforts to identify where to focus
policy engagement efforts. Efforts have since been made to consider the relevance of the
reviews to emerging policy documents being produced by the new Coalition
Government, including Defra’s Structural Reform Plan (Defra, 2010) and Defra’s
Discussion Document, ‘An invitation to shape the Nature of England’ (Defra, 2010).
2. For the Perceptions review, within a workshop setting efforts were made to facilitate
policy-makers to prioritise the objectives of most relevance to their current work and to
elaborate on the policies they were working on, subsequently discussing which of a series
of questions set out under this review theme could usefully inform their work. For the
reasons previously mentioned, this did not prove effective. However, the diverse mix of
social researchers present did enable much useful discussion concerning bodies of
existing research that could valuably be reviewed under this topic. Subsequently it was
decided that a series of telephone interviews would be carried out with key policy analysts
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after the election to gain a better understanding of new and emerging policy priorities and
of how the review could usefully inform these.
3. Given the lack of policy attendance secured for the first scheduled conflict management
review workshop, this workshop was cancelled and invitations re-issued for a date
following the general election. CRE were therefore able both to secure greater policy
attendance, but also to carry out a number of telephone interviews with key policy and
practitioner representatives prior to the workshop to ensure a clear focus within the
workshop.
The outcomes of this process are summarised in Annexes 5a and 6a.
Each of the workshops adopted a slightly different format tailored to their review theme (as
outlined in the workshop reports available in Annex 5b and 6b), but in each case, the workshop
participants converged upon three alternative strands for review within each theme. These were
considered alongside the discussions held during the telephone interviews in order to identify
priority sub-themes under each review (see Annexes 5a and 6a). In liaison with the Defra Project
Steering Group, decisions were made regarding where the project teams felt they had the greatest
potential to provide novel and value-adding synthesis and review with regard to: the importance
attached to particular issues within Defra; the availability of existing literature; the scope for
additionality in research outputs; and the ability to develop a focused research question that could
be adequately addressed according to the time and resource constraints of the project.
Several subsequent discussions with Defra resulted in an overarching question for each review,
together with a series of sub-questions (see Sections 4 and 5).

Task 2.2. Produce review protocol and two-page summary for policy comment.
Neither review question generated by Task 2.1 could be sufficiently focused or narrowed to meet
the strict criteria necessary for systematic review. Following several discussions and much useful
advice from experts in qualitative and quantitative systematic review processes, it was established
that the reviews could instead draw on some of the principles of systematic review where
appropriate whilst maintaining rigour, quality and breadth.
As such, a review protocol was developed for each review theme (available in Annexes 7 and 8),
setting out the:
• Rationale for the review and policy context;
• Type of review method proposed;
• Final review question and sub-questions;
• Search strategy and scope (including search terms, search dates, databases and web sites)
• Exclusion criteria for sources identified (to maintain focus and ensure only the most
relevant sources are used)
• Quality appraisal criteria (used to assess the quality of non-peer reviewed sources)
• Data extraction template (to guide the type of data to be extracted across each review
area)
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•
•

Synthesis approach
Key references.

Whilst the approaches adopted in each review necessarily varied due to the different types of
question under review, each review adopted the same search time period, and utilised the same
core databases (COPAC, Web of Science - including the Science Citation Index, Social Sciences
Citation Index, and Conference Papers-, Greenfile, ASSIA, IBSS, and Science Direct).
A two-page summary of each protocol was developed and circulated to the Defra Steering Group
for approval in order to ensure the final scope was approved prior to using further resources to
progress each review.

Task 2.3. Conduct in-depth literature review in each policy area.
Once the protocols had been developed for each review (available in Annexes 7 and 8), the
project partners undertook the literature searching.
The search process covered: six literature databases (enabling the identification of journal
literature, monographs, conference proceedings, papers and grey literature); a Google Scholar
search; internet searching of key organisational websites and citation follow-up and personal
recommendations resulting from the inclusion of Calls for Information in the fortnightly mailing
of the Sustainable Development Research Network (SDRN). Relevant sources already identified
in the Stage 1 overviews were also included.
In order to exclude any obviously irrelevant sources, all of the sources identified by these
searches underwent a two-stage sieving process, firstly based on titles and then abstracts. The full
papers for the remaining 215 sources for the Perceptions review and 251 for the Conflict
Management review were read and assessed for inclusion in the review based on closer
examination of how each source met the core review questions, together with a series of
additional inclusion and exclusion criteria specific to each review (as set out in the review
protocols in Annexes 7 and 8).
Quality appraisal criteria6 were used on any sources that had not already been assessed as part of
academic journal or policy peer review processes (as set out in the protocols in Annexes 7 and 8).
Conclusions drawn from sources that did not meet all the quality appraisal criteria were included
only after careful consideration of the methods employed in the research studies in question and
with an awareness of potential study limitations, and any caveats associated with conclusions
draw from these sources were made clear within the reviews.
The resulting review reports are provided as separate outputs from the project, with the
summaries of the key findings provided in Sections 4, 5 & 6.

6

As drawn up by Liz Oughton on the basis of her training and experience as part of the ESRC Peer Review process
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Task 2.4. Undertake stand-alone case study analyses in each review area
Throughout discussions regarding the scope of the in-depth reviews, it became apparent that the
‘stand-alone case study analysis’ included in the original proposal would be most useful if integrated
as case study snapshots within the reviews, with the aim of providing practical examples to
illustrate the theories and ideas discussed in the reviews, relating them specifically to policy areas
of most interest to Defra’s Environment and Rural Group. Whilst the case study element
provides a very useful policy anchor for the Conflict Management review, its value for the
Perceptions review was limited as this theme is so place-specific.

Task 2.5. Produce interim report and present findings verbally to Defra
The final task of Stage 2 was the production of the interim report and a verbal presentation of
the interim findings to Defra. The interim report highlighted progress made up to October 2010,
documented the approaches taken in Stage 2 and the reasons for modifications to the original
approaches proposed, summarised the workshop discussions and outcomes and incorporated
and summarised key findings emerging from the reviews.
The interim findings of the two in-depth reviews were presented at the Steering Group meeting
on Thursday 14th October, inviting useful comments which were incorporated in subsequent
revisions of the reviews.
Final drafts of each of the reviews were submitted in December 2010, and comments received in
February 2011. These have been addressed and incorporated in the final reviews, which are
available as separate standalone documents alongside this report. Summaries of each of the
reviews are, however, provided in Sections 4, 5 and 6 below.
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4. Review 1: Perceptions of Change to UK Landscapes and Ecosystems
This review summarised selected social research evidence which considers public perceptions of
existing UK landscapes and ecosystems, and potential future changes to these. The relationship
between people, land and landscape is complex, and has been the subject of research across a
wide range of disciplines (Swanwick, 2009; Upham et. al, 2009). This review focused on the
aspects of landscapes and ecosystems that people value and how these values may be affected by
future change. ‘Value’ was considered in this review in terms of a recognised provision of
services or benefits (including aesthetic appreciation). Value was not considered in a monetary or
economic sense in this review. Defra has a separate and substantial research programme
regarding the monetary valuation of landscapes and ecosystems services.

4.1. Methodology
Following the scoping stage (Stage 1) of the project, a policy and programme mapping exercise
was undertaken using key policy documents and consultation with researchers and policy teams
in Defra and its agencies via a workshop and informal interviews. Mapping was used to develop a
set of targeted research questions and from these a review protocol was devised (available in
Annex 7). Key databases and websites of key organisations were searched (from July to
September 2010) to identify relevant UK-based social research undertaken since 2000.
The review found a wealth of relevant social research evidence on the subject, from which the
following key messages were identified:

4.2. How and why people currently value landscapes and ecosystems
Landscapes, ecosystems and cultural services
•

Landscapes and ecosystems clearly matter to people and shape their everyday experiences,
social interactions, wellbeing, and quality of life.

•

People value landscapes and ecosystems both for their intrinsic value and for the cultural
(and provisioning) services they provide, though they may not express it in these terms.

•

These cultural services are both an emotional response to the landscape or ecosystem,
responding to personal perceptions, which every individual has the potential to experience,
and a rationalised response to the landscape or ecosystem, responding to personal needs and
preferences at that time (e.g. selecting which path to use or place to visit).

