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SELECTION OF MOTIVATIONS 
The selection of the list of Motivations was based on the following: 
�� Literature on farmers’ decision-making 
�� Literature concerning farmers’ AEM-related decision-making 
�� A first assessment of the Phase 1 Questionnaire data, in terms of the types of emerging priorities for farmers. 
 
 
The original list comprised 18 Motivations; however, after initial analysis, and following discussion with other teams in the IMAGES project, the decision was taken to 
reduce the list to the following 13 Motivations: 
 

�� Motivation for technical mastery 
�� Motivation for an intensive system 
�� Motivation for maintaining security of revenue 
�� Motivation for maintaining level of income 
�� Motivation for flexibility of the farming system 
�� Motivation for reducing workload (including bureaucractic workload) 
�� Motivation for the preservation of nature 
�� Motivation for the preservation of landscape 
�� Motivation for independence in decision-making 
�� Motivation for external assessment 
�� Motivation for maintaining family patrimony 
�� Motivation for maintaining producer identity 
�� Motivation for social reward (to be a “leader”). 

 
 
It can be argued that the first 6 Motivations are all primarily connected with the technical-economic aspects of the farm; then there are 2 motivations relating to nature 
and the environment / landscape, followed by 5 motivations which can be broadly termed “social” in emphasis. 
 
 
 
DEFINITION OF MOTIVATIONS. 
The following section comprises the definitions which have been utilised for the Motivations.  In the second column, the definition is given.  Then there is an explanation 
of the ways in which a farmer can be motivated – from  negative through to positive.   
 
�� Broadly, if a farmer has a NEGATIVE motivation, we say that they are AGAINST the direction of the specific Motivation, for example: 

If a farmer is negatively motivated for independence in decision-making, then he/she is happy when they reduce their independence.  This is considered to be 
the case in a non-trade-off situation, i.e. even when there is nothing else to be gained (such as a financial benefit), he/she is happy to lose independence. 

�� However, if a farmer has a POSITIVE motivation, we say that they are FOR the direction of a specific Motivation, for example: 
If a farmer is positively motivated for independence in decision-making, then he/she is always giving priority to maintaining this independence, and will never 
consider an option which would reduce this independence. 

�� An additional category is that the farmer does not care, that he/she has no Motivation either AGAINST or FOR the Motivation, for example: 
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If a farmer does not care about independence, he/she is equally happy to consider options which have the effect of increasing or reducing their indpendence.  
For such farmers, independence is just not a priority, it is not something which motivates them. 

 
The aim of utilising such definitions and scales is to be explicit about what precisely we mean when we say that a farmer is negatively or positively motivated.  The 
following sub-section comprises these definitions. 
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MOTIVATIONS: what do we mean by a POSITIVE direction & a NEGATIVE direction? 
 
 

 
DESCRIPTION OF MOTIVATIONS [UK]. 

+ + - - 0 
 
Motivation 
name 

Concerning … If the farmer is NEGATIVELY MOTIVATED If the farmer does 
not care 

If the farmer is POSITIVELY MOTIVATED 

Independence 
of decision-
making 
 

The importance of ensuring 
that farm management, and 
farm strategic, decisions can 
be taken without having to 
gain permission from others. 
 
 

The farmer is always very happy to have to 
seek permission from others. He/she is 
happy to give up independence. This is the 
case in non-trade-off situations. So, even 
when there is nothing else to be gained, the 
farmer will always be happy to choose an 
option which reduces independence. 
 

ZERO: 
Here, the farmer 
does not care 
about his 
independence, or 
about external 
assessment. 
In selecting 
options, he is 
equally happy if he 
has to ask 
permission from 
others, or if he has 
to act 
independently.  

LOWER: 
Although for this 
farmer, maintaining 
independence is still a 
motivation, the farmer 
MAY often select 
options which reduce 
his independence, in 
a trade-off situation.  

HIGHER: 
In considering options, the 
farmer always gives a 
high priority to maintaining 
his/her independence for 
on-farm decision making. It 
is important to be able to 
take any decisions without 
having to seek permission 
from others.   

Preservation 
of nature 

Protection or maintenance 
of the flora and fauna, on-
farm (i.e. not necessarily in 
a general sense, but in 
terms of a practical 
everyday on-farm context). 

The farmer is always very happy to damage 
the environment. He/she does not see it as a 
problem always to select options which 
damage the environment. This is the case in 
non-trade-off situations. So, even when 
there is nothing else to be gained, the farmer 
will always choose an option which damages 
the environment. 

ZERO: 
Here, the farmer 
does not care 
about protecting 
the environment. 
In selecting 
options, he is 
equally happy if he 
causes damage to 
the environment, 
or if he benefits the 
environment. 

LOWER:  
Although for this 
farmer, looking after 
the environment is still 
a motivation, the 
farmer MAY often 
select options which 
he/she knows are 
likely to damage the 
environment, in a 
trade-off situation. 

HIGHER: 
In considering options, the 
farmer always gives a 
high priority to looking after 
the environment on his/her 
farm. The farmer wil never 
engage in options/activities 
which harm the 
environment.  
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Landscape Protection or maintenance 
of the landscape, on-farm 
(i.e. not necessarily in a 
general sense, but in terms 
of a practical everyday on-
farm context). 

The farmer is always very happy to damage 
the landscape. He/she does not see it as a 
problem always to select options which 
damage the landscape. 
This is the case in non-trade-off situations. 
So, even when there is nothing else to be 
gained, the farmer will always choose an 
option which damages the landscape. 

ZERO: 
Here, the farmer 
does not care 
about protecting 
the landscape. 
In selecting 
options, he is 
equally happy if he 
causes damage to 
the landscape, or if 
he benefits the 
landscape. 

LOWER:  
Although for this 
farmer, looking after 
the landscape is still a 
motivation, the farmer 
MAY often select 
options which he/she 
knows are likely to 
damage the 
landscape, in a trade-
off situation. 

HIGHER: 
In considering options, the 
farmer always gives a 
high priority to looking after 
the landscape on his/her 
farm. The farmer wil never 
engage in options/activities 
which harm the landscape.  
 

Peer 
recognition / 
Social reward 

The importance of receiving 
positive approval and/or 
praise from farming 
colleagues; the need to be a 
“leader” within the farming 
community 1. 

In considering options, the farmer never 
gives a high priority to positive peer review. 
This is the case in non-trade-off situations. 
So, even when there is nothing else to be 
gained, the farmer will always engage in 
options/activities which decrease his/her 
positive peer review.  
 

ZERO: 
Here, the farmer 
does not care 
about positive or 
negative peer 
review. 
In selecting 
options, he is 
equally happy if 
receives positive 
or negative peer 
review. 

LOWER:  
Although for this 
farmer, positive peer 
review is still a 
motivation, the farmer 
MAY often select 
options which he/she 
knows are likely to 
reduce their positive 
peer review, in a 
trade-off situation. 

HIGHER: 
The farmer is always 
considering only those 
options which will increase 
positive peer review. The 
farmer will never engage 
in options/activities which 
are likely to reduce their 
positive peer review. 
 
 
 

Increase 
income 

The importance of 
increasing income, either by 
generating more from the 
farming enterprises, 
developing additional 
farming enterprises, or 
diversifying. 

In considering options, the farmer never 
gives a high priority to increasing income. 
This is the case in non-trade-off situations. 
So, even when there is nothing else to be 
gained, the farmer will always engage in 
options/activities which reduce his/her 
income.  
 

ZERO: 
Here, the farmer 
does not care 
about increasing 
income. 
In selecting 
options, he is 
equally happy if he 
increases or 
reduces his 
income. 

LOWER:  
Although for this 
farmer increasing 
income is still a 
motivation, the farmer 
MAY often select 
options which he/she 
knows are likely to 
reduce income, in a 
trade-off situation. 

HIGHER: 
The farmer is always 
considering only those 
options which will increase 
income. The farmer will 
never engage in 
options/activities which are 
likely to reduce their 
income. 
 

                                                      
1 We also have this as the need to be a follower, but I think we can only go in one direction in terms of allocating the data.  Therefore, if the farmer has a low motivation 
to be a leader, can we « safely » infer that he/she is likely to have a motivation to be a follower ? 



External 
assessment 

The importance of asking 
others’ opinions concerning 
AEMs, other policy options, 
etc, in order to inform your 
decision.  Also, the seeking 
of information which may be 
in contrast to the knowledge 
that you yourself have. 

In considering options, the farmer never 
gives a high priority to searching out or 
incorporating external assessment.  
This is the case in non-trade-off situations. 
So, even when there is nothing else to be 
gained, the farmer will always engage in 
options/activities to reduce / minimise 
external assessment.  
 

ZERO: 
Here, the farmer 
does not care 
about external 
assessment. 
In selecting 
options, he is 
equally happy if 
he/she receives 
external 
assessment or not.

LOWER:  
Although for this 
farmer external 
assessment is still a 
motivation, the farmer 
MAY often select 
options which he/she 
knows are likely to 
reduce the 
opportunity for 
external assessment, 
in a trade-off situation.

HIGHER: 
The farmer is always 
considering only those 
options which will 
incorporate external 
assessment. The farmer 
will never engage in 
options/activities which are 
likely to reduce external 
assessment. 
 

Patrimonial 
value 

The priority placed on 
protection or maintenance of 
land or a farm/estate which 
has either been inherited 
&/or farmed for a long time 
by interviewee. The 
importance of “farming for 
future generations” (related 
to interviewee), of being 
“custodians”.  

The farmer is always very happy to damage 
the patrimonial value. He/she does not see it 
as a problem always to select options which 
damage the patrimonial value. 
This is the case in non-trade-off situations. 
So, even when there is nothing else to be 
gained, the farmer will always choose an 
option which damages the patrimonial value.

ZERO: 
Here, the farmer 
does not care 
about protecting 
the patrimonial 
value. 
In selecting 
options, he is 
equally happy if he 
causes damage to 
the patrimonial 
value, or if he 
benefits the 
patrimonial value. 

LOWER:  
Although for this 
farmer, looking after 
the patrimonial value 
is still a motivation, 
the farmer MAY often 
select options which 
he/she knows are 
likely to damage the 
patrimonial value, in a 
trade-off situation. 

HIGHER: 
In considering options, the 
farmer always gives a 
high priority to looking after 
the patrimonial value on 
his/her farm. The farmer 
wil never engage in 
options/activities which 
harm the patrimonial 
value.  
 

Decreasing 
work 
constraint / 
workload 

The importance given to 
either the maintenance of 
the existing workload on-
farm, and/or to not 
increasing this workload.  

The farmer is always very happy to increase 
workload. He/she does not see it as a 
problem always to select options which 
increase his/her workload. 
This is the case in non-trade-off situations. 
So, even when there is nothing else to be 
gained, the farmer will always choose an 
option which increases his workload. 

ZERO: 
Here, the farmer 
does not care 
about workload. 
In selecting 
options, he is 
equally happy if he 
increases or 
reduces workload. 

LOWER:  
Although for this 
farmer, maintaining or 
not increasing 
workload is still a 
motivation, the farmer 
MAY often select 
options which he/she 
knows are likely to 
increase his/her 
workload, in a trade-
off situation. 

HIGHER: 
In considering options, the 
farmer always gives a 
high priority maintaining or 
not increasing workload. 
The farmer wil never 
engage in options/activities 
which will increase 
workload.  
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Security of 
revenue  

The priority given to thinking 
long-term, strategically (5-10 
years +), in order to see 
where future revenue will be 
coming from, and the 
stability and predictability of 
that revenue. 

In considering options, the farmer never 
gives a high priority to increasing security of 
revenue. This is the case in non-trade-off 
situations. So, even when there is nothing 
else to be gained, the farmer will always 
engage in options/activities which reduce 
his/her security of revenue.  
 

ZERO: 
Here, the farmer 
does not care 
about increasing 
security of 
revenue. 
In selecting 
options, he is 
equally happy if he 
increases or 
reduces his 
security of 
revenue. 