•

Influences on perception relate to a range of demographic, situational and awareness
factors, which allow for some segmentation of valuation evidence. These kind of
segmentations are useful for considering the management of landscapes and ecosystems
but it is important to remember that there are a range of ‘publics’ and one person can have
multiple identities.

•

Whilst these influencing factors are complex, there are broad trends which indicate areas
where policy and programmes could focus to improve engagement with the natural
environment.
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Preferences for specific landscape and ecosystem types
•

Countryside and greenspace are particularly important and represent the majority of visits
to ‘the natural environment’. Visiting the countryside is considered by the majority to be
very important to quality of life.

•

Almost half of visits to the natural environment in one government survey were to green
and open spaces in and around towns. There is a huge body of evidence on the benefits of
high quality greenspace, and it is valued by people in high density urban environments as a
nearby source of nature.

•

A range of preferences are apparent for different types of greenspace and greenspace
management. These overarching preferences could be used to guide management (for
example, people like spaces to be managed so that they feel safe, but do not like them to be
‘over managed’).

•

People identify a range of preferential characteristics of landscapes and ecosystems, such as
places which are wooded or contain small fields.

•

Whilst segmentation efforts highlight the need for caution in drawing general conclusions,
it is possible to identify broad preferences for certain landscape and ecosystems types:
firstly, the coast; secondly, mountains and hills, water, rivers and streams, woodlands (with
the wide range of social benefits provided by woodland having been extensively
researched), and rural villages; thirdly, field systems, hedgerows and field walls, and country
lanes; and finally, bogs and marshes and moorland.

•

These findings suggest that although ‘all landscapes matter’ (and similarly it could be said
that ‘all ecosystems matter’), some landscape characteristics or ecosystems deliver more
cultural services than others. Nevertheless, evidence suggests there is variation between
different users with, for example, some individuals finding upland unappealing or too
physically demanding and others seeking out the challenge and exhilaration that they offer.

•

Social research indicates that the landscapes and ecosystems that are most valued by people
are diverse, have a strong and recognisable character (sense of place), support abundant
wildlife, are relatively accessible, and offer relative tranquillity – the ability to ‘get away from
it all’.

Preferences for local versus more remote/distant places
•

People enjoy different types of landscape (and ecosystems) at different times and for
different purposes, accessing a ‘portfolio of places’ that is particular to each person. These
range from the ‘quick hits’ of a nearby greenspace, to the special, often magical places
which are visited less often but which people want to know are available to them.

•

The majority of visits to the ‘natural environment’ are taken close to home or wherever the
journey is started from (whether this is the place of work, hotel, etc).

•

There is a link between landscape perception and preferences, and the theory of place
attachment. ‘Place’ is conceived as describing not only the physical characteristics of a
location, but also the meanings and emotions associated with that location by individuals or
groups.
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•

The concept of place attachment provides a useful way of thinking about why people might
be resistant to change, and also suggests that people may be more attached to places with
the strongest personal meanings and associated emotions. For many, such places may
constitute their home and local area, but can also include more distant ‘iconic’ places
important to them. This highlights the importance of accounting for emotional attachments
held by people to places when managing landscapes and ecosystems and planning for
future change.

4.3. Perceptions of change to landscapes and ecosystems
Changing Landscapes and Ecosystems
•

People have recognised a number of changes to landscapes and ecosystems, particularly in
relation to urban development, wind farms, changing agricultural practices, and land uses
such as quarrying.

Perceptions of Future Change
•

The number of UK-specific social research studies on perceptions of landscape and
ecosystem change is relatively low. However, there is evidence throughout the studies
identified that people are concerned about future changes to landscape and ecosystems,
particularly through urban development, climate change, visitor pressure (especially in
popular and valued areas such as National Parks), and biodiversity loss.

•

There is evidence that knowledge (or awareness) of past changes to the natural
environment can help people to understand and engage with future changes.

•

It is evident from studies of coastal management that in managing change it is important to
take account of the psychological, symbolic, and emotional aspects of what is being
changed.

•

In terms of the role of woodland and forestry in future change, a Forestry Commission
survey identified a belief that woodland and forestry can be used to mitigate the effects of
climate change.

•

As with landscape and ecosystem perceptions and preferences, there are variations in
attitudes to environmental change, depending on demographic factors and environmental
attitudes.

•

The literature identified a range of techniques used to help people visualise potential future
changes to landscapes and ecosystems, including GIS, photographs and photomontage.

Trade-offs between what people value, and managing future change
•

Although there was little evidence of specific social research studies considering trade-offs,
the concept of trade-offs between what people value and the management of landscapes
and ecosystems is evident throughout the literature.

•

There is evidence that some people recognise that landscape changes will likely result from
the increasing need for self-sufficiency in food production (i.e. a trade-off between being
able to produce the food we need and keeping landscapes as they are). Equally, there is
evidence that consumers support the idea of farmers being paid to manage their land in
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more environmentally friendly ways, suggesting a desire to see greater emphasis on multipurpose land management.
•

Yet many consumers are unaware of the realities of how food and other raw materials are
produced, assuming that food production is in harmony with their view of a traditional
rural idyll, which tends to be reinforced through food labelling and advertisements.

•

There is evidence that the ‘trade-off’ between conservation of land or landscapes and
development is more acceptable within landscapes people consider to be ‘less distinctive
and beautiful’, which is linked to the functions of certain landscapes and ecosystems, and
reflects the importance of ‘special’ landscapes to people.

•

There is a significant literature on ‘willingness to pay’ approaches, which are part of the
wider economic literature on the valuation of environmental costs and benefits and so were
not analysed in detail in this review.

4.4. Implications for policy
•

Recognising that all landscapes (and ecosystems) are valued: ‘Local places’ (usually
greenspaces) are highly valued, often for their ease of access and ‘quick hits’ of nature. Such
places have significant potential to influence wellbeing, particularly where efforts are made
to enhance their quality. However, people also hold strong emotional attachments to
distant places they visit less frequently (such as the coast or uplands). It is important to
ensure the cultural services delivered by both types of place are protected and enhanced.

•

Ensuring the right combination of techniques for gathering evidence on the values
people attach to place/s: it may be necessary to adopt specific combinations of
deliberative and participatory techniques, ensuring the techniques used are tailored to the
communities of interest and sensitive to relevant policies, landscapes and ecosystems.

•

There is potential for segmentation to be used to better understand the reported
range of perceptions of landscapes and ecosystems: Defra’s ‘Natural Environment
Segmentation’ project, completed by the Futures Company, presents a useful starting point
in this process.

•

Greater knowledge exchange around ecosystems services is required: efforts to
enhance public knowledge and understanding of the full range ecosystems services
provided by an area may improve public acceptability of interventions designed to protect
or enhance these services in the future. In turn, such interventions could be more
sensitively designed when based on a better understanding of the ways in which the public
value these services and spaces (i.e. when decisions are made using both lay and expert
knowledge).

•

People who have experienced or are at least aware of past change to landscapes and
ecosystems are often better able to understand and accept future changes: when
people are made aware of how a place has changed in the past, and how it will change in
the future with and without intervention, they may be more likely to accept future changes.
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•

The role of young people in planning for change is important: as future custodians of
these places as well as a section of society, greater efforts could usefully be made to engage
young people in the process of planning for changes to landscapes and ecosystems.
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5. Review 2: Natural environment conflict management
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. As such there is a pressing need for a greater role of the social sciences in understanding
and managing environmental conflicts.
The overarching aim of the review was to identify what works most effectively in managing natural
environment conflicts, for different people, in different contexts, and why?

5.1. 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.

5.2. 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 mix of existing administrative and legislative processes. The approaches to conflict
management described in the literature can be categorised as:
a. Formalised Alternative Environmental Dispute Resolution techniques (ADR) deriving
principally from the United States;
b. Decision-support tools or models;
c. Approaches embedded within broader structures of governance and longer-term
participatory approaches to the management of conflict.
There are overlaps between these approaches but the main distinction between them is that
whilst the first two approaches tend to be applied following the escalation of a conflict situation,
the third approach does not have conflict resolution as its primary aim. Participatory
management approaches, or approaches that include a participatory component, have the
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potential to be more pre-emptive and therefore preventative of conflicts by virtue of the working
relations that they forge between stakeholders.

5.3. 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 way in which 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 communicating social environmental justice issues but may easily end up
perpetuating and strengthening adversarial positions.