LOWER:  
Although for this 
farmer increasing 
security of revenue is 
still a motivation, the 
farmer MAY often 
select options which 
he/she knows are 
likely to reduce 
security of revenue, in 
a trade-off situation. 

HIGHER: 
The farmer is always 
considering only those 
options which will increase 
security of revenue. The 
farmer will never engage 
in options/activities which 
are likely to reduce their 
security of revenue. 
 

Producer 
identity 

The importance given to 
maintaining one’s identity as 
a producer of FOOD, rather 
than as a producer of 
countryside or of non-food 
products for the non-farming 
public. 

In considering options, the farmer never 
gives a high priority to his/her identity as a 
food producer. This is the case in non-trade-
off situations. So, even when there is 
nothing else to be gained, the farmer will 
always engage in options/activities which 
decrease his/her identity as a food producer. 
 

ZERO: 
Here, the farmer 
does not care 
about increasing or 
decreasing his/her 
identity as a food 
producer. In 
selecting options, 
he is equally 
happy if his identity 
as a food producer 
becomes stronger 
or weaker. 

LOWER:  
Although for this 
farmer, identity as a 
food producer is still a 
motivation, the farmer 
MAY often select 
options which he/she 
knows are likely to 
reduce their identity 
as a food producer, in 
a trade-off situation. 

HIGHER: 
The farmer is always 
considering only those 
options which will increase 
identity as a food 
producer. The farmer will 
never engage in 
options/activities which are 
likely to reduce their 
identity as a food 
producer. 
 

Flexibility of 
the farming 
system 

The priority placed on being 
able to ensure that decisions 
taken NOW will not 
prejudice the possibility to 
take flexible decisions in the 
future; i.e. keeping options 
open. 

In considering options, the farmer never 
gives a high priority to flexibility of the 
farming system. This is the case in non-
trade-off situations. So, even when there is 
nothing else to be gained, the farmer will 
always engage in options/activities which 
reduce his/her flexibility of the farming 
system.  
 

ZERO: 
Here, the farmer 
does not care 
about increasing or 
decreasing the  
flexibility of the 
farming system. 
In selecting 
options, he is 
equally happy if he 
increases or 
reduces his to 
flexibility. 

LOWER:  
Although for this 
farmer increasing to 
flexibility of the 
farming system is still 
a motivation, the 
farmer MAY often 
select options which 
he/she knows are 
likely to reduce to 
flexibility, in a trade-
off situation. 

HIGHER: 
The farmer is always 
considering only those 
options which will increase 
flexibility of the farming 
system. The farmer will 
never engage in 
options/activities which are 
likely to reduce their 
flexibility. 
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Technical 
mastery 

The importance of being 
technically proficient, up to 
date, aware of latest 
technology, appropriate to 
the farming system.  

In considering options, the farmer never 
gives a high priority to his/her technical 
mastery. This is the case in non-trade-off 
situations. So, even when there is nothing 
else to be gained, the farmer will always 
engage in options/activities which reduce 
his/her technical mastery.  
 

ZERO: 
Here, the farmer 
does not care 
about his/her 
technical mastery. 
In selecting 
options, he is 
equally happy if he 
increases or 
reduces his/her 
technical mastery. 

LOWER:  
Although for this 
farmer his/her 
technical mastery is 
still a motivation, the 
farmer MAY often 
select options which 
he/she knows are 
likely to reduce 
his/her technical 
mastery, in a trade-off 
situation. 

HIGHER: 
The farmer is always 
considering only those 
options which will increase 
his/her technical mastery. 
The farmer will never 
engage in options/activities 
which are likely to reduce 
their technical mastery. 
 

Intensive 
system 

The importance of running a 
maximum input/ maximum 
output farming system.  

In considering options, the farmer never 
gives a high priority a maximum input/output 
system. This is the case in non-trade-off 
situations. So, even when there is nothing 
else to be gained, the farmer will always 
engage in options/activities which reduce 
his/her inputs & outputs.  
 

ZERO: 
Here, the farmer 
does not care 
about input & 
output levels. 
In selecting 
options, he is 
equally happy if he 
increases or 
reduces his/her 
input & output 
levels. 

LOWER:  
Although for this 
farmer a maximum 
input/output system is 
still a motivation, the 
farmer MAY often 
select options which 
he/she knows are 
likely to reduce 
his/her inputs & 
outputs, in a trade-off 
situation. 

HIGHER: 
The farmer is always 
considering only those 
options which will increase 
his/her inputs & outputs to 
the maximum. The farmer 
will never engage in 
options/activities which are 
likely to reduce their inputs 
& outputs. 
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METHODOLOGY FOR ACCESSING MOTIVATIONS FROM PHASE 1 QUESTIONNAIRES: THEMATIC ANALYSIS 
 
 
Thematic analysis, an established method within qualitative research, is used in order to analyse interviewees’ responses to a series of questions, where each question 
can be termed as a “theme”.2   
 
This process typically occurs as follows: 
1. The interviewer asks a series of questions (either through a semi-structured interview, or using a questionnaire with opportunities for open answers). 

2. The analyst then examines the range of responses (positive & negative) which are made by interviewees for each question.  3 

3. It is important that the range of cases is expressed, because it is expected that, within a theme (e.g. cross compliance) there will be a diversity of reasoning for 

responses.  It is also recognised that PATTERNS of responses will emerge (e.g. there may be a “consensus” within the interviewed population concerning a certain 

point of view), and these are then tentatively grouped together. 

4. The idea is that the analysis builds directly on the data, and that the categories used for the responses, and the relative strength of these categories, EMERGES 

from an examination of the data.  This contrasts with an approach where the categories of responses are established at the beginning, and the data are then fitted 

within these categories.   

5. This means that the framework of categories can evolve as more cases are examined.  So, the categories fit around the data. 

6. The emphasis is on the use of data FROM the interviewee, specifically their reasoning, explanations etc, rather than data ABOUT that interviewee (i.e. contextual).  

 

Such an approach was adopted for the analysis of the UK case study data, since it was decided that one of the aims of the data analysis process was to understand the 
ways in which farmers explained and gave reasoning to their actions, priorities, views etc.  The hypothesis is that, by using “direct data” (i.e. what the farmer directly 
states), rather than relying on what the farmer has DONE, or PLANS to do, gives a more accurate understanding of their Motivations.  This is because farmers’ actions 
can be for a variety of reasons and motivations, and so it is not always possible to say why a particular action has taken place.  Therefore, alongside an action, it is 
important to know the reasons.  For example, a reduction in sheep numbers could be because (i) the farmer has a concern for species diversity; (ii) the farmer needs to 
reduce demands on labour; (iii) the farmer is aiming for quality rather than quantity, such as for a niche market.  Therefore, in order to examine how an action relates to 
a Motivation, it is necessary to study the reasons WHY a farmer has carried out certain changes in the past, or plans to in the future.  This is similarly the case when we 
use data concerning farmers’ responses to possible AEM scenarios; in reacting to a proposed mechanism, a farmer could have a number of priorities in mind, and it is 
important for us as analysts to access these.  In reacting to Cross Compliance, for example, a farmer could say “YES” because they see the active integration of 
“Agriculture” and “Environment” as a priority, OR equally because they perceive that this is the way policies are developing, and in order to continue receiving subsidies, 
they are resigned to this type of future.  Similarly, a farmer may say “NO” because they would feel a loss of independence, due to an increase in the regulatory 
framework; others may say “NO” because they feel that the partition between “Agriculture” and the “Environment” is artificial, and that there should be an integrated 
system.  So, once again, in using the data from the Phase 1 Questionnaire, it is important that we understand WHY a farmer has given a response, rather than simply 
using the response itself in our analysis. 

                                                      
2 See References at end of document for Thematic Analysis. 
3 In typical thematic analysis, themes suggested by the interviewee are also assessed, although we do not have that in IMAGES because we used a structured 
questionnaire. 
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This raises a further point concerning the types of data used, and those NOT used in this thematic analysis.  The selected data types are summarised in the following 
Table: 
 

DIRECT DATA USED FROM PHASE 1 QUESTIONNAIRE 4 
QU.  NBR. TOPIC 
8.1. Past changes, and their reasons 
9.1. Objectives 
9.2. Future planned changes, and their reasons 
14. Features of the AEM that encouraged / discouraged adoption, & reasons 
15 Reasons for AEM adoption / non-adoption 
16 Factors affecting AEM adoption/non-adoption, & reasons 
17.1. / 2. Type of AEM decision (Strategic, Management, Operational) 
17.3. Who involved in AEM decision 
17.4. Influence of individuals OR information on AEM decision. 
20.1. AGREE/DISAGREE with statements concerning the funding of “agricultural production” vs “environmental production” 
20.2. Responses to what AEM priorities should be in the future 
20.3. AGREE/DISAGREE with Cross Compliance 
21.1. Voluntary or Compulsory policy mechanism: responses & reasons 
21.2. Zonal or National policy mechanism: responses & reasons 
22.1. Menu or Conditions on the farm: responses & reasons 
22.2. Whole farm or Parcels: responses & reasons 
22.3. Paid according to following Methods or for producing Results?: responses & reasons 

DATA NOT USED 
10.3. & 10.4. Membership of farming and non-farming groups 
10.1. & 10.2. Use of specific types of information 
 
The rationale for NOT using data relating to membership of farming groups, or use of information is two-fold: 
 

1. As outlined above, farmers’ behaviour can occur for a number of reasons, and it can be argued that this is also the case for membership of groups.  Farmers 
could be a member of a farming union to gain information on the latest technologies, to gain information on the latest round of subsidies, to be active in 
confronting changes in subsidies (e.g. HLCAs), or for the social contact that union membership can provide.  Similarly, this could be argued for other types of 
groups, and so we cannot say with confidence that such membership tells us about specific farmers’ motivations and the strength (or direction) of such 
motivations.  This can also be argued for use/non-use of information, since we are not sure of the reasons for such activity, although of course we could make 
hypotheses.  For example, if we imply that USE of technical information is indicative of a Motivation for technical mastery, we could omit a dimension relating to 
Motivation for maintianing stability of income, Motivation for social reward, Motivation for external assessment, and so on.  So, we cannot be precisely sure of 
which links such an activity has with a Motivation. 

 

                                                      
4 Each Motivation utilises different combinations of these data; for example, data relating to independence and maintaining income are found within the responses to 
many questions, whereas data relating to social reward are more restricted to certain questions. 



2. Such data are being used within another part of the analysis of Motivations (the Indicator-Motivation model – see other document).  This is a part which enables 
us to approximate the Motivations of NON-INTERVIEWED farmers based on technical and economic information about their farming system.  Of course, based 
on the above reservations about what such data can mean, we anticipate a lot of “noise” around these types of data – i.e. we are not sure how much they can 
really tell us about farmers’ Motivations.  However, there is an attempt to utilise them, and thus it is not sound to use them in both contexts; that is, if we DEFINE 
the strength of specific Motivations according to membership of groups, AND also look for membership of groups as an indicator of that Motivation, we would 
simply find the relations that we put in to the framework. 

 
 
The thematic analysis procedure for using the Phase 1 Questionnaire data, was carried out as follows: 
1. The range of responses (positive & negative) which are made by interviewees for each question, were examined.   
2. Within a theme (e.g. cross compliance) the diversity of reasoning for the responses was recognised and noted.  
3. The PATTERNS of responses which emerged were then tentatively grouped together as CATEGORIES (from –3 through to +3). 
4. So, the categories used for the responses, and the relative strength of these categories, EMERGES from an examination of the data.   
5. The framework of categories was established using 50% of the Phase 1 Questionnaires. However, as the remaining 50%are then assessed, the framework 

continued to evolve, in that additional points were made within existing categories, and/or more categories (e.g. those between two end points) were also filled. So, it 
is the case that the categories fit around the data. 

6. In this analytical process, the emphasis is upon the use of data FROM the interviewee, specifically their reasoning, explanations etc, rather than data ABOUT that 
interviewee (i.e. contextual). So, the preference is to use the direct explanations from the farmer. 