Trust. Issues of trust are relevant both 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 solely by
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 can 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 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;
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•

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.

5.4. 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. Bearing this in mind:
•

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.

5.5. Research gaps
A number of gaps emerged within the literature identified, including:
•

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

The need to move away from a view of values as fixed and unchanging entities. Research
and management design could usefully seek to understand value differences, particularly
within 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 (for example, 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.

5.6. 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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6. Review 3: The Big Society Concept in a Natural Environment Setting
6.1. Scoping and selecting the third review theme
The third review underwent a prolonged period of uncertainty whilst the most appropriate topic
was identified. The project’s steering group were unable to proceed with any of the five
remaining themes as a third review topic, either due to risks of duplicating existing work or work
soon to be commissioned, or as a result of limited policy interest in these remaining themes.
Instead, two new areas which had been highlighted within the comments received from
circulating the Scoping Report were explored. These were:
1. Citizen and community engagement in protecting and enhancing the natural

environment7.
2. The social impacts of different domestic water charging regimes.

For each, a series of focused literature searches were undertaken using Web of Knowledge and
Google Scholar, in order to gain an understanding of the key social research questions that could
usefully be reviewed and to identify recent work undertaken of particular relevance to each area.
In each case the aim was to produce a short summary, outlining a range of sub-questions that
could be considered for review within each theme. These summaries are available in Annexes 9a
and 9b. After circulation and discussions with the relevant Defra project staff, it was decided that
neither was appropriate for further in-depth review. At this point it was decided to conserve the
remaining resources until further clarity was available on the emerging policy priorities of the new
Coalition Government.
In October 2010, it was suggested that the resources remaining for the third review theme be
used to feed into the analytical needs associated with the Natural Environment White Paper. A
diverse range of questions were set out in a discussion document launched in July 2010 by Defra
Secretary of State, Caroline Spelman, ‘An invitation to shape the Nature of England’. It was
decided that the third review could usefully contribute to the Big Society-related questions by
identifying empirical examples in both the academic and grey literature of how the Big Society
concept is already being implemented in the context of the natural environment, adopting a
broad interpretation of ‘natural environment’ as any community green space, growing space, or
area in which nature-based activities may be carried out.

6.2. Review theme and key questions
The final review theme adopted was: ‘The Big Society concept in a Natural Environment setting’. It aimed
to explore the potential for collective community action for the protection, restoration and
management of local natural environments and to consider how such action may be facilitated by

7

Leading on from this, a more focused theme emerged, exploring how experiencing nature can promote citizen
and community engagement in natural environment protection efforts.
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a range of actors, including businesses, existing civil society organisations, and local and central
government.
The key questions of interest for the review included:
1. Are visions and ideas emerging in the literature about how the Big Society concept relates

in practice to the protection of the natural environment?
2. Why is community-led action believed to be beneficial for the natural environment?
3. What types of environmental action could communities engage in?
4. Who already acts at the community level to protect the natural environment?
5. What or who motivates this action?
6. What are the barriers that prevent community engagement?
7. What are the policy opportunities for working with different actors to overcome such

barriers and encourage wider community engagement in natural environment protection?
The full review is available as a separate standalone document alongside this report, but a
summary of the key messages is provided below. First, a brief description of the Rapid Review
methodology is provided, which differs from the approach adopted in the other two reviews.

6.3. Rapid Review methodology
This Rapid Review drew on several elements of the Rapid Evidence Assessment (REA)
methodological approach. REAs intend to provide a balanced assessment of what is already
known about a policy or practice issue, utilising a rigorous and transparent approach but making
concessions to the breadth or depth of the process by limiting particular aspects of the review
approach8. REAs can provide a useful starting point when a review is needed to answer a
particularly pressing policy concern (such as pressing evidence needs associated with the Natural
Environment White Paper). Once the immediate question is answered it can then form the basis
of a more detailed full systematic review. In this way, a Rapid Evidence Assessment may be seen
as an ‘interim evidence assessment’.
For this review, undertaken in Autumn 2010, a three-stage search approach was adopted
including a web-based search, database searches, and a brief analysis of key survey reports.
Firstly, the web-based search of key research, policy, and think tank organisations9 was
undertaken to identify emerging publications on the Big Society, and on community concepts
which pre-dated the Big Society where appropriate. The resulting titles and summaries were
filtered for potential relevance, focusing only on those articles which made direct reference to the
As discussed in the guidelines produced by the Civil Service: http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/my-civilservice/networks/professional/gsr/resources/rea-methods-rapid-evidence-assessment.aspx
9 Including: The Young Foundation, NESTA, new economics foundation, Community Development Foundation,
Demos, Green Alliance, Institute for Public Policy Research, BTCV, Capacity Global, Institute for Volunteering
Research, Natural England, Forestry Commission, Joseph Rowntree Foundation.
8
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environment or nature, or to Big Society mechanisms that could be transferable to a natural
environment context. A call for information was also placed in the fortnightly mailing of the
Sustainable Development Research Network (SDRN) to identify any emerging but unpublished
work of relevance.
Secondly, a series of database searches were undertaken in order to identify both academic and
grey literature from a diverse evidence base, including a focus on the Big Society but also on
earlier concepts of potential relevance to the ‘Big Society’, as highlighted in Table 1 below. Since
this review intends to stimulate ideas about the different forms that the Big Society could take in
a natural environment context, it was important to adopt such a broad focus in order to identify a
diverse range of case studies and ideas.
Three principle categories of search terms were used, including: (1) ‘Population’ terms to identify
actors likely to play a significant role in community-based initiatives; (2) ‘Natural environment’
terms; and (3) ‘Big Society’ relevant concepts. The search terms utilised are outlined in Table 410.
Table 4. Database Search Terms
1. Population terms

2. Natural environment terms

Citizens
Communities
Volunteers
Voluntary groups
Charities
Non-governmental organisations
Social enterprises
Civil society

Natural environment
Nature
Green spaces (or greenspaces)
Parks
Community gardens
Nature reserves
Conservation areas
Allotments
Rural areas
Woodland
Countryside
Landscape
Hedgerows
Rivers
Farms

3. Big Society-relevant
concepts
Big Society
Grassroots innovation
Community innovation
Localism
Bottom-up development
Ecological citizenship
Eco-teams
Eco-preneurs
Eco-innovation
Environmentalism
Environmental citizenship
Environmental stewardship
Environmental activism
Environmental entrepreneur
Environmental innovation
Environmental champions
Community innovation
Social innovation
Social economy
Sociotechnical innovation
Green niche
Green entrepreneur

The combined Population-Natural Environment-Big Society terms were searched in seven
indexing and bibliographic databases, including: ASSIA, Environmental Sciences and Pollution
Management, Greenfile, Web of Science, Science Direct, Sociological Abstracts and Planex.
Planex was particularly useful in identifying grey literature encompassing case studies of

10

These terms were truncated as appropriate in different databases
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community action11, many of which were then followed up through searching appropriate
websites. The searches were limited to the last 20 years of publication, since many of the relevant
concepts have arisen since the 1990s, but reference lists were also used to identify earlier
references where appropriate. Efforts were primarily focused on identifying UK-based case
studies unless relevant examples or key lessons emerged from the US, Europe or Australia12.
The hits recorded from the searches were filtered following a three-stage process. Firstly,
irrelevant hits were disregarded on the basis of titles, secondly on the basis of abstracts, and
thirdly after reading the full articles.
Finally, key survey reports were examined to explore patterns of volunteering and engagement
in the UK and Europe. Whilst six surveys were examined13, only three provided relevant
information specifically on engagement in collective rather than personal environmental actions.
Through these three search approaches, a range of empirical examples and theoretical concepts
were identified of relevance to this review, which were synthesised and summarised in the review.
A first draft was submitted to Defra in December 2010 and a revised final draft, accommodating
policy comments, submitted in February 2011.

6.4. Review summary
This rapid review was intended to contribute to the Big Society-related evidence needs set out in
Defra’s discussion document ‘An invitation to shape the Nature of England’. Due to differences in the
approach taken, this review did not seek to provide an in-depth review of a focused body of
literature as is the case with the other two reviews carried out in Stage 2 of the project.
Through a rapid review of both academic and grey literature, this review sought to explore how
the Big Society concept could be implemented in the context of the natural environment. In
particular, it drew on a range of case studies to examine the potential for collective community
action for the protection, restoration and management of local natural environments, and
considered how such action may be facilitated by a range of actors, including businesses, existing
civil society organisations, and local and central government.
Overall, this review highlights that communities often have the appetite to engage, but
they need support, information, advice, resources and time to do so.
The following questions were explored within the review and are presented in summary here.

1. Are visions and ideas emerging in the literature about how the Big Society concept
relates in practice to the protection of the natural environment? Despite a significant
Though it should be noted that few of these appeared to have been formally evaluated
Countries with similar political contexts were focused on as it has been suggested that one reason why policies
may fail if transferred from one country to another is if ‘insufficient attention is paid to the differences between the economic,
social, political and ideological contexts in the transferring and the borrowing country’, known as ‘inappropriate transfer’. Dolowitz,
D. and Marsh, D. (2010) ‘Learning from abroad: The role of policy transfer in contemporary policy-making’
Governance 13(1): 5-24.
13
Defra’s ‘Public attitudes and behaviours towards the environment tracker’ surveys, the UK Citizenship survey,
Monitor of engagement with the natural environment, a recent Big Society Ipsos MORI poll, Eurobarometer
surveys, and the Scottish ‘Environmental attitudes and behaviours’ survey
11

12

49

amount of emerging grey literature on the Big Society, relatively little directly considers the
Big Society in the context of the natural environment. The exception is the Rural Economy
and Land Use Programme, which published a formal response to Defra’s discussion
document, emphasising the importance of: supporting and mobilising volunteers; establishing
new types of formal community groups; and developing awareness-raising campaigns to
promote environmental messages. In addition to this, a number of organisations have
highlighted Big Society-related approaches and mechanisms which could be transferable to
the natural environment context. Together these sources present a vision of empowered
communities within a Big Society which are well-placed to lead localised policy-making and
action, but all emphasise their need for focused help and support to do so.

2. Why is community-led action believed to be beneficial for the natural environment?
There is increasing awareness amongst research, practitioner and policy communities that
many of today’s intractable political challenges cannot be solved by the state and market
alone. Where social and environmental solutions rely on changes in the lifestyles of
communities and individuals, it is increasingly apparent that the best people to design,
organise and catalyse this may often be the communities themselves; not only are they more
likely to recognise local needs and pools of social capital, but they also bring a knowledge of
how existing spaces and relationships work, enabling them to identify and implement more
appropriate, socially acceptable and cooperative solutions. Understanding how best to
combine such knowledge with ecological expertise may be central to achieving the
nationwide resilient ecological network called for by Professor Sir John Lawton14.

3. What types of environmental action could communities engage in? The review
identified multiple spheres of cooperative civic action for the environment, broadly classified
as: community-led campaigns, activism or advocacy; collective action linked to sustainable
lifestyles (including community recycling, transport, energy, or food growing initiatives); and
collective action linked to the protection, maintenance, monitoring and/or restoration of
community green spaces and other local natural environments. Within these spheres of
action, it has been possible to identify a range of roles which citizens may adopt. It is clear
that different people are likely to prefer different roles and different levels of engagement;
some may catalyse the initial diffusion of a new community initiative, others may prefer just
to feed into decision-making panels when invited, and others may wish simply to volunteer
time and labour to facilitate its practical implementation. This array of roles and spheres of
activity provides a multitude of different engagement opportunities, catering for the needs,
skills, interests and capacities of diverse community members.

4. Who already acts at the community level to protect the natural environment? Whilst
significant understanding has developed in recent years about the typical profiles of people
adopting personal pro-environmental behaviour change, far less is known about those engaged
in community collective action for the environment. For a long time, the environment
movement was seen as a white, able-bodied, middle-class, preservationist movement, holding
little salience for many minority groups, such Black Asian Minority Ethnic and Refugee
14

In ‘Making Space for Nature’ (2010): Available to download here:
http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/biodiversity/documents/201009space-for-nature.pdf
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(BAMER) groups, older adults, the disabled or the very young. However, a gradual change
has been observed in the last 20 years or so, largely through the emergence of the
environmental justice movement. Consequently a much more diverse picture of engagement
is increasingly apparent, though overall levels of collective engagement across the population
(or interest in being engaged) remain relatively low. However, the focus of most existing
survey information is on personal behaviours and individual values rather than specific communitybased environmental actions and the shared values that may underpin these. This complicates
efforts to gain a clear picture of the diversity of collective engagement at present.

5. What or who motivates this action? When considering motivations for volunteering or
engaging in community action at the community level, it is important to distinguish between
motivations for initial engagement, and motivations for lasting commitment; motivations often
change over time and this has important implications for ensuring the sustainability of
community initiatives. Initial motivations may include: environmental or pro-social values;
place attachment; the desire for personal development; social contact and networks; personal
health and wellbeing benefits; and a small number of external triggers. The benefits gained
from such experiences often serve to reinforce initial motivations ensuring longer-lasting
commitment. Three factors, in particular, are thought to influence engagement longevity; (1)
the satisfaction of seeing tangible environmental and social community outcomes; (2)
forming strong social ties and relationships; and (3) ensuring engagement experiences match
prior expectations, needs, abilities and interests.

6. What are the barriers that prevent community engagement? Whilst there are clearly
many factors encouraging involvement, levels of engagement in natural environment
volunteering or community groups remain relatively low in the UK. Commonly cited barriers
to participation include: a lack of knowledge or awareness of opportunities; lack of
confidence; practical constraints such as transport availability or health concerns; lack of time
and busy lives; existing regulations; challenges in partnership working; short-term funding
streams; and a lack of opportunities of interest.

7. What are the policy opportunities for working with different actors to overcome such
barriers and encourage wider community engagement in natural environment
protection? This review has not sought to highlight ‘best practice’ initiatives so that they can
be rolled out in other community settings; this would risk undermining the core argument
behind the value of local solutions tailored to local issues. Rather this review has explored
how government might work with multiple actors to help create the conditions in which
community initiatives and enthusiasm can flourish.
Key findings in this regard include: (1) engagement is likely to be more widespread in
initiatives that address both environmental and social needs; (2) certain civic actions may act
as ‘entry points’ to engagement in others; (3) existing national surveys could be adapted to
gain a better understanding of who is currently engaging in collective civic actions for the
environment; (4) the need to highlight clear and consistent goals for communities to work
towards without prescribing the process; (5) make it fun; (6) celebrate achievements; (7)
understand the motivations, needs, expectations and interests of those involved from the
outset; (8) ensure appropriate outreach; (9) use social network mapping to understand and
51

engage the community, and identify their valued spaces; (10) reframe local spaces as
community assets; (11) the potential to use art to encourage community ownership of a local
natural environment or green space; (12) provide appropriate funding opportunities; (13) the
potential to complement mainstream grant funding with challenge-based funds in order to
catalyse grassroots innovation in particular areas; (14) the need to create more opportunities
for civic engagement; (15) consider new incentives for civic engagement; (16) support the
use of Web 2.0 tools to enable communities to co-ordinate their activities, share ideas and
experiences, and form valuable partnerships that will enable them to achieve desired social
and environmental goals; (17) develop low-cost approaches for evaluating community-led
initiatives in order to monitor environmental and social outcomes and facilitate shared
learning; (18) address regulatory barriers to innovation; and (19) work with agents of social
change to enable wider engagement.
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7. Cross-Cutting Themes
It has been possible to identify a number of themes which cut across these three reviews and
might provide useful insights for those involved in the formulation of natural environment
policy. These include:
1. The role of people’s values and identities within natural environment policy-making.
2. Balancing lay and expert knowledge in natural environment policy-making:.
3. Engaging people in the evaluation of outcomes.
4. The role of place attachment within natural environment policy-making.
5. The role of influential individuals within natural environment policy-making.

These themes are explored in turn below and the references as extracted and collated from the
reviews are provided in Annex 10.