 
 
The following sub-section comprises a framework for assigning pieces of « direct data » to a DIRECTION and STRENGTH of a Motivation. These can also be 
described as « rules » for assigning the data.  That is, if a farmer gives a certain response with certain reasons, then we know that we can assign a certain number to 
that response.  This gives a consistency across all the case studies.The following principle operates :  
 
�� Statements are allocated using the following 7-point framework as a way of trying to quantify the DIFFERENCES between the responses.  Where: 
 

-3 A statement which clearly, and strongly, goes against the direction of the motivation. 
-2 A statement which gives a relatively clear & strong indication of reasoning which goes against the direction of the motivation 
-1 A statement which gives an indirect indication of reasoning which goes against the direction of the motivation. 
+1 A statement which gives an indirect indication of reasoning which goes in the same direction as the motivation. 
+2 A statement which gives a relatively clear & strong indication of reasoning which goes in the same direction as the motivation 
+3 A statement which clearly, and strongly, goes in the same direction as the motivation. 

 
�� However, what is actually expressed at the different points on this scale (from –3 through to +3) depends on what is found in the data relating to that question. 
�� In some cases, you can see that there are only statements at the end of each scale (i.e. at +3 and at –3); the reason the scale still remains (for now) is that it seems 

necessary to consider whether there is such a big difference between these 2 ends, or whether the 7-point scale only works for some questions (“themes”) and not 
for others. 

�� ALSO: 
An unshaded box means that there are examples in the case study questionnaires of this 
type of statement. 
A shaded box means that, based on the examples, it is possible to estimate the type of 
statement which is likely to appear at other points on the scale of “-3 to +3”. 
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TECHNICAL MASTERY 

 
Definition of Motivation for Technical Mastery: 
The importance of being technically proficient, up to date, aware of latest technology, appropriate to the farming system. 
 
 
Overall observations from the case study data: 
1. Only one statement was assigned a negative value (i.e. going against the direction of the motivation). 
2. No data regarding technical mastery from: 

�� Reasons for AEM adoption/non-adoption. 
�� Who was involved in AEM decision & who influenced AEM decision. 
�� Questions re on-the-ground policy mechanisms – i.e. the specifics of the AEM on-farm do not seem to have links, from the farmers’ point of view, with level 

of technical performance. 
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TECHNICAL MASTERY (SCOTLAND, UK). 
QU. NBR. -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 
8.1. (Past)   No ongoing upgrading in 

past. 
Continuous upgrading of 
machinery as required 

Investments & 
upgrading, or equivalent 
strategies, to improve 
livestock conditions & 
output quality; with 
specific aspects of 
livestock production in 
mind. 

Investments, and 
involvement of outside 
expertise in order to 
improve quality of 
outputs. 

9.1. (Objectives)    Producing a quality 
output (livestock or 
crops) 

Being a progressive up 
to date farmer as one of 
several objectives. 

Being a progressive up 
to date farmer as the 
most important objective. 

9.2. (Future)   No ongoing upgrading 
planned. 

Continuous upgrading of 
machinery as required 

Investments & 
upgrading, or equivalent 
strategies, to improve 
livestock conditions & 
output quality; with 
specific aspects of 
livestock production in 
mind. 

Investments, and 
involvement of outside 
expertise in order to 
improve quality of 
outputs. 

14 (Features of 
AEM => 
adoption/non-
adoption). 

   Improvement in stock (or 
stock & arable) 
management viewed as 
one of a number of AEM 
features. 

AEM adoption viewed 
also as an improvement 
in stock (or stock & 
arable) management. 

AEM adoption viewed 
primarily as an 
improvement in stock (or 
stock & arable) 
management. 

15 (Reasons for 
adoption/non-
adoption) 

   Improvement in stock (or 
stock & arable) 
management viewed as 
one of a number of AEM 
features that encouraged 
adoption. 

AEM adoption viewed 
also as an improvement 
in stock (or stock & 
arable) management. 

AEM adoption viewed 
primarily as an 
improvement in stock (or 
stock & arable) 
management. 

17.1./17.2.  (Type of 
decision). 

   MANAGEMENT: 
Improvement in stock (or 
stock & arable) 
management viewed as 
one of a number of AEM 
features. 

MANAGEMENT: AEM 
adoption viewed also as 
an improvement in stock 
(or stock & arable) 
management. 

MANAGEMENT: AEM 
adoption viewed primarily 
as an improvement in 
stock (or stock & arable) 
management. 

20.1. 
(Agree/disagree re 
Agric & Consvn) 

   AGREE: environmentally 
friendly farming leads to 
a higher STANDARD of 
farming. 

  

20.3. (Cross 
Compliance) 

  YES: penalty against 
certain types of intensive 
technical mastery 
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DECREASING WORKLOAD 
 

Definition of Motivation for Decreasing workload: 
The importance given to either the maintenance of the existing workload on-farm, and/or to not increasing this workload. 
 
 
Overall observations from the case study data: 
1. Some statements were assigned a negative value (i.e. going against the direction of the motivation). 
2. No data regarding decreasing workload from: 

�� Objectives. 
�� Features of AEM that encouraged adoption/non-adoption. 
�� Reasons for AEM adoption/non-adoption. 
�� Who was involved in AEM decision & who influenced AEM decision. 
�� Questions re policy objectives/directions, and on-the-ground policy mechanisms. 
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DECREASING WORKLOAD (SCOTLAND, UK). 
QU. NBR. -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 
8.1. (Past)  Increase in livestock 

numbers, increase in 
farm area, & keeping 
stock longer, which all 
require significant 
increases in labour 
requirements on farm. 
(Diversification also 
requires additional 
labour). 

Change (increase)  in 
family farming structure, 
implying labour is 
considered to be less of 
a factor in decisions. 

Change (reduction)  in 
family farming structure, 
implying labour is 
considered to be more of 
a factor in decisions. 

 Changes in 
stocking/arable situation, 
with labour 
issues/constraints being 
given as the reason. 

9.2. (Future)  Increase in livestock 
numbers, increase in 
farm area, & keeping 
stock longer, which all 
require significant 
increases in labour 
requirements on farm. 
(Diversification also 
requires additional 
labour). 

  Use of technology (e.g. 
bulk feeding) which can 
reduce labour 
requirements. 

Specifically targeting  
more efficient use of 
labour as an area for 
change. 

16 (Factors 
affecting 
adoption/non-
adoption) 

     Explicitly giving labour as 
the factor affecting AEM 
adoption/non-adoption  

17.1./17.2.  (Type of 
decision). 

    MANAGEMENT 
DECISION: Management 
/ labour-saving benefits 
of AEM are highlighted. 

 

20.2. (AEM 
Priorities) 

    TRAINING = 4: there is 
often only 1 person on 
the farm, so there is no 
time for training.  5 
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5 This type of response is in the context of general farming, i.e. not necessarily with respect to the interviewee’s farm itself; therefore +2 rather than +3 (on MY farm). 



 
 

SOCIAL REWARD 
 

Definition of Motivation for Social Reward [or Peer Recognition]: 
The importance of receiving positive approval and/or praise from farming colleagues; the need to be a “leader” within the farming community. 
 
 
Overall observations from the case study data: 
1. Two statements were assigned a negative value (i.e. going against the direction of the motivation). 
2. No data regarding social reward from: 

�� Features of AEM that encouraged/discouraged adoption 
�� Reasons for AEM adoption/non-adoption. 
�� Factors affecting AEM adoption/non-adoption. 
�� Type of AEM decision, who was involved in AEM decision & who influenced AEM decision (THIS IS COVERED IN “MOTIVATION FOR EXTERNAL 

ASSESSMENT”). 
�� AEM priorities. 
�� Questions re on-the-ground policy mechanisms. 
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SOCIAL REWARD (SCOTLAND, UK). 
QU. NBR. -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 
8.1. (Past)    Change in strategy / 

policy relating to 
livestock or crops, which 
relates to producing 
higher quality or level of 
output.  

 Change in strategy / 
policy relating to 
livestock or crops, which 
is selected in order to 
increase social 
reward/prestige.  

9.1. (Objectives) Having objectives which 
interviewee holds in 
order to reduce their 
standing / respect in the 
farming community. 

Having objectives which 
the interviewee knows 
run against the “accepted 
wisdom” or norms within 
his/her farming 
community. 

Carrying on the family 
tradition. 
Carrying on farming in 
the same way. 

Being a progressive up 
to date farmer, stated as 
one objective. 

  

9.2. (Future)  Change in strategy / 
policy relating to 
livestock or crops, which 
the interviewee knows 
runs against the 
“accepted wisdom” or 
norms within his/her 
farming community. 

 Change in strategy / 
policy relating to 
livestock or crops, which 
relates to producing 
higher quality or level of 
output.  

  

20.3. (Cross 
Compliance) 

     Cross Compliance: NO. 
Explicit reasoning being 
re social “penalty” of 
reducing agricultural 
inputs etc, for 
conservation reasons. 
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PRESERVING NATURE 

 
Definition of Motivation for Preserving Nature: 
The importance given to the protection or maintenance of the flora & fauna, on-farm (i.e. not necessarily in a general sense, but in terms of practical 
everyday on-farm context). 
 
 
Overall observations from the case study data: 
1. Several statements were assigned a negative value (i.e. going against the direction of the motivation), although the majority are on the positive end of the scale. 
2. No data regarding Preserving Nature from: 

�� Who was involved in AEM decision & who influenced AEM decision. 
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PRESERVING NATURE (SCOTLAND, UK). 
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QU. NBR. -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 
8.1. (Past)     Reduce intensity of 

production (livestock  or 
crops), for conservation, 
landscape or 
environment purposes. 

PRE-ESA conservation 
management, tree 
planting etc highlighted, 
based on a personal 
interest. 

9.1. (Objectives) Maximising profitability 
stated as THE most 
important Objective. 

 Maximising profitability 
stated as one of several 
Objectives. 

 Looking after the 
countryside stated as 
one of several  
Objectives. 

Looking after the 
countryside stated as 
THE most important 
Objective. 

9.2. (Future)    If environmental 
schemes continue to be 
an option, will join in the 
future (pragmatic); e.g. 
organic farming. 

Reduce intensity of 
production (livestock  or 
crops) 

Active conservation 
management, tree 
planting, pond creation 
etc, highlighted here, 
based on a personal 
interest. 

14 (Features of 
AEM => 
adoption/non-
adoption). 

    NEGOTIATION: 
Opportunity to talk 
through conservation 
benefits with 
conservation agencies. 

ESA RULES: Interviewee 
states that the ESA 
benefits conservation, so 
they were encouraged to 
adopt. 
OTHER: environmental 
interest. 

15 (Reasons for 
adoption/non-
adoption) 

For management 
payment only. 
And if value in terms of 
grazing were to overtake 
the AEM management 
payment, would scrap 
the AEM. 
Not intersted in AEMs 
per se. 

  Dyking money: enabled 
us to do it and to recoup 
costs. 
 
Financial gain AND good 
husbandry. 

Hopefully to help the 
area, e.g. wildlife. 
 
Allows us to continue as 
we wanted –to favour the 
environment. 

A personal interest in 
conservation; & ESA is 
giving conservation 
opportunities which 
interviewee wanted; & 
ESA has speeded up the 
conservation process. 

16 (Factors 
affecting 
adoption/non-
adoption) 

INTENSITY: farming 
system too intensive for 
ESA. (non-adoption). 
SIZE: no spare land for 
conservation. 

FARM SIZE: gives 
flexibility to do ESA. 
SHEEP MANAGEMENT: 
benefits from ESA. 

 FARMING SYSTEM 
naturally wild and /or 
extensive, so doing 
AEM-type things anyway. 

 PERSONAL INTEREST 
in conservation. 

17.1./17.2.  (Type of 
decision). 

 MANAGEMENT: just 
dyking & fencing from 
ESA. 
MNGT: is AEM stops will 
go back to arable. 