7.1. The role of people’s values and identities within natural environment policymaking
Values and identity represents a strong theme throughout the project. The Perceptions review
specifically set out to capture what is known about how, and why, people value different
landscapes and ecosystems, and their responses to change. Such values and responses were seen
in action within the Conflict Management and Big Society reviews as people set out to work
alongside others to protect or enhance environments of most personal value.
The Perceptions review highlighted a great diversity in what people value about landscapes and
ecosystems. Influencing factors include age, ethnic origin, gender, familiarity, place of upbringing
and residence (particularly rural and urban), and environmental awareness. The review also
stressed the important role played by people’s identities in determining their perceptions.
People’s values are not always constant, and can merge or conflict in response to changes in
people’s identities. For example, interviews with land managers who had recently become parents
highlighted a shift in their perceptions of landscapes and their work as a result (Scott et al., 2009).
It was highlighted in the Perceptions review that each person has their own ‘portfolio of places’
(illustrated in Figure 3). At the base of the pyramid is the local green space or local countryside
where the basic ‘quick hits’ of experiencing some form of nature can be obtained. These areas are
largely valued for the ‘easy’ benefits they provide even if they do not have much variety or high
aesthetic quality. In contrast, at the top of the pyramid are those sometimes ‘magical’ places that
may be distant from where people live and will be visited only infrequently but have the potential
to deliver a once-in-a-lifetime experience and which people want to know are available even if
they visit them very rarely or even never; they are valued for their existence (Research Box et al.,
2009).
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Figure 3. The Portfolio of Places Pyramid

Source: Research Box et al., 2009

The Conflict Management Review highlighted situations where differences in values have been a
driver of conflict situations. Value-based conflicts are particularly acute when people’s values or
identities are associated with the environmental resource in question, most particularly when the
same resource is valued differently by different people. Many groups (such as fishermen and
farmers) maintain that their job is not just a livelihood but forms a part of their identity.
Therefore any threat to their capacity to carry out their job is seen as a direct threat to their
identity.
The Conflict Management Review also found that standpoints can change through the course of
a conflict situation, and that processes which seek to find common values or to forge common
identities may offer potential solutions for value-based conflicts. Such processes will often seek to
reframe a conflict situation so as to reveal underlying shared values and identities which might
otherwise be overlooked within the conflict situation. Such processes bring conflicting parties
together to help them communicate the underlying roots of their perspective positions and to
present possible outcomes that they can agree upon. As highlighted in Section 7.5, finding a
trusted intermediary, either within or external to the conflicting parties, can facilitate this process.
An example where a conflict situation was de-escalated through the reframing of a situation is
provided by the Quincy Library Group case study, in which stakeholders were able to identify a
common goal and interest and thereby manage a long-standing conflict. This is summarised
below.
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The Quincy Library Group Case study: How a reframing of conflict can identify shared
values between conflicting parties15:
Quincy is a small resource-based town in north-eastern California. Conflict was occurring
between local environmentalists and the logging industry over preservation of the natural forests
in the area. Both sides tried to influence the comprehensive planning process of the National
Forest Service. Prompted by failed proposals, rejected legal appeals and sharp declines in timber
harvest, several of the adversaries formed the Quincy Library Group, named after the neutral
premises where they met. To reach a compromise that could be supported by all stakeholder
groups, they adopted a subordinate goal of ‘community stability and forest health’ as a new
objective to unite the conflicting parties. Thus the conflict de-escalated through identifying a
common goal and interest between the conflicting parties and, in this case, a common adversary.

The Big Society review demonstrated the importance of understanding the diverse values and
motives of different groups within communities and ensuring any community initiative intended
to enhance local natural spaces is grounded in this understanding.
•

The key motivation for many to engage is a desire to overcome feelings of environmental
helplessness and alleviate perceptions of not doing enough.

•

For others, personal values need not be specifically environmental to encourage community
engagement in environmental action. Such people, termed ‘environmental citizens’ are
‘driven by a belief in the fairness of distribution of environmental goods’ (Dobson, 2010).

•

In some cases, pro-environmental collective action may arise from community initiatives
that do not originally set out with an environmental focus; instead they may be driven by
pro-social values, or a desire to bring wider social and environmental benefits to
communities 16. This was the case for a large number of the groups applying to NESTA’s
Big Green Challenge (Bunt and Harris, 2010), a competition launched in October 2007 to
stimulate community innovation whilst encouraging the drive and focus required in order
to achieve measurable carbon reduction.

•

In other cases, people appear to have developed more pro-environmental attitudes and
behaviours after becoming conservation volunteers. The volunteering organisation BTCV
demonstrates this with its Green Gym programme (see Case study 4 within the Big
Society review). Evaluations of the Green Gym scheme illustrated positive influences on
environmental attitudes and behaviours, particularly around recycling, saving water, and
domestic energy conservation.

15

Sources: Putnam et al., (2003) ‘We can’t go on like this: Frame changes in intractable conflicts’
Environmental Practice 5: 247-255 -http://www.env-econ.net/2005/09/the_quincy_libr.html
16
These may relate to the idea of ‘shared values’; as highlighted by Fish et al., (2011: 1186), ‘shared values
demonstrate that human wellbeing and quality of life is a function of satisfying individual ‘wants’ but also the
fulfilment of a variety of social, health-related and cultural collective needs’.

55

7.2. Balancing lay and expert knowledge in natural environment policy-making
All three reviews highlighted the need to integrate both lay and expert knowledge in natural
environment decision-making. Local, or lay, knowledge represents the practical wisdom drawn
from experience in a particular place. In the past, many natural environment decisions were made
primarily on the basis of expert knowledge, often missing the benefits of incorporating the tacit
and local contextual knowledge built up over generations amongst communities, farmers and
other natural resource managers. By gathering knowledge from a range of experienced individuals
and community members as well as the science professionals, it is possible to gain a better
understanding of local institutions, social dynamics and social norms, and of local physical
attributes, such as local variations in soil quality, sources of pollution, or amateur naturalist
knowledge about local species distributions. Incorporating such knowledge into natural
environment decision-making processes could facilitate more effective and widely acceptable
negotiation of the management of a resource.
The Conflict Management review highlighted the potential for conflicts to arise when the
knowledge of experts or policy-makers is perceived as privileged over the knowledge of those
who have managed the local natural resources and lived in the area for years. Sairinin et al., (2010)
highlight the difference between ‘communication to explain’ and ‘communication as mutual
learning’. Whilst the former suggests the top-down communication of an official or government
position and interpretation of scientific evidence, the latter emphasises two-way communication,
seeking to empower stakeholder groups, incorporate local and expert knowledge, and allowing
for different interpretations of scientific evidence. Conflict situations can be exacerbated where
the former approach is used and experts believe that the public will eventually agree with their
position, but only after the public’s information ‘deficit’ is filled. Conversely, Sairinin et al
highlight the value of the latter mutual learning approach when trying to manage conflicts
characterised by mistrust of government actors and real or perceived power differences between
actors. Persson (2006) points out that even public consultation can be viewed as a one-way
process, particularly if it is perceived that the decision has already been made. Irvine et al., (2009)
highlight the potential to use participatory GIS-based wildlife modelling to bring together
knowledge from local deer managers with that from scientists in making more effective deer
management decisions in the Scottish Uplands (as summarised below).
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Integrated deer management in the Scottish Uplands17:
Deer management is often characterised by conflicts over population size, leading to disputes
over culling targets. Underlying this is that government agencies often seek to manage the deer
on their land at low densities to reduce grazing impacts, whilst the general practices of privately
owned sporting estates is to maintain deer populations at relatively high densities to provide a
hunting resource. To respond to this, a participatory approach was developed to integrate local
knowledge from deer managers with formal scientific understanding and ecological spatial data in
a simple Geographic Information System (GIS). The resulting model generated greatly improved
predictions of red deer distributions in the Scottish uplands at a landscape scale, rather than at
the scale of land ownership. This shifted the debate forward to arguments based on shared
knowledge and understanding of the deer and its habitat, allowing for the establishment of an
adaptive management cycle.