 NON-ADOPTER: 
commiting to the 
environment would be 
long term 

 STRATEGIC DECISION 
with long-term 
environmental benefit 

20.1. 
(Agree/disagree re 
Agric & Consvn) 

AGREE: must be paid to 
do conservation, 
because why else should 
farmers bother? 
ALSO: conservation is a 
bonus. We need to 
produce animals/crops 
first. 

Farmers must be paid for 
environmental activities. 

AGREE/STRONGLY 
AGREE: that is the way it 
is going. 

AGREE, BUT…, only in 
terms of certain systems 
of production 

AGREE OR AGREE 
STRONGLY 

AGREE STRONGLY 
(e.g. env-friendly farming 
is of a higher standard) 
Should be 
environmentally friendly. 

20.3. (Cross  YES: farmers whould be 
id f i t l

NO: but this is the way it 
i i

YES, BUT… it also 
d d th i

YES: it is important to 
thi t t t th

YES: it is helping the 
i t if it i



Compliance) paid for environmental 
activities 

is going. 
YES: but it has to be a 
gradual shift because will 
be chaotic and will affect 
production. 

depends on the precise 
conditions. 

use this to protect the 
environment. 

environment, even if it is 
intrusive on farming 
practices. 

21.1. (Voluntary or 
Compulsory) 

   COMPULSORY: either 
no reason, or positive 
environmental impacts in 
broad terms; better for 
the environment. 
VOLUNTARY: better for 
the environment because 
will get the most done by 
farmers. 

 COMPULSORY: Ethics 
not money 

21.2. (Zones or 
National) 

   ZONES: better for the 
environment to manage 
zones of high natural 
value 

NATIONAL: to get as 
wide as possible 
environmental impact. 

 

22.1. (Menu or 
Conditions) 

The most important 
factor is sustained profit. 

 MENU: could select 
more and keeping some 
bits for agriculture and do 
conservation on the other 
bits 

 CONDITIONS: selection 
because more beneficial 
for the environment.  

 

22.2. (Whole farm 
or parcels) 

 Only small parcels, 
because of intensity of 
system 

PARCELS: management 
is easier if conservation 
structured to various 
parts of the farm 

PARCELS: because only 
certain parts of the farm 
are suitable, e.g. for tree 
planting 

WHOLE FARM: better 
environmental 
management 

 

22.3. (Methods or 
Results) 

 METHODS: things just 
have to take their chance 

METHODS  RESULTS: better for the 
environment 
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PRESERVING LANDSCAPE 

 
Definition of Motivation for Preserving Landscape: 
The importance given to the protection or maintenance of the landscape, on-farm (i.e. not necessarily in a general sense, but in terms of practical everyday 
on-farm context). 
 
 
Overall observations from the case study data: 
1. Several statements were assigned a negative value (i.e. going against the direction of the motivation), although the majority are on the positive end of the scale. 
2. No data regarding Preserving Landscape from: 

�� Who was involved in AEM decision & who influenced AEM decision. 
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PRESERVING LANDSCAPE (SCOTLAND, UK). 
QU. NBR. -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 
8.1. (Past)      PRE-ESA landscape 

management, tree 
planting etc highlighted, 
based on a personal 
interest. 

9.1. (Objectives) Maximising profitability 
stated as THE most 
important Objective. 

 Maximising profitability 
stated as one of several 
Objectives. 

 Looking after the 
countryside stated as 
one of several  
Objectives. 

Looking after the 
countryside stated as 
THE most important 
Objective. 

9.2. (Future)     Conservation 
management, with a 
positive landscape 
impact (which may not 
be the main aim). 

Landscape management 
highlighted, based on a 
personal interest 

14 (Features of 
AEM => 
adoption/non-
adoption). 

    TIMESCALE: would like 
it to be longer, to lead to 
the most benefit. 

 

15 (Reasons for 
adoption/non-
adoption) 

     A strong interest in the 
environment – 
conservation & 
landscape – which can 
over-ride financial & 
other issues. 

16 (Factors 
affecting 
adoption/non-
adoption) 

INTENSITY: farming 
system too intensive for 
ESA. (non-adoption). 

FARM SIZE: gives 
flexibility to do ESA. 
SHEEP MANAGEMENT: 
benefits from ESA. 

   Being very conservation-
minded 

17.1./17.2.  (Type of 
decision). 

 MANAGEMENT: just 
dyking & fencing from 
ESA. 

    

20.1. 
(Agree/disagree re 
Agric & Consvn) 

AGREE: must be paid to 
do conservation, 
because why else should 
farmers bother? 

  DISAGREE STRONGLY: 
because environ & agric 
work together, c.f. one 
replacing the other. 

Mixture of “AGREE” OR 
“AGREE STRONGLY” 

AGREE STRONGLY 
(e.g.s:  
env-friendly farming is of 
a higher standard; 
env activities instead of 
production – OK.) 

20.3. (Cross 
Compliance) 

   YES, BUT … it depends 
on the precise conditions 

YES (no reason given)  

21.1. (Voluntary or 
Compulsory) 

   COMPULSORY (no 
reason stated) 

COMPULSORY  -to have 
maximum environmental 
impact 

 

22.1. (Menu or 
Conditions) 

   CONDITIONS (rather 
than Menu) would be for 
the whole farm as one 
plan, not just bits & 
pieces. 

CONDITIONS:  
selection because more 
beneficial for the 
environment.  
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22.2. (Whole farm 
or parcels) 

  PARCELS – easier to 
farm with conservation 
management structured 
into various areas of 
farm; little bits put some 
value onto farm, but does 
not interfere. 

WHOLE FARM (no 
reasons) 

  

22.3. (Methods or 
Results) 

    RESULTS: With 
METHODS there’s less 
incentive to produce 
results for the 
environment 
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FLEXIBILITY OF THE FARMING SYSTEM 
 

Definition of Motivation for Flexibility of the farming system: 
The priority placed on being able to ensure that decisions taken NOW will not prejudice the possibility to take flexible decisions in the future, i.e. keeping 
options open. 
 
 
Overall observations from the case study data: 
1. Statements were assigned both at the negative & positive ends of the scales, but with the majority having a positive value (i.e. going in the same direction as the 

motivation). 
2. No data regarding flexibility of the farming system from: 

�� Who was involved in AEM decision. 
�� AEM priorities 
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FLEXIBILITY OF THE FARMING SYSTEM (SCOTLAND, UK). 
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QU. NBR. -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 
8.1. (Past)    Land rental or purchase, 

to give greater land area 
for farming business. 
Ongoing investments in 
machinery. 

 Investments in buildings, 
land (purchase), 
machinery, stock, 
specifically to ensure 
flexibility of decisions in 
the future. 

9.1. (Objectives)    Being progressive up to 
date farmer, & 
maintaining the value of 
the farm. 

Being a progressive, up 
to date farmer, in order to 
survive; must move on. 

 

9.2. (Future)     Strategies to increase 
diversity: Increase farm 
area, finish stock (c.f. sell 
as stores), increase 
arable land, invest in 
feed technology, replace 
& upgrade machinery, 
diversification. 

 

14 (Features of 
AEM => 
adoption/non-
adoption). 

 ADOPTERS: 
TIMESCALE – would not 
want it to be less than for 
5 years. 

  ADOPTERS: 
Opportunity for 
NEGOTIATION; 
discussion of ESA Plan 

NON-ADOPTERS: 
Loss of ground for ESA. 
 
ADOPTERS: 
ESA tied in with MY 
management ideas; & 
limited restrictions. 

15 (Reasons for 
adoption/non-
adoption) 

   ADOPTERS: 
AEM helps with stock 
and arable management 
alongside each other. 

ADOPTERS: 
AEM ties in with farming 

NON-ADOPTERS: 
Grazing restrictions, & 
being told what to do; 
loss of flexibility; 
awkward for farming. 

16 (Factors 
affecting AEM 
adoption/non-
adoption) 

   ADOPTERS: 
FARM SIZE & FARM 
TYPE – important factors 
(no reasons stated) 

ADOPTERS: 
SIZE OF FARM – big 
enough to lose areas to 
AEM. 
 
NON-ADOPTERS: 
SIZE OF FARM – not 
enough spare land 

ADOPTERS: 
OTHER – ability to make 
own farm plan 

17.1./17.2.  (Type of 
decision). 

   ADOPTERS: 
Management – dyking & 
fencing; small areas. 

ADOPTERS: 
STRATEGIC or 
MANAGEMENT – AEM 
does not affect farm 
business as such; it is 
not radical. 

NON-ADOPTERS: 
STRATEGIC – AEM 
could affect availability of 
future monies for farm 
business 

17.4./5.    NON-ADOPTERS: 
Negative influence of 
Official Info packs & of 
FWAG. 

  

20.1. 
(Agree/disagree re 

ADOPTERS: 
AGREE STRONGLY 

AGREE  ADOPTERS: 
AGREE BUT … 

NON-ADOPTERS: 
DISAGREE or AGREE, 
BUT

NON-ADOPTERS: 
DISAGREE STRONGLY 

Would not want anyone

NON-ADOPTERS: 
DISAGREE STRONGLY 

Conservation is not



Agric & Consvn) BUT… - Would not want anyone 
telling us what to do on 
our land. 

- Conservation is not 
possible, since all ground 
is used for stock. 
 
 
 

20.3. (Cross 
Compliance) 

YES, sensible; even 
though it could impact on 
your decisions over 
sheep numbers, for 
example – it could be 
annoying… 

YES, happy, given that: it 
recognises certain 
aspects of farming. 

YES, BUT… would also 
depend on the finer 
details, overall picture, 
constraints. 

 DON’T KNOW: 
Would need to know 
effects on stocking 
levels, market price etc. 

NO:  
Not sure how much more 
agricultural land we could 
use. May have to cut 
stock. 
NO: 
Support for conservation 
& agricultural products 
should be kept separate. 
 

21.1. (Voluntary / 
Compulsory) 

COMPULSORY: 
It is wise to concede to 
the EU’s wishes, based 
on the incentives they 
give. 

COMPULSORY: 
If this is the way it is 
going, then it should be 
compulsory for everyone, 
to get a level playing 
field. 

COMPULSORY:  no 
reason given 

VOLUNTARY: no reason 
given 

 COMBINATION: 
Opportunity to choose & 
negotiate based on own 
knowledge & experience 
of farm. 

21.2. (Zones or 
National) 

  NATIONAL: 
Different types of 
scheme that recognise 
different types of farmers 

   

22.1. (Menu or 
conditions) 

 CONDITIONS: 
The farmer chooses the 
easiest; conditions will be 
more effective for the 
environment. 

  CONDITIONS:  these 
relate to YOUR farming 
system; every farm is 
different & unique. 
 

MENU: 
More flexibility & 
transparency 

22.2. (Whole farm 
or parcels) 

  WHOLE FARM: no 
reasons 

WHOLE FARM: this 
would have to tie in with 
the rest of the farm 
management; it’s got to 
be taken as a whole 
farm. 

PARCELS: no reason 
given 

PARCELS: 
Managed in certain areas 
of the farm; does not 
interfere; easier to plan 
ahead better;  
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PRODUCER IDENTITY 
 

Definition of Motivation for Producer Identity: 
The importance given to maintaining one’s identity as a producer of FOOD, rather than as a producer of COUNTRYSIDE, or of NON-FOOD products for the 
non-farming public. 
 
 
Overall observations from the case study data: 
1. Data were assigned to both positive and negative directions. 
2. No data regarding producer identity from: 

�� Past changes 
�� Type of AEM decision, who was involved in AEM decision & who influenced AEM decision. 
�� Questions re on-the-ground policy mechanisms, concerning Zones or National, and concerning Whole Farm or Parcels. 
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PRODUCER IDENTITY (SCOTLAND, UK). 
QU. NBR. -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 
9.1. (Objectives)    Being a progressive, up 

to date farmer = one 
objective. 

Being a progressive, up 
to date farmer, with an 
emphasis on producing 
quality stock 

Being a progressive, up 
to date farmer = most 
important objective. 