The Perceptions Review highlighted the ongoing debate in the literature regarding the different
ways in which ‘experts’ and the general public value landscapes for protected area designation
purposes. As discussed by Swanwick (2009), the identification of valued landscapes in the UK
has traditionally been dominated by the concept of natural beauty or areas of high ecological
value, which underpins much of the protected landscape legislation. Early decisions about which
areas were considered to be of sufficient natural value to be offered special protection were
generally based on the judgements of elite members of committees, advised by expert officers.
Over time, there has been increasing recognition of the need to consider landscape as a whole
and therefore to complement this expert-focused approach with increasing inclusion of
alternative assessments based on public preferences. The influence of this long-running debate of
how to balance quantitative and qualitative, expert and public, and components or whole
landscape approaches is apparent throughout academic research and practice.
The Big Society review raises the challenge of how to maintain community enthusiasm for
protecting and/or enhancing local natural spaces, whilst ensuring beneficial ecological outcomes
for these areas; how can ecologists and conservationists work with communities to help them
realise their personal visions for the area without compromising its ecological integrity?
Furthermore, how might communities best co-ordinate their efforts to create the resilient
nationwide ecological network called for in the Lawton Review? The Lawton Review (Lawton,
2010) highlights that local people, Local Authorities, the voluntary sector, farmers, land
managers, statutory agencies and other stakeholders all have a crucial role to play in delivering a
more coherent and resilient wildlife network. The review reiterates that local circumstances are
important; in areas which have large amounts of relatively unfragmented habitat, local energies
could most usefully be channelled into improving management and enhancing habitat diversity.
In contrast, in areas with only small or isolated sites (perhaps in urban areas, for example),
community efforts could usefully focus on the restoration and creation of new wildlife habitat.
Case Study 23 in the Big Society review highlights an initiative by the London Wildlife Trust

17 Source: Irvine, RJ., Fiorini, S., Yearley, S., McLeod, JE., Turner, A., Armstrong, H., White, PCL. and van der Waal,
R. (2009) ‘Can managers inform models? Integrating local knowledge into models of red deer habitat use’ Journal of
Applied Ecology 46: 344-352
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intended to encourage the creation and linking of such habitats in London, through its ‘Garden
for a Living London’ campaign.

7.3. Engaging people in the evaluation of outcomes
The emergence of the ‘Big Society’ highlights the need for more widespread evaluations of smallscale initiatives that have sought to engage citizens in land use decision-making. Such evaluations
need to combine objective environmental and social outcome measures with additional outcome
measures considered by local communities to be locally important and/or desirable.
The Big Society review highlighted that few of the smaller-scale community-based initiatives
intended to protect or enhance local natural spaces appear to have been evaluated. Many of these
community-led initiatives do not have the resources to undertake such evaluations. There is
therefore limited scope for wider recognition or sharing of the social and environmental benefits
of their work. For larger scale programmes, such as BTCV’s Green Gym programme18 and the
Eco-Mind programme19, university-based research groups have been commissioned to undertake
programme-level evaluations, though these appear to focus primarily on participant health and
wellbeing outcomes rather than the environmental benefits of the programme.
Such an evaluation approach would need to combine qualitative and quantitative methods in
order to capture the wider social benefits of such initiatives (including community cohesion,
social capital, crime rates, wellbeing) as well as the more quantifiable environmental indicators of
success, concerning for example carbon emissions reductions, biodiversity levels, pollution levels,
and so forth. Support could usefully be provided to these community groups by government,
either in creating a basic low-cost evaluation process that may be voluntarily employed by
organisations to facilitate future learning (perhaps combining ecological indicators with the Social
Return on Investment methods adopted by BTCV), or in linking such organisations up to
businesses, academics and local amateur naturalist groups, who may be able to provide pro-bono
evaluation assistance and environmental monitoring experience and expertise.
The Conflict Management review explores evaluation approaches for natural environment
conflict management processes. As discussed by Capitini et al., (2004), throughout the 1980s in
the United States, conflict management success was evaluated primarily in terms of whether or
not a final settlement or resolution was 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; Gregory et al., 2001; Osset et al, 2008). A process may, for example, lead to a final
settlement but it doesn’t answer questions such as: does that settlement create winners and
losers? Is the outcome of the settlement enduring? Was the process fair and legitimate?
As a result, some evaluations of environmental conflict management efforts look at both the
process as well as outcomes of the management effort:

18

Including evaluations by Oxford Brookes University (available here: http://www2.btcv.org.uk/gg_evaluation_0308.pdf)
and by the University of Essex (available here: http://www2.btcv.org.uk/hine_peacock_pretty_2008.pdf).
19
Including an evaluation by the University of Essex (available here:
http://www.mind.org.uk/assets/0000/2138/ecotherapy_report.pdf).
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•

Process criteria consider how the conflict management process has: ensured all
appropriate and interested parties are represented in the process; recognised and
accounted for complexities and uncertainties in information; balanced power equally
between parties; adopted cost-effective measures; and facilitated communication and
mutual learning between all parties.

•

Outcome criteria consider how the process has delivered: a fair high quality written
agreement; positive impacts on environmental and social systems; a durable and longlasting settlement; enhanced trust, social capital and working relations between parties.

The Perceptions review explores the challenges associated with making trade-offs in ecosystem
goods and services within natural environment management decisions, since such decisions will
inevitably challenge the needs and wants of different populations. Engaging these different
populations in an evaluation of the outcomes of decisions could help to understand how future
decisions can be made in a way that is both ecologically sound and publicly acceptable. The guide
produced by Fish (2010) – ‘Participation and an ecosystems approach to decision making’ – may
provide useful insights about how best to engage people in decisions to identify publicly
acceptable (and ecologically sound) ecosystem service trade-offs and perhaps also in subsequent
outcome evaluation processes.

7.4. The role of place attachment within natural environment policy-making
All three reviews highlight the importance of place attachment in shaping citizen choices about
the natural environment. Place attachment has been defined as ‘a complex phenomenon
incorporating an emotional bond between individuals and/or groups and the familiar locations
they inhabit or visit’ (Devine-Wright and Howes, 2010: 271). It is thought that a range of
thoughts, beliefs, attitudes and behaviours are evoked through such attachments to place. A
related concept is that of place identity, which refers to ‘the ways in which physical symbolic
attributes of certain locations contribute to a positive sense of personal or social identity’
(Devine-Wright and Howes, 2010: 272). The Perceptions review highlights the importance of
place attachment and finds that the meanings that places have for people are often a better
predictor of their reactions to the natural world than simple demographic descriptors.
Conflict often arises when natural spaces to which people have formed an emotional attachment
are threatened in some way. Much of the initial work on place attachment theory emerged in
relation to public objections to local renewable energy developments; particularly wind farms.
These objections were perceived as a form of NIMBYism (‘Not In My Back Yard’); whereby
people indicate support for a technological development in principle, such as wind farms, but
then oppose such developments when they are proposed in their locality. NIMBY responses are
usually denoted as inflexible, uninformed, closed-minded responses to change, when in reality
they often constitute place-protective behaviours, rooted in disrupted emotional connections to
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place20. However, such proposed changes will not always result in conflict or disruption to place
identity. The factors which make such responses more or less likely include:
•

The degree to which the proposed change is seen to be compatible with the area i.e.
whether the change is seen to enhance or threaten the character and values of the
place.

•

The way in which the change is socially interpreted, evaluated and contested amongst
individuals; a process which is often shaped by influential community individuals,
social networks, the local media, and institutions actively seeking to influence ways of
thinking. The capacity for different groups to influence perceptions will depend
significantly on the degree to which they are trusted by community members. This is
illustrated by the case study below21.