9.2. (Future)   Diversify into non-
farming activities 

   

14 (Features of 
AEM => 
adoption/non-
adoption). 

    AEM restrictions OK, if 
Dept Agriculture is 
supportive of farming 
aspect 

 

15 (Reasons for 
adoption/non-
adoption) 

     Perception of the FARM 
as an AGRICULTURAL 
system, & therefore the 
AEM does not fit in with 
such a system 

16 (Factors 
affecting AEM 
adoption/non-
adoption) 

     Perception of the FARM 
as an AGRICULTURAL 
system, & therefore the 
AEM does not fit in with 
such a system 

20.1. 
(Agree/disagree re 
Agric & Consvn) 

AGREE STRONGLY: if 
this is the direction of 
policy, that farmers are to 
be paid more for the 
environment than for 
agriculture, then this is 
the way it has to go.  If 
this is what the public 
wants, then OK. 

AGREE STRONGLY: 
The money / support has 
to come from 
somewhere, and if it’s 
from conservation, then 
fine 

AGREE/AGREE 
STRONGLY: no reason 
given 

DISAGREE: no reason 
given 

 DISAGREE STRONGLY: 
that the focus should be 
on supporting FARMING 
in the future, since that is 
the true/right task for 
farmers. 

20.3. (Cross 
Compliance) 

  YES, in principle, BUT… 
it depends on the 
conditions, and on the 
whole picture 

  NO: farmers have to be 
left to farm, and to farm 
well 

21.1. (Voluntary or 
Compulsory) 
 

COMPULSORY: in 
Europe, they give the 
incentives they want, so 
you would be wide to 
follow. We have to 
concede to their wishes. 

COMPULSORY: if the 
whole thing is going this 
way then OK. 

COMPULSORY: no 
reason given 

   

22.3. (Methods or 
Results) 

   RESULTS: this is how 
farmers always work. 
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PATRIMONIAL FARM VALUE 

 
Definition of Motivation for Patrimonial Farm Value: 
The priority placed on protection or maintenance of land or a farm/estate which has either been inherited &/or farmed for a long time by the interviewee.  The 
importance of “farming for future generations” (related to interviewee) & of being “custodians”. 
 
 
Overall observations from the case study data: 
1. No data were assigned to a negative direction. 
2. No data regarding patrimonial farm value from: 

�� Features of AEM that encouraged/discouraged adoption 
�� Reasons for AEM adoption/non-adoption. 
�� Who was involved in AEM decision & who influenced AEM decision. 
�� Questions re Scenarios concerning: Cross-Compliance, Voluntary or Compulsory, Zones or National, Whole farm or Parcels, Methods or Results. 
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PATRIMONIAL FARM VALUE (SCOTLAND, UK). 
QU. NBR. -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 
8.1. (Past changes)    Land purchase. 

Maintenance of filed 
boundaries & buildings. 

 Active successors 
(sons/daughters) joined 
the farm. 

9.1. (Objectives)    Being a progressive up 
to date farmer (in order 
to survive – keep the 
farm surviving) & 
Developing farm for 
successor. 

As one Objective: 
�� Developing the farm 

for successor  
�� Maintaining value of 

the farm  
�� Carrying on the 

family tradition  
�� Looking after the 

countryside 

As a most 
important 
Objective: 

�� Developing the farm 
for successor  

�� Maintaining value of 
the farm  

�� Carrying on the 
family tradition  

9.2. (Future)    �� Cut down sheep 
numbers  

�� Reforest areas 

 �� Active successors 
to be involved in the 
farm 

�� Purchase additional 
farm land to expand 
farm area to make 
farm big enough for 
successors. 

16 (Factors 
affecting AEM 
adoption/non-
adoption) 

     SUCCESSION: thinking 
to the future. 

17.1./2. (Types of 
AEM decision) 

    AEM: Although there are 
MANAGEMENT, short-
term gains, there are 
also long-term 
STRATEGIC gains. 

 

20.2. (AEM 
Priorities [1-4]) 

   MANAGEMENT = 1: 
The whole idea of a farm 
is to pass it on in a 
good/better condition 
from an environmental 
point of view; this should 
be supported. 

  

22.1. (Menu or 
Conditions) 

    CONDITIONS: Working 
for the overall future of 
the farm & the 
environment. 

 

22.2. (Whole farm 
or parcels) 

    CONDITIONS: Working 
for the overall future of 
the farm & the 
environment. 
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INTENSIVE SYSTEM 
 

Definition of Motivation for Intensive System: 
The importance of running a maximum input / maximum output farming system. 
 
 
Overall observations from the case study data: 
1. No data were assigned to a negative direction. 
2. No data regarding intensive system from: 

�� Features of AEM that encouraged/discouraged adoption 
�� Who was involved in AEM decision & who influenced AEM decision. 
�� Questions re Scenarios concerning: AEM priorities, Voluntary/Compulsory, Zones or National, Menu or Conditions, Methods or Results. 
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INTENSIVE SYSTEM (SCOTLAND, UK). 
QU. NBR. -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 
8.1. (Past changes)  Tree planting – personal 

interest 
  Increased stocking 

numbers 
Build up to maximum 
stocking whenever it is  
possible 

9.1. (Objectives) Looking after the 
countryside = most 
important; and organic 
farming. 

 Looking after the 
countryside = most 
important objective 

Maximising profitability = 
one objective 

Maximising profitability = 
most important objective 
6 

 

9.2. (Future) Decrease livestock 
numbers 

Reforest areas of farm 
land 

Diversify agricultural land 
use 

Increase income from the 
farm; & increase housing 
for stock 

�� Increased stocking 
numbers 

�� Increase grazing 
density /level 

Build up to maximum 
stocking whenever it is  
possible 

15 (Reasons for 
adoption / non-
adoption of AEM) 

Areas of the farm that 
really wanted to 
conserve; environmental 
conservation  = main 
reason for adoption 

     

16 (Factors 
affecting AEM 
adoption/non-
adoption) 

 Cutting down sheep  
numbers fitted in with 
AEM 

   NON-ADOPT: 
INTENSITY: we had 
reclaimed a lot of ground 
before the AEM. 

17.1./2. (Types of 
AEM decision) 

 MANAGEMENT: 
because of low intensity / 
understocked, so little 
change. 

    

20.1. 
(Agree/disagree re 
agriculture & 
conservation)  

     Not possible to do ANY  
conservation – every 
spare bit of ground is 
used for livestock. 

20.3. (Cross 
compliance) 

�� YES: 
�� It means you have 

to think beyond just 
wanting to increase 
sheep numbers;  

�� Need a penalty on 
chemical use; 

�� Want to go back to 
rotation and lower 
intensity systems 

 YES (no reason given)  NO: 
Would not be able to 
reduce inputs 

 

22.2. (Whole farm 
or parcels) 

    WHOLE FARM: not 
enough spare land to 
make separate parcels. 
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6 This Objective is likely to be linked to intensity of production, but not always (could be linked to QUALITY rather than QUANTITY of production) 



EXTERNAL ASSESSMENT 
 

Definition of Motivation for External Assessment: 
The importance of asking others’ opinions concerning AEMs, other policy options, etc, in order to inform your decision.  Also, the seeking of information 
which may be in contrast to the knowledge that you yourself have. 
 
 
Overall observations from the case study data: 
1. Data were assigned to both positive and negative directions. 
2. No data regarding external assessment from: 

�� Future plans. 
�� Factors affecting AEM adoption / non-adoption 
�� Type of AEM decision. 
�� SCENARIOS: Agree/disagree re agriculture & conservation. 
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EXTERNAL ASSESSMENT (SCOTLAND, UK). 
QU. NBR. -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 
8.1. (Past changes)      Structured involvement 

of agricultural advisory 
agency/agencies in 
management & strategic 
decisions. 

9.1. (Objectives)  Most important  
Objective: 
�� Carrying on the 

family tradition 

One of the Objectives: 
�� Carrying on the 

family tradition 

One of the Objectives: 
�� Being a progressive 

up to date farmer. 

Most important 
Objectives: 
�� Being a 

progressive, up to 
date farmer; 

�� Developing farm for 
successor. 

 

14. (Features of 
AEM that 
encouraged / 
discouraged AEM 
adoption) 

 Rules of the AEM have 
to make sense for MY 
farm; the Agriculture 
Dept (Government) has 
to make sensible rules, & 
keep opportunities for 
discussion in the lifetime 
of the AEM. 

Opportunity for 
NEGOTIATION of AEM 
contract; to be able to 
contribute your OWN 
ideas to the farm plan 

   

15 (Reasons for 
adoption / non-
adoption of AEM) 

Distrust of institutional 
assessments relating to 
the AEM 

    Belief / confidence in 
institutional assessments 
relating to the AEM 

17.3. (Who involved 
in AEM decision) 

 Farmer only Family only Family PLUS specific 
external advice 

  

17.4./5. (Who 
influenced? What 
information 
influenced?) 

  Information only; not 
individuals 

Information & family Formal networks only Informal & formal 
networks 

20.2. (AEM 
priorities [1-4] ) 

MANAGEMENT: 
Farmers do not need 
new / more information 
on how to manage their 
land in an 
environmentally friendly 
way 

    TRAINING: It is 
important for farmers to 
gain new understanding. 

20.3. (Cross 
compliance) 

NO:  
�� because we as 

farmers know what 
is best for the 
environment; 

�� and who decides 
what is / is not good 
for the 
environment? 

 YES, but… YES (no reasons given)  YES: it is very possible, 
and necessary, to 
consider a new 
legislative link between 
farming & its 
environmental impact. 

21.1. (Voluntary / 
Compulsory) 

VOLUNTARY: you have 
to be able to manage the 
farm in the way that you 

    COMPULSORY: we 
have to do what is 
determined to be for the 
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KNOW is best for YOUR 
FARM; because you as a 
farmer understand your 
farm. 

best, by policy-makers. 

21.2. (Zones or 
National) 

NATIONAL: there is not 
a consensus amongst 
scientists / “experts” 
about what is 
environmentally 
important; so such 
schemes should be 
available nationally. 

    ZONES: Acceptance of 
external scientific 
assessments of what is 
important. 

22.1. (Menu or 
Conditions) 

CONDITIONS OR 
MENU: BUT the actual 
DESIGN of the scheme 
has to be carried out by 
someone who 
understands FARMING, 
not by bureaucrats, or by 
non-locals who do not 
understand as much as 
the farmers. 

CONDITIONS: this 
approach is linked to 
THIS farm, to the 
characteristics, 
capabilities, system etc, 
that the farmer knows 
BEST. 

    

22.2. (Whole farm 
or parcels) 

PARCELS OR WHOLE 
FARM: BUT there are 
only parts of the farm 
where the Scheme would 
work, and we as farmers 
know that best, and we 
know how it would relate 
to the rest of the farm. 

     

22.3. (Methods or 
Results) 

METHODS: BUT using 
farmers’ own experience 
& knowledge, knowing 
the land and local 
context / environment 
well. THIS should be the 
basis for determining the 
right methods for 
achieving conservation 
results on the farm. 

 METHODS: but also, we 
must be able to test 
outside “expertise” during 
the AEM lifetime, based 
on farmers’ experience. 
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INDEPENDENCE IN DECISION-MAKING 

 
Definition of Motivation for Independence in Decision-Making: 
The importance of ensuring that farm management, and farm strategic, decisions can be taken without having to gain permission from others.  (This is 
different from a farmer asking the opinions of others). 
 
 
Overall observations from the case study data: 
1. Data were assigned to positive & negative directions. 
2. No data regarding independence in decision-making from: 

�� Type of AEM decision. 
�� Who / what influenced decision (THIS IS COVERED BY THE MOTIVATION “EXTERNAL ASSESSMENT”). 
�� Questions re Scenarios concerning: AEM Priorities; Zones or National. 
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INDEPENDENCE IN DECISION-MAKING (SCOTLAND, UK). 
QU. NBR. -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 
8.1. (Past changes)  Actively involved others 

with expertise in farm 
decisions. 
Son joining farm and 
therefore a shift in 
management decision 
making. 

 Additional land rental: 
more freedom for certain 
activities to be carried 
out within the farm, 
rather than relying on 
outside land (e.g. for 
grazing) 

Land purchase: for more 
freedom. 
Other business decisions 
to give more freedom in 
decision-making. 

 

9.1. (Objectives)  Developing farm for 
successor = MOST 
IMPORTANT 

Developing farm for 
successor. 

   

9.2. (Future) Lease farm to let 
someone else manage it. 

Son joining farm and 
therefore a shift in 
management decision 
making. 

Developing farm for 
successor. 

 Other business decisions 
to give more freedom in 
decision-making. 

 

14. (Features of 
AEM that 
encouraged / 
discouraged 
adoption) 

   Not many restrictions Negotiation to reach a 
reasonable compromise. 
 
N-ADS: restrictions, 
and/or did not work 
because had to change 
farming ways. 

Opportunity to negotiate 
and to keep own 
elements; able to do 
what he/she wanted, in 
general. 

15 (Reasons for 
adoption / non-
adoption of AEM) 

 OK to change how would 
normally have done 
things on-farm. 
To comply with their 
objectives. 

 Fitted in with what we 
were doing. 

NON-ADOPTERS: 
Specific restrictions on 
what wanted to do, e.g. 
grazing. 
Would not fit into farm 
business. 
Structure too rigid. 

ADOPTERS: being able 
to do what they wanted 
to do. 
NON-ADOPTERS: not 
being to do what they 
wanted to do. 
Don’t like having hands 
tied. 

16 (Factors 
affecting AEM 
adoption/non-
adoption) 

  Landlord influence. Fitted in with what we 
were doing. 

NON-ADOPTERS: 
Specific restrictions on 
what wanted to do, e.g. 
grazing.  
Implications for 
management. 

ADOPTERS: being able 
to do what they wanted 
to do. 
NON-ADOPTERS: not 
being to do what they 
wanted to do. 

17.1./2. (Types of 
AEM decision) 

MANAGEMENT 
DECISION: joining the 
AEM is “going with the 
wind”.  It is foolish NOT 
to join” 

  MANAGEMENT: fits in 
with farm as it is. 

 If AEM had impinged on 
farm management, would 
not have done it. 

17.3. (Who involved 
in AEM decision) 

 Everybody plus 
consultants. 

 Farming family, plus 
external source(s) 

Farming family Farmer as sole decision-
maker 

20.1. 
(Agree/disagree re 
agriculture & 
conservation)  

   DISAGREE: 
Still want to make own 
farming decisions. 

DISAGREE STRONGLY: 
farmers would feel their 
position weakened if they 
got more funds from 
government and less 
from being a producer. 

DISAGREE STRONGLY: 
Independence for 
farmers is THE key in all 
future policy 
developments, as a 
matter of principal. 

20.3. (Cross 
compliance)

 YES, no BUTs. PLUS 
aware that there could be 

YES, in principle. YES but… it would also 
depend on the 

 NO: in principle because 
of the negative 



compliance) an impact on decision-
making, but recognise 
this as an acceptable 
situation in the context of 
the environment &/OR in 
the context of economic 
gain. 

implications for day-to-
day decision-making. 

implications for farmer’s 
decision-making options. 

21.1. (Voluntary / 
Compulsory) 

COMPULSORY: it is fine 
to fit totally into emerging 
policy developments, and 
loss of freedom on-farm 
is inevitable. 

COMPULSORY: within 
reason, i.e. whatever 
policy mechanism is felt 
to be appropriate to the 
problem. 

COMPULSORY (no 
reasons stated) 

VOLUNTARY: (no 
reason stated) 

VOLUNTARY: Principal 
of freedom for farmers in 
general terms 

VOLUNTARY: Principal 
of personal freedom on 
own farm 

22.1. (Menu or 
Conditions) 

    CONDITIONS: in order 
to be relevant to “my 
farm” and how I want to 
farm it. 
MENU: it is not good to 
have rigid consitions; 
have to pick what you 
would like to do. 

Whichever options 
maintains the most on-
farm freedom & control 
 
MENU: more in 
command. 

22.2. (Whole farm 
or Parcels) 

 WHOLE FARM: 
willingness to allow 
controls throughout all 
aspects of the farm 
business, rather than 
limiting the AEM controls 
to specific parts of the 
farm. 

  PARCELS: limited 
constraints. If “whole 
farm” would need to 
change whole farming 
system. 
PARCELD: less impact 
of farming system. 

PARCELS: no 
interference with my 
farming system / my 
management. 

22.3. (Methods or 
Results) 

   METHODS: not as 
draconian. 

 NEITHER OPTION: 
manage it the way YOU 
want to. 
RESULTS: more choice 
how you get there. 
METHODS: more control 
of own destiny. 
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STRENGTHEN SECURITY OF REVENUE 
 

Definition of Motivation to strengthen security of revenue: 
The priority given to thinking long-term, strategically (5-10 years+) in order to see where future revenue will be coming from, and examining the stability & 
predictability of that revenue. 
 
 
Overall observations from the case study data: 
1. Data were assigned to positive & negative directions, but the majority to the positive direction. 
2. No data regarding security of revenue from: 

�� Who involved in AEM decision; & Who / what influenced decision. 
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TO STRENGTHEN SECURITY OF REVENUE (SCOTLAND, UK). 
QU. NBR. -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 
8.1. (Past changes)     Strategic 

improvement
s within 
existing 
system 

 

Strategic improvements, 
such as:  
�� increasing farm 

size, &/or increasing 
stock numbers; 

�� Reforesting 
�� Diversifying. 

9.1. (Objectives)    Objectives 
include: 

�� Maintaining value of 
the farm 

�� Maximising 
profitability 

�� Being a 
progressive, up to 
date farmer 

�� Developing farm for 
successor 

Most important 
objectives: 
�� Maintaining value of 

the farm 
�� Maximising 

profitability 

Maintaining security of 
revenue as an explicit 
Objective. 

9.2. (Future)     Strategic 
improvement

s within 
existing 
system 

 

Strategic improvements, 
such as:  
�� increasing farm 

size, &/or increasing 
stock numbers; 

�� Reforesting 
�� Diversifying. 

14. (Features of 
AEM that 
encouraged / 
discouraged 
adoption) 

    AEM payment levels: 
important 

AEM payment levels: 
important that they are 
for 5+ years 

16 (Factors 
affecting AEM 
adoption/non-
adoption) 

     �� Thinking through 
AEM alongside 
other payments & 
subsidies; thinking 
to the future. 

�� Farm gaining 
financially over the 
longer term 

17.1./2. (Types of 
AEM decision) 

   STRATEGIC: Long term 
perspective relative to 
the length of the AEM 
(5+ years) 

 STRATEGIC: specific 
implications of AEM for 
the long-term revenue of 
the farm business. 
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20.1. 
(Agree/disagree re 
agriculture & 
conservation)  

DISAGREE STRONGLY: 
do not want to go this 
way, even thought this 
would mean that it’s not 
possible to continue 
receiving financial 
support. 

    AGREE STRONGLY: if 
this is what we need to 
go on continuing 
receiving financial 
support. 

21.2. (Zones or 
National) 

    National: so that ALL 
farmers can be eligible to 
receive funding. 

National WITH Zones, 
i.e. that recognise the 
particular circumstances 
of hill farmers rather than 
giving it all to lowland 
farms 

22.3. (Methods or 
Results) 

 RESULTS: that is the 
way we have always 
done it as farmers – get 
paid by results. 

RESULTS (no reason 
given) 

METHODS (no reason 
given) 

 METHODS: 
�� To ensure that we 

DO receive 
management 
payments during 
the AEM lifetime. 

�� To ensure that we 
are definitely 
compensated for 
any loss of stocking 
area during AEM 
lifetime. 
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INCREASING LEVEL OF INCOME 
 

Definition of Motivation to increase level of income: 
The importance of increasing income, either by generating more from the farming enterprises, developing additional farming enterprises, or diversifying. 
 
 
Overall observations from the case study data: 
1. Data were assigned to positive & negative directions, but the majority to the positive direction. 
2. No data regarding increasing level of income from: 

�� Past changes (INCLUDED IN MOTIVATION FOR SECURITY OF REVENUE) 
�� Future Plans (INCLUDED IN MOTIVATION FOR SECURITY OF REVENUE) 
�� Type of AEM decision 
�� Who involved in AEM decision; & Who / what influenced decision. 
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TO INCREASE LEVEL OF INCOME (SCOTLAND, UK). 
9.1. (Objectives)     Objectives include: 

�� Maximising 
profitability 

�� Make a reasonable 
living 

Most important 
Objectives: 
�� Maximising 

profitability 
�� Make a reasonable 

living 
14. (Features of 
AEM that 
encouraged / 
discouraged 
adoption) 

   AEM finances/payment 
levels: for what was 
being done anyway. 

AEM payment levels 
seem / need to cover 
AEM costs. 

AEM payment levels 
seem / need to be 
sufficient to increase 
income. 

15 (Reasons for 
AEM adoption / 
non-adoption) 

AEM finances NOT an 
incentive (environment = 
motivation) 

  AEM finances plus other 
reaons. 

AEM led to things (AEM-
related activities) 
happening more quickly 
on the farm. 
OR money for what was 
being done. 

AEM = financial help for 
things that needed doing 
on the farm; increased 
income for the farm. 
 
N-AD: whether I could 
still generate enough 
income per acre overall 
with AEM. 

16 (Factors 
affecting AEM 
adoption/non-
adoption) 

Do not need AEM 
financially. 

  AEM finances plus other 
reaons. 

AEM = finances for AEM 
activities 
 
AEM finances for no 
change. 

AEM = financial input to 
the farm 
N-AD: other financial 
priorities; the AEM 
cannot interfere. 

20.1. 
(Agree/disagree re 
agriculture & 
conservation)  

DISAGREE STRONGLY: 
farmers should do this 
because they want to; 
the environment is not a 
cash crop. 

DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE AGREE/ AGREE 
STRONGLY  - no reason 
given 

AGREE STRONGLY: 
Farmers should receive 
money as compensation 
for conservation work. 
 
Especially if to detriment 
of other activities on 
farm. 
As long as does not 
decrease income from 
elsewhere. 

AGREE STRONGLY: 
Without money, why 
should farmers do 
conservation? 

20.2. (AEM 
priorities [1-4]) 

 EDUCATION = 2: 
Should not pay farmers 
too much for 
conservation. Need to 
understand WHY, & then 
be paid a more realistic 
amount. 

   MANAGEMENT: need to 
pay farmers who are 
already protecting the 
environment – i.e. US. 
 
CONVERSION: should 
pay us new farmers, not 
those who are doing it 
already. 

20.3. (Cross 
Compliance) 

   DON’T KNOW: we would 
have to weigh it up 
against the market price, 
and against other IACS 
issues. 

YES, IF: the cash would 
give us a living. 
Would have to be on a 
sliding scale. 
Farmers should be paid 

NO: All the real hidden 
costs of compliance 
would have to be 
covered. 
AND it will favour some 
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for environmental 
activities. 

and not others; not fair. 

22.1. (Menu or 
Conditions) 

   MENU:  you can see up 
front how much you are 
going to be paid; it is 
more transparent. 

CONDITIONS: if you are 
limited, you lose more 
than you would gain from 
the Menu.  Needs to be 
related to the farm 
business. 

CONDITIONS: 
The Menu system 
penalises farmers 
financially who have 
ALREADY done 
something for the 
environment without 
being paid. 
NEITHER: both impinge 
on finance. 
MENU: the most 
financially attractive. 