20

These disruptions to place may affect both physical aspects of the valued place but also social networks that
constitute sources of support to individuals, particularly in low-income communities.
21
Devine-Wright, P. and Howes, Y. (2010) ‘Disruption to place attachment and the protection of restorative
environments: A wind energy case study’ Journal of Environmental Psychology 30: 271-280.
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Compatibility of proposed change: A wind energy case study
Devine-Wright and Howes (2010) report on the public responses to a proposed offshore
wind farm in North Wales; comparing the responses of two coastal towns approximately
15km from the site of the proposed wind farm. The proposed wind farm consisted of up to
200 wind turbines, each over 150m tall, producing a total maximum of 750MW of electricity.
It is known that the proposed wind farm was controversial in Llandudno since the
application was first submitted to the UK government in 2005, with a Llandudno-based
action group campaigning against it. This was confirmed by both the qualitative and
quantitative results of the public engagement in Llandudno in comparison to the results from
Colwyn Bay:
• Many residents of Llandudno expressed fear and anger that its ‘natural beauty’ will be
threatened by the industrial scale of the wind farm. Questionnaire analyses illustrate
how the strength of place attachment for Llandudno respondents significantly
correlated with negative interpretations of the proposed wind farm (regarded as ‘an
eyesore that would fence in the bay’) and a range of oppositional behaviours (such as
signing petitions).
• In contrast, questionnaire findings from Colwyn Bay suggest a general lack of
engagement with the process, either as a potentially positive or negative form of
change.
The difference in the results appears to be explained by differences in not only place
attachment but also in how the change is interpreted within the community. Both towns
were founded in the 19th century as places of respite and relaxation for visitors from cities
such as Manchester and Liverpool. However, more recently, Llandudno has maintained a
more successful tourist economy, receiving 20% of Welsh tourist income. Associated with
this, Llandudno is interpreted by residents in terms of its natural beauty, a place for
restoration and retreat, and an escape for tourists from nearby cities.
Devine-Wright (2009) proposes a multi-stage framework, depicted in Figure 4, to illustrate the
dynamic nature of individual and collective responses to changes in valued natural places over
time, involving five stages; identification, interpretation, evaluation, coping, and acting.
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Figure 4. Stages of psychological response over time to place change

Source: Devine-Wright (2009) p272

The Conflict Management review also highlights the role of symbolic species in shaping place
identity, and the risk of conflict arising when the future of such species is threatened. Nie (2003)
discussed the debate over wolf and grizzly bear reintroduction illustrating how symbolism can
create ‘wicked’ natural environment conflicts as both species are significant symbols of American
wilderness within the fight for preservation.
The Big Society review highlighted the role of communities in place attachments with more
settled communities demonstrating great levels of place attachment which in turn is associated
with a greater capacity in the local community to revitalise a neighbourhood. Manzo and Perkins
(2006) explore this and find that in areas where neighbours are anonymous or where they do not
stay long enough to develop any emotional connection to the place, residents tend not to be
particularly committed to contribute to collective efforts to improve the neighbourhood.
Furthermore, disruptions to place and people’s emotional connections to that place can serve to
mobilise community action to protect the site, as illustrated in the Railway Land Nature Reserve
Case Study (Number 12 in the Big Society review).
The Big Society review also explored the difference between attachment to a particular place and
conceptual attachments to a type of landscape or ecosystem. Ryan (2005) uses survey data to explore
the emotional bonds between people and urban natural areas. He found that attachment to urban
parks and natural areas was affected additionally by the level of knowledge of natural areas in
general. Therefore, whilst neighbours with a view of the park and regular recreational users held a
place-specific attachment to the park, those with a high degree of natural area knowledge and
volunteers harboured a more conceptual attachment (i.e. an attachment to a type of landscape and
ecosystem rather than to a particular place). It was found that those with place-specific attachments
where especially tied to the particular park, were unwilling to go elsewhere when faced with
potentially negative changes, and were more likely to campaign against such changes. In contrast,
volunteers were much more likely to seek out a similar place in the face of negative changes; their
expression of loss concerned the degradation of the park ecosystems, rather than the personal
loss of access to the park.
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There are however circumstances where volunteers can develop place attachments. Ryan (2001)
found that some longer-term volunteers who had spent many years nurturing and restoring their
volunteer sites were more likely to take initial action to protest against negative changes to their
natural areas. Ryan (2001) also found that volunteers with greater social reasons for volunteering
were much more likely to show attachment to the volunteer site. This would suggest that such
volunteer’s relationship with the site have more in common with recreational users.
The Big Society review discusses how people’s attachments to place interrelate to their sense of
community and in turn heighten people’s motivation to volunteer. At the core of a sense of
community often lies emotional attachments to people within that community, developed
through feelings of mutual trust, social connections, shared concerns and experiences, and
community values. Both bonds between people and to the place can motivate community
members to participate in neighbourhood improvement efforts (Manzo and Perkins, 2006: 339),
and observing the tangible outcomes of such efforts can further enhance these bonds (as
illustrated by those involved in the Britain in Bloom campaign – see Case Study 14 in the Big
Society review).
It is therefore apparent that place attachment can play a central role in determining citizen
choices about local natural environments; in terms of how they are valued and in understanding
motivations to engage in efforts to protect or enhance them. This suggests that any efforts to
mobilise collective community action for the natural environment would benefit from a thorough
understanding of the specific places and characteristics that are important to different community
groups and for what reasons.

7.5. The role of influential individuals within natural environment policy-making
Apparent across all three reviews is the key role of influential individuals in shaping citizen values
and choices about the natural environment; be it through their ability to influence the
interpretation of a proposed landscape change, mediate natural environment conflict and to rally
communities to adapt to or oppose change to locally valued natural environments.
The Conflict Management review highlights the influential role that third parties can play within
conflict management situations; in both alternative dispute resolution and consensus building
approaches (Susskind et al., 1999). Where such people are present early on, they can play an
important role in the interpretation of a proposed change. Once conflict has manifested, such
individuals may also be able to identify existing barriers to effective negotiation and
communication and implement a resolution process. Emphasis has traditionally been placed on
the need for a ‘neutral’ third party, able to facilitate communication and build trust between
disputing parties. However, in more contemporary social science literature, it has been argued
that such intermediaries need not always be ‘neutral’ since this tends to maintain the status quo
between conflicting parties (Smith, 2001; Caton Campwell, 2003). Instead, and recognising that
complete neutrality is unlikely, opportunities for more effective resolution may lie with certain
individuals who are influential within disputing parties (Ury, 2000). Such individuals have been
referred to as ‘policy entrepreneurs’ or ‘local champions of reconciliation’ (Leach and Sabatier,
2003; Dukes, 2004; Beem, 2007). Third party insiders, who are known and respected within a
group and able to gain widespread trust and buy-in may play a vital role in facilitating
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communication between groups, building trust not just between the groups but in the viability of
proposed solutions. An example of this is illustrated below22.
Maine lobster and Chesapeake Bay blue crab fisheries case study: The role of
‘insider’ third parties in conflict management
Beem (2007) examines challenges arising during attempts to develop co-management
arrangements in the Maine lobster and Chesapeake Bay blue crab fisheries in order to address
local distributional conflicts. Whilst discussions of co-management were eventually shelved
as unsuccessful in Chesapeake Bay, they were effectively implemented in Maine, despite a
number of similarities in user group composition and resource attributes as well as support
from key decision-makers. Beem attributes this in part to the lack of intermediary or ‘policy
entrepreneur’ in the Chesapeake fishing community. There was no strong leadership within
the community to take the ideas of the state to the watermen and convince them or change
their ideas about how co-management might enhance their power in decision-making
processes.
In contrast, a key individual (Robin Alden) played a crucial role in advocating for comanagement in the Maine lobster fishery. She was a known entity within the fishing
communities as editor and founder of the ‘Commercial fisheries news’, providing the best
and most comprehensive coverage of the New England fishing industry for over 20 years.
Robin therefore represented a voice from within the industry, in contrast to those from
outside who advocated co-management in Chesapeake who had no influential supporters
within the industry.
This is not to say that such influential individuals will always act to defuse conflict situations.
Influential insider individuals may also to rally communities against proposed changes to locally
valued landscapes or ecosystems. As seen in the offshore wind case study, this can be associated
with emotional attachment to a specific place where a proposed can be interpreted as either a
‘disruption’ or an ‘improvement’ to the local area. Changes to places may be viewed much more
negatively where trusted local individuals rally opposition and mobilise local campaigns against
proposed changes.
The Big Society review demonstrates how such individuals could instead use their influence proactively to mobilise communities to enhance or improve local natural environments. Described in
various different ways (‘community champions’, ‘community pioneers’, ‘mavens’, ‘catalytic
individuals’), such individuals are able to recognise a local environmental or social issue and
identify novel ideas for addressing them. More importantly, they have sufficient enthusiasm and
community knowledge to tap into local pools of social capital and mobilise community members
to engage in efforts to develop and implement these ideas, whilst also exploring strategic
partnerships with, for example, businesses or third sector organisations that could provide
valuable skills and expertise.