22.2. (Whole farm 
or Parcels) 

     WHOLE FARM: to make 
the most out of the AEM 
payments (i.e. over the 
maximum area). 
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FIRST RESULTS FOR BREADALBANE ESA SCOTLAND. 
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MOTIVATIONS: ANALYSIS FROM PHASE 1 FARM CODE 
Independence Flexibility          Producer

Identity 
Revenue Income Intensity Technical

mastery 
Workload Nature Landscape Family

patrimony 
External 
assessment 

Social 
reward [peer 
review] 

ADESA01 0  -3 0 6 4  -8 3 0 15  8 9 0 1 
ADESA02 3  1 -5 6 11  0 0 0 0  2 1 -1 0 
ADESA03 -1  2 -4 14 9  4 5 -4 3  3 7 5 2 
ADESA04 -7  -3  -4  7  6  -3  2  -3  18  12  11  3  3   
ADESA05               0 6 -2 7 9 5 2 0 15 2 2 -2 0
ADESA06               3 11 -2 5 4 4 4 1 3 0 2 5 2
ADESA07 2 9  0  14  5 4 4 -4  8  3 3  1  1  
ADESA08 1 1  -6  5  11 -13  3 0  16  15  3  6  -4  
ADESA09 -2  0 -7 13 6  1 4 0 2  1 6 2 2 
ADESA10                1 7 8 7 7 3 9 -2 2 1 5 2 1
ADESA11 4  10  3  8  9  0  4 0 0  0  3  -5  0  
ADESA12 7  11  2  12  8  6  5 0  5 5  6 2  0  
ADESA13 5  7  -3  13  7  0  0  0  9 3  0  -14  0  
ADESA14 10  6  -3  4  2 0  0  3  7  3 3  -4  0  
ADESA15 1 3  6  5  8 0  1  -1  6  6 3 -11  0  
ADESA16 5  19  -1  17  13  -1  4  -2  2  1  4  -5  2  
ADESA17 3  12  1  9  7  -1  6 0  10 13  8 -5  1  
ADESA19 3 14  -2  9  9  2  2 -2  -4  -4  3 -5  0  
ADESA20 5  4  6  15  2  0  4 -2  8 6  0  -5  0  
ADESA21 5  6  5  11  9  1  6 2  7 4  2  -7  -1  
ADESA23                 0 9 4 13 9 2 4 -3 4 2 8 -2 1
ADESA24 4  5  0  9 14  -6  0  0  -1  2  3 4  0  
ADESA25                1 12 3 17 14 8 0 0 -9 -10 2 -1 0
ADESA26 4  4  3  17 4 0  0  -2  -1  -1  3 -5  0  
ADESA27                 1 5 0 10 15 1 8 0 -3 0 2 7 3
ADESA28               4 2 0 16 8 2 5 -4 6 1 3 10 1
ADESA29 8  6  -7  9  12 -6  3  3 -3  -3  2  -4  1  
ADESA30 7  10 5 12 6  -2 0 6 2  2 3 4 0 
ADESA32 -2  8  5  7  2 -1  1 0 15  6  0 -2  3  



ADESA33 1  4 4 10  -1 5 0 0  0 1 4 0 
ADESA34 3  12  0  13 11 -3  7  2  9  3  3 13  0  
ADESA35 4  6  -3  21  18  -3  5 6 15 10  3  12  0  
NADESA01 18  18  4  6  5  0  0  2  1  -1  5  -12  0  
NADESA02 9  18  8  6  2  2  2 0  -2  -2  0 -3  1  
NADESA08 5  6  6  3 2  0  0 0  1  0  0  -4  -1  
NADESA09 13  21  1  8  3 5  0  0  -3  0  0  1  0  
NADESA10 7  14  0  5  5 2  6 -1  2  2  3  -15  0  
NADESA13 8  26  5  12  15  0  4  -2  1 1  0  -13  0  
NADESA17 22  22  8  1  5  3 2  0  -5  -3  3  -4  2  

4 
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MOTIVATIONS VALUES FOR FARMERS IN THE COTSWOLD HILLS ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREA: 
 
 
�� MOTIVATION FOR PRESERVING NATURE 
�� MOTIVATION FOR INDEPENDENCE IN DECISION-MAKING 
�� MOTIVATION FOR MAINTAINING LEVEL OF INCOME. 
 
 
 

FARM CODE NATURE INDEPENDENCE INCOME 
002 0 (1-1) 8 (9-1) 10 (10,0) 
003 2 (4-2) 6 (9-3) 8 (8,0) 
005 10 (10,0) 1 (4-3) 1 (1,0) 
006 1 (3-2) 4 (7-3) 9 (9,0) 
007 -3 (1-4) 6 (6,0) 10 (10,0) 
008 10 (10,0) 3 (3,0) 5 (5,0) 
010 -2 (1-3) 6 (7-1) 11 (11,0) 
011 6 (7-1) 0 (3-3) 5 (5,0) 
012 3 (4-1) 2 (3-1) 5 (5,0) 
014 -3 (1-4) 0 (2-2) 8 (8,0) 
015 3 (3,0) 5 (6-1) 5 (5,0) 
016 3 (6-3) 5 (5,0) 6 (6,0) 
017 2 (2,0) -1 (0-1) 10 (10,0) 
018 9 (9,0) 1 (3-2) 0 (0,0) 
019 3 (3,0) 6 (6,0) 4 (5-1) 
020 1 (3-2) -1 (1-2) 6 (6,0) 
021 4 (7-3) 1 (1,0) 6 (6,0) 
023 2 (2,0) 11 (12-1) 1 (4-3) 
024 -2 (2-4) 14 (16-2)  8 (8,0) 
028 2 (2,0) 4 (5-1) 14 (14,0) 
029 0 (3-3) 6 (6,0) 9 (9,0) 
032 9 (9,0) 5 (5,0) 6 (6,0) 
033 5 (7-2) 7 (7,0) 9 (9,0) 
034 3 (5-2) 3 (3,0) 2 (2,0) 
035 8 (9-1) 0 (3-3) 9 (9,0) 
036 9 (9,0) 4 (8-4) 3 (3,0) 
037 -3 (0-3) 13 (13,0) 8 (8,0) 
038 3 (4-1) 6 (6,0) 9 (9,0) 
039 -1 (4-5) -1 (3-4) 5 (5,0) 
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042 7 (7,0) 3 (6-3) 3 (3,0) 
044 -8 (1-9) 8 (9-1) 14 (14,0) 
045 -2 (1-3) 4 (4,0) 8 (8,0) 
047 6 (6,0) 5 (5,0) 8 (8,0) 
048 -6 (1-7) 3 (4-1) 3 (6-3) 
049 2 (3-1) 4 (7-3) 5 (5,0) 
050 2 (2,0) 4 (4,0) 10 (10,0) 
051 -4 (2-6) 5 (5,0) 8 (10-2) 
052 5 (7-2) 0 (4-4) 5 (5,0) 
053 5 (5-2) 11 (11,0) 3 (6-3) 
 

 50 



 51 

MOTIVATIONS VALUES FOR FARMERS IN THE COUNTRYSIDE STEWARDSHIP SCHEME AREAS, 
GLOUCESTERSHIRE: 

 
 
�� MOTIVATION FOR PRESERVING NATURE 
�� MOTIVATION FOR INDEPENDENCE IN DECISION-MAKING 
�� MOTIVATION FOR MAINTAINING LEVEL OF INCOME. 
 
 
 

FARM CODE NATURE INDEPENDENCE INCOME 
002 -1 (2-3) 8 (8,0) 9 (9,0) 
005 4 (4,0) 1 (2-1) 10 (11-1) 
006 -1 ((4-5) -1 (1-2) 11 (11,0) 
007 0 (1-1) 11 (16-5) 4 (4,0) 
011 2 (2,0) 15 (15,0) 10 (10,0) 
015 -1 (2-3) 7 (7,0) 5 (5,0) 
019 4 (8-4) 1 (3-2) 4 (4,0) 
020 -2 (1-3) 4 (4,0) 12 (12,0) 
021 1 (4-3) 7 (7,0) 9 (9,0) 
022 -3 (1-4) 4 (7-3) 4 (4,0) 
023 -6 (0-6) 4 (5-1) 5 (5,0) 
025 5 (5,0) 1 (2-1) 0 (3-3) 
028 0 (4-4) 6 (7-1) 6 (6,0) 
031 6 (8-2) 2 (2,0) 5 (5,0) 
038 3 (6-3) 4 (4,0) 4 (4,0) 
044 5 (5,0) 3 (3,0) 5 (7-2) 
048 4 (4,0) 11 (11,0) 2 (4-2) 
050 2 (3-1) 1 (3-2) 1 (1,0) 
051 19 (19,0) 1 (2-1) 5 (5,0) 
056 3 (7-4) 12 (12,0) 7 (7,0) 
060 1 (5-4) 0 (1-1) 14 (14,0) 
061 -4 (1-5) 5 (5,0) 9 (9,0) 
063 0 (3-3) -2 (2-4) 9 (9,0) 
066 1 (2-1) 9 (12-3) 2 (4-2) 
067 -3 (2-5) 13 (15-2) 15 (15,0) 
068 -3 (0-3) 8 (11-3) 10 (10,0) 
072 1 (3-2) -1 (2-3) 10 (10,0) 
101 -1 (3-4) 5 (5,0) 17 (17,0) 
102 -1 (3-4) -1 (1-2) 2 (2,0) 
107 7 (9-2) 5 (5,0) 8 (8,0) 



108 13 (13,0) 2 (2,0) 13 (13,0) 
110 6 (8-2) -1 (2-3) 11 (11,0) 
111 9 (9,0) 0 (0,0) 6 (6,0) 
114 3 (5-2) 5 (10-5) 2 (2,0) 
115 22 (26-4) 3 (3,0) 6 (6,0) 
116 3 (3,0) 11 (11,0) 6 (6,0) 
117 10 (10,0) 4 (5-1) 6 (6,0) 
118 8 (9-1) 4 (4,0) 9 (9,0) 
119 5 (5,0) 2 (4-2) 2 (2,0) 
122 7 (7,0) 1 (3-2) 5 (5,0) 
123 6 (6,0) 3 (3,0) 10 (10,0) 
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DISCUSSION: “first values” generated by use of direct data, and “revised values” of farmers’ Motivations. 
 
It is necessary to distinguish the above stage of the analysis from a further stage, which comprises a revised statement of a farmer’s strength and direction of Motivation. 
 
At the above stage, we are following a mechanism (rules) whereby we are able to say that a piece of data either supports (+) or goes against (-) the direction of a 
Motivation; for example: 
 

MOTIVATION FOR PRESERVING NATURE 
DATA SOURCE NEGATIVE STATEMENT in relation to 

this Motivation (-) 
POSITIVE STATEMENT in relation to this 
Motivation (+) 

9.1. 
(Objectives) 

Maximising profitability as THE most 
important objective 

Looking after the countryside is THE most 
important objective 

20.1. 
(AGREE/DISAGREE with statements concerning the 
funding of “agricultural production” vs “environmental 
production”) 

AGREE : we must be paid to do 
conservation, otherwise why else 
should farmers bother ? 

AGREE STRONGLY : environmentally-friendly 
farming is of a higher standard 

 
 
 
Therefore, as a direct result of this method of analysis, each farmer has a « first value » for a Motivation which can either be positive (+), negative (-) or neutral (0), 
based on the final sums of the data pieces. 
 
However, does this REALLY tell us that a farmer has a POSITIVE, NEGATIVE or NEUTRAL Motivation, in terms of the definitions of the Motivations outlined above ? 
 
For example, if we have a farmer who, based on the analysis of the data, has a NEGATIVE value for their motivation for nature, can we be really confident in saying that 
they would be always happy to harm the environment, whether or not they gain any other benfits ?  Simiarly, if we have a farmer who has a negative value for their 
Motivation for independence, can we be really sure that they are happy to lose independence, even where there is no other gain ? 
 
It is argued that we cannot have such confidence, and so it is necessary to examine all the farmers’ results, motivation-by-motivation, to examine the range of values 
and to question, at that point, the « meanings » of the numbers, which can range from, for example, -11 through to +25 for a Motivation.   
 