Beem, B. (2007) ‘Co-management from the top? The roles of policy entrepreneurs and distributive conflict in
developing co-management arrangements’ Marine Policy 31: 540-549
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64

A useful study for understanding the typical attributes or characteristics of such influential
individuals was undertaken by Fell et al., (2009) for Defra. They explored the role of influential
individuals in the diffusion of environmental behaviours through social networks, treating the
environmental behaviours as ‘social innovations’ since they comprise ‘new things to do’ for the
majority of the population (2009: 13). They suggest that certain individuals – ‘catalytic individuals’
– will, in certain social contexts, play a particularly important role in the process of diffusion of
an innovation through a social network. This may be through acting as a trusted source of
information and advice, by ‘setting the tone’ of their social circles, or by establishing an
innovation as socially acceptable through their own attitudes and behaviour. The literature
suggests that their influence is likely to be most salient amongst homophilic individuals (i.e.
people ‘like them’). These catalytic individuals were found to occur in all walks of life, with no
particular social, economic or geographical characteristics. They are often gregarious, sociable,
opinionated and positive, and their influence seems largely to derive from their internal
consistency; they tend to say what they mean, mean what they say, and do what they say. The one
characteristic that they were all found to have in common was an overwhelming commitment to
altruism. Such individuals are apparent in the Incredible Edible Todmorden case study (Case
Study 5 in the Big Society Review).
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The Incredible Edible Todmorden case study: The role of influential individuals in
catalysing community action
The Incredible Edible Todmorden (IET) is a network of volunteers, businesses and gardeners,
which campaigns for and grows real food. IET was launched by two ladies in Todmorden –
Pam Warhurst and Mary Clear - in March 2008 following growing concern about the
environment. They decided to focus on gardens as they felt there is something in humans that
responds to growing, and gave themselves five years to get a community garden up and
running. Pam adopted the ‘thinking’ role for the project, whilst Mary focused on inspiring the
community with the idea of growing their own vegetables:
•

•

Mary initiated the process by completely demolished her front garden and focused on
planting a ‘garden without walls’. Since food is traditionally grown in the back garden
and flowers in the front, she made a hole in the wall to her back garden allowing
people to step in and help themselves. The aim was to develop a propaganda garden,
exemplifying to other community members what they can do. Over time, the
community began to visit the garden, harvest its produce and increasingly they picked
up the idea and ran with it in other spaces in the community.
Pam was the owner of the local cafe, chaired regeneration company Pennine Prospects
and sat on the boards of the West Yorkshire Tourism Partnership and Natural
England. Formerly chair of Calderdale NHS Trust, leader of Calderdale Council and
deputy chair of the Countryside Agency, in 2005 she received a CBE for services to the
environment.

This has led to a wide range of activities across the community. To illustrate just a few,
residents now grow food in grow bags, rear worms in wormeries, make compost, get involved
in a community garden, attend free cookery courses, or offer gardening expertise. Calderdale
Council have adopted policies borough-wide to remove obstacles stopping the use of
community or disused land for growing, and to offer guidance to groups and public bodies
about how it can be achieved. IET have also set up a simple legal framework with the council
to transfer council land to IET for growing, with forms of licences for orchards, planters and
growing plots.
When thinking about how to work with catalytic individuals to encourage wider community
engagement in natural environment related civic actions, it is important to see that such people
are motivated by altruistic rather than necessarily pro-environmental values. Whilst several of the
individuals interviewed by Fell et al. had already adopted a number of pro-environmental
behaviours and were in some way promoting them to others, they were more likely to do so
when they could see how such behaviours would benefit the people around them, for example
through improved health or cost-savings.
The RSA’s Connected Communities programme (Rowson et al., 2010) presents a useful tool for
identifying and mapping the diversity of communities - social network mapping - which could
constitute a useful tool, both for identifying these community champions and for understanding
the social context that such individuals work within. Social network mapping does this by
identifying:
•

Bonding social capital: horizontal relationships and trust within the community, such as
those between friends and neighbours, and social ties between people from different
background (community cohesion).
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•

Bridging social capital: vertical relationships such as those between service providers and
users (co-production) and participation in voluntary, civic and political activity.
• Agents of change: these may be the ‘catalytic individuals’ or ‘social entrepreneurs’ within the
community with visions for change and / or the skills to mobilise and coordinate wider
community activity (much like the idea of the ‘Social Entrepreneur in Residence’
suggested by the Young Foundation23).
• Isolated individuals: some individuals may be identified with very few social ties. Following
the mapping process, efforts may be taken to access these individuals via the limited
connections they do have or perhaps through local befriending schemes.
• Tensions and community conflicts: understanding where these lie is the first stage in preventing
escalation.
Engaging communities in this mapping process may serve to increase the strength of
connections in local communities and thereby build social capital in the community. Dobson
(2010) highlights the existence of a stronger sense of common purpose amongst community
members where levels of social capital are high. As highlighted in Section 7.4, these mapping
activities could be combined with efforts to identify the places and characteristics that are
important to particular individuals or groups within the community (Ryan, 2005), which may
help in identifying neighbourhood spaces that are most likely to motivate community
members ‘to act collectively to preserve, protect, or improve their community and participate
in local planning processes’ (Manzo and Perkins, 2006).

8. Concluding comments
This project has sought to bring together social research findings from a broad and growing
evidence base. Whilst the project began prior to the election of the Coalition Government in
2010, and was therefore shaped by the policy priorities of the previous government, the findings
presented are relevant and pertinent to a number of emerging policy areas. The Big Society
review fed in to the Natural Environment White Paper; the findings of the Perceptions review
could usefully inform the work of the recently announced UK Green Infrastructure Partnership;
and the findings of the Conflict Management review will become increasingly pertinent in light of
the growing pressures placed on natural systems by climate change and resource shortages.

23
http://www.youngfoundation.org/our-work/ventures-and-investment/health-launchpad/seir/social-entrepreneur-residenceseir
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http://www.badgertrust.org.uk/content/home.asp
Amphibian and Reptiles Groups UK:
http://www.arguk.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1&Itemid=3
http://www.nesta.org.uk/library/documents/mapping-the-BGC-summary.pdf
http://www.nesta.org.uk/library/documents/BGC-Evaluation-Exec-Summary-FINAL.pdf
http://www.nesta.org.uk/areas_of_work/public_services_lab/environment/big_green_challenge/assets/f
eatures/mass_localism
http://www.thegreenvalleys.org/
http://www.nesta.org.uk/library/documents/BGC-finalists-booklet.pdf
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33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.

http://www.transitionnetwork.org/support/what-transition-initiative
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/Opening%20Green%20Doors_tcm6-9082.pdf
http://www2.btcv.org.uk/stratplan.pdf
http://www2.btcv.org.uk/display/evaluatingefa
http://www2.btcv.org.uk/display/changedplaces
http://www2.btcv.org.uk/display/changedplaces
http://www2.btcv.org.uk/blaenaugwent.pdf
http://www2.btcv.org.uk/BTCV_Annual_Review_2010.pdf
http://www2.btcv.org.uk/gg_evaluation_0308.pdf
http://www.incredible-edible-todmorden.co.uk/
http://apps.rhs.org.uk/schoolgardening/uploads/documents/Impact_of_school_gardening_on_learning_
821.pdf
http://apps.rhs.org.uk/schoolgardening/default.aspa
http://www.vision-twentyone.com/var/documents/project-fairwatercommunitygarden.pdf
http://www.vision-twentyone.com/fairwater-community-garden
http://www.eastsideroots.org.uk/index.html
http://www.globalgeneration.org.uk/about-us
http://www.capitalgrowth.org/opengardens/
http://www.nesta.org.uk/library/documents/BGC-finalists-booklet.pdf
http://www.soilassociation.org/Whatwedo/Communitysupportedagriculture/tabid/266/Default.aspx
http://www.railwaylandproject.org/index
http://www.sbg.org.uk/index.asp
http://www.letsgogardening.co.uk/Downloads/BinBStarterPack.pdf
http://www.sharedpractice.org.uk/Downloads/Urban_Britain_Bloom_Evaluation.pdf
http://www.pocketparks.com/
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/Opening%20Green%20Doors_tcm6-9082.pdf
http://www.soilassociation.org/Whatwedo/LandTrust/tabid/264/Default.aspx
http://www.opalexplorenature.org/
http://www.yarde-orchard.co.uk/
http://www.sl.life.ku.dk/upload/report_no14.pdf
http://www.cabe.org.uk/files/helping-community-groups-to-improve-public-spaces.pdf
http://www.groundwork.org.uk/what-we-do/major-initiatives/united-futures.aspx
The London Wildlife Trust website: http://www.wildlondon.org.uk/
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