For example, it may mean that for farmers with a negative value, in trade off situations, they would choose options which work against this motivation and for another 
motivation, but we cannot necessarily be sure that they have a negative motivation.   
 
So, the next stage of the analytical procedure is to examine the cases to see: 
�� If there is any grouping around certain values, & 
�� Whether there is any internal homogeneity for such groups, by going back to the original data. 
�� A way to re-define the values of these groups, with the result that a « negative » value could in fact represent a « less positive » value, rather than being truly 

negative. 
�� This then leads to « revised values » for the farmers’ motivations. 
 
This point is now addressed, through some grouped examples. 
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Further work in progress. 

 
1. Proposed intermediate aggregation of motivations 
 
Why could it be good to aggregate the motivations? 
1. For the models: 
�� Messages from institutions to farmers; 
�� Messages from farmer-to-farmer. 
These messages (e.g. re anticipated impacts) are interpreted by farmers, and are related to their Motivations.  It is likely to be a lot easier to work with aggregated 
motivations (5-7) for this purpose. 
 
2. For easier comparative work across the 3 case study countries: It would be possible to maintain certain motivations which are specifically relevant to individual 

countries &/or to individual sites, WITHIN the aggregated Motivations, but the list of aggregated motivations would be (almost?) the same for the 3 countries. 
 
3. For communication & peer review: If we are using 18 (FR), 13 (UK), or 9 (IT) motivations, it could be more difficult to communicate this within papers, 

presentations etc, and it is important that we are able to communicate the results clearly.  We are going to be looking for peer review and criticism within the 
academic and policy communities, and to work with 5-7 aggregated Motivations will make this much easier than working with many more. 

 
A PROPOSED LIST OF AGGREGATED MOTIVATIONS: 
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LIST OF AGGREGATED MOTIVATIONS MOTIVATIONS 
Independence (freedom to make strategic, management & operational decisions without having to 
consult with others) 
Flexibility (independence in the longer term; that this freedom will continue, and will not be 
prejudiced by decisions taken NOW, such as joining an AEM) 

Motivation to maintain independence in farm 
decision-making 

Producer Identity (freedom to farm to produce food, rather than having to produce countryside, 
and therefore having to change priorities and farming system). 
Income (short term – year-by-year) 
Revenue (longer term: 5+ years) 
Technical level (for example, investments such as machinery, or buildings, which will increase 
output levels). 

Motivation to improve financial situation 

Landscape & buildings (for stock management [walls – UK], for wine production/selling [Italy]) 
Technical level (use of technology which reduces manual labour, e.g. automatic milking parlour; 
may improve working conditions). 

Motivation to reduce working constraints, and 
improve working conditions 

Labour constraints (to reduce number of man-hours required and to improve conditions of those 
man-hours) 

Motivation to preserve nature Nature (to preserve and/or enhance the biodiversity on-farm, or farm-related [“downstream”] where 
applicable) 
Landscape & buildings (for aesthetic, cultural, traditional reasons [e.g. walls, UK, & farm 
buildings, Italy] – as part of the “rural heritage” – i.e. not just for self. 

Motivation to preserve/maintain heritage or 
patrimony  

Family patrimony (passing on the farm to future family generations) 



 
Why these aggregations? 
 
MOTIVATION TO MAINTAIN INDEPENDENCE IN FARM DECISION-MAKING. 
It is proposed that the following 3 motivations have, as their essence, the issues of independence.  This is played out in slightly different contexts, but perhaps they 
have enough in common to group them together: 
�� Independence: this can be defined as the freedom to make strategic, management & operational decisions without having to consult with others; 
�� Flexibility: in the definition being used in the UK, this concerns a farmer’s independence in the longer term; the issues is that this freedom will continue, and will not 

be prejudiced by decisions taken NOW, such as joining an AEM. 
�� Producer identity: this concerns the freedom to farm in order to produce food, rather than having to produce countryside, and therefore having to change 

priorities and farming system.  The implication is that freedom to make independent decisions could be lost in this transition. 
 
MOTIVATION TO IMPROVE FINANCIAL SITUATION. 
�� Income: the timescale for maintaining or improving the income is year by year. 
�� Revenue: this concerns the maintenance of revenue over the longer term, typically 5 years or more; we are concerned with farmers’ strategic planning / provisions 

for the longer periods. 
�� Technical level: for example, investments such as machinery, or buildings. The explicit aim of the farmer (in the context of this aggregated motivation) is to increase 

output levels and improve his/her financial situation. 
�� Landscape & buildings: for stock management [walls – UK], for wine production/selling [Italy]. These examples are of where such “amenity” or “aesthetic” 

management is in fact being taken for financially-related reasons. 
 
MOTIVATION TO REDUCE WORKING CONSTRAINTS & TO IMPROVE WORKING CONDITIONS. 
�� Technical level: this concerns the use of technology in order to reduce the amount of manual labour, e.g. automatic milking parlour. This may also improve working 

conditions. 
�� Labour constraints:  this is specifically concerning those choices / reasons which are explained as being: in order to reduce number of man-hours required and to 

improve conditions of those man-hours. 
 
MOTIVATION TO PRESERVE NATURE. 
�� Nature:  this is a specific motivation to preserve and/or enhance the biodiversity on-farm, or farm-related [“downstream”] where applicable (such as local water 

quality?) 
 
MOTIVATION TO PRESERVE/MAINTAIN HERITAGE OR PATRIMONY. 
�� Landscape & buildings: These examples are of where “amenity” or “aesthetic” management IS being carried out for aesthetic, cultural, or traditional reasons [e.g. 

walls, UK, & farm buildings, Italy] – as part of the “rural heritage” – i.e. not just for self. 
�� Family patrimony:  this concerns behaviour & explanations & choices relating specifically to the passing on the farm to future family generations. 
 
 
And what about the other Motivations?: 
There are specific issues relating to the following 3 Motivations, which (1) I think make it more difficult to incorporate them within the above aggregation, AND (2) which 
perhaps also make it more appropriate to incorporate them within other aspects of the model / assessment. 
�� External assessment 
�� Social reward / peer review 
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�� Intensity of farming system 
 
EXTERNAL ASSESSMENT. 
This issue of external assessment is particularly relevant in the UK.  It refers to the likely conflict that happens between a technician (specialised in ecology) 
and a farmer.  A typical scenario is that the farmer reads the AEM information, and has a meeting with the technician, and the technician tells them that “the way you 
are farming is BAD for the environment.  You should adopt the AEM which is BETTER for the environment”.  There is a possibility, therefore, of a conflict between 2 
views of what is good or bad for the environment.  From the literature, we know that this DOES have an affect on AEM adoption, and so (in the UK at least) it is 
important that this aspect is NOT omitted. 
 
BUT, from an analysis of the PH1 data, it is difficult to say that: 

because a farmer disagrees with the AEM because he/she thinks that it is rubbish, then he/she is either more, or less, open to external assessment in general. 
Because, for example, such a farmer may be very happy to be corrected or to be advised concerning a new approach for increasing his/her yield, or the number of 
livestock which can survive the winter.  So, perhaps the data that we have for this motivation are too closely related to the issue of AEM to be very useful as a 
“motivation”? 
Also, perhaps we need to ask: is this REALLY a “Motivation”? Perhaps it is more concerned with how a farmer reacts to external assessment, rather than being an 
internal driving force /motivation  “to be reassessed”. 
 
However, it seems that it MAY be possible to re-phrase this issue of external assessment within the context of ANTICIPATED IMPACT, as follows: 
A farmer may think that the AEM is rubbish because he/she believes that it will not meet its objectives. For example, a farmer may know that:  
if an area of woodland is fenced to keep livestock out, then this will NOT help regeneration of the woodland.  However, this is what the AEM recommends, so he/she 
thinks that this is crazy.   
So, the anticipated impact of the AEM on nature conservation is NEGATIVE, and this may then reduce probability of adoption 7.   
 
 
 
SOCIAL REWARD / PEER REVIEW: 
Two points: 
�� It seems difficult to have an answer directly from the farmer concerning this motivation. 
�� Also, how is it possible to use this motivation in the model? 
 
�� In the Model, this motivation could therefore be expressed as follows: 

�� Sensitivity to others: the assumption is that every farmer is sensitive, BUT that this sensitivity depends on the farmer’s certainty of their opinion concerning 
a specific AEM impact. 

�� Therefore, “sensitivity to others” is NOT being considered as a “characteristic” of the individual farmer, but is context-dependent. 
�� And, it could also be the case that: this degree of certainty about an impact is related to the strength of the Motivation.  Here, we need to remember that a 

Motivation is a kind of “driver”, a “passion” –not just a passing interest – and therefore the hypothesis is that: someone with this Motivation will search out 
information, and will be interested to know more concerning the precise impacts which relate to that Motivation.  Possible examples could include: 

                                                      
7 The likelihood of this anticipated impact inlfuencing adoption MAY THEN depend on the strength of the Motivation.  For example, if a farmer has a high motivation for 
preserving nature, but he/she has a negative anticipated impact about the conservation benefit of the AEM, then we COULD say that he/she is less likely to adopt the 
AEM. 



�� If a farmer has a strong Motivation to preserve nature, then it could be hypothesised that he/she is likely to be more certain about the anticipated impact 
of the AEM on nature, and therefore to be less sensitive to others concerning this impact (so: less concerned what others think, and less influenced by 
others).   

�� For a farmer (Farmer1) who has a strong Motivation to improve his/her financial situation; we could hypothesise that they have researched and know 
quite well the likely impacts of the AEM in financial terms.  They have a high certainty in this context.  Therefore, if they then discuss the AEM with someone 
(Farmer2) who does NOT have this Motivation to the same strength, and is also more uncertain, then Farmer1 could be less sensitive to Farmer2. 

�� For a farmer (Farmer3) who has a strong Motivation for preserving heritage/patrimony, we  could hypothesise that they have a good, certain knowledge 
of the impact of the AEM on their family and rural patrimony.  It is therefore likely that they will not care very much, & will not be influenced much, by other 
farmers who do not have a high certainty in this context. 

 
 
INTENSITY OF FARMING SYSTEM: 
To increase Revenue/Income, a farmer could either select a system which focuses on quality or on  quantity.  So, perhaps it is not possible to say that intensity 
relates only to “increasing income” or “increasing revenue”. 
 
So, if the farmer states that they are intensive in order to generate more income or revenue, then we know that this is their rationale.   
 
However, we cannot assume that a farmer who is NOT intensive does NOT have a motivation to improve their financial situation.  This is because they could, for 
example: 
�� be choosing to produce quality rather than quantity (e.g. some interviewed wine producers in Italy). 
�� That it is simply not possible to be intensive on certain types of land (e.g. some interviewed hill farmers in Scotland). 
 
 
At this stage of the project, this idea of intermediate aggregation still has to be discussed as a team, with the following questions needing to be addressed: 
1. Is there a need to aggregate the motivations ?  
2. What about the aggregation proposed in this document ? 
3. And what about the proposed motivations which could be utilised in another way (i.e. NOT within the aggregated motivations) ? 
4. HOW could we generate an aggregated value for the Motivation ? For example :   
�� Do we select one non-aggregated motivation to « represent » the aggregated motivation ?  This selection could be interesting based on the AEM which we are 

looking at. 
�� Do we aggregate the existing data & their values in some way from each of the non-aggregated motivations, to generate a new value for their aggregated 

motivation ? 
�� Do we generate new rules for the aggregated motivations and re-select the data from the PH1 database? 
 

 

2. Proposed paper examining different approaches to motivations’ assessment 
�� It is proposed to collaborate on a methodological paper examining the motivations assessment from Phase 1 data which has been carried out within the project, 

the leader authors being Sarah Skerratt (P400) & Laurent Dobremez (P100).  
�� This is planned as a paper for submission to an international scientific Journal (such as Sociologia Ruralis, or Agricultural Systems) for peer review. The paper 

will comprise a presentation, and critical analysis, of the approaches used.   
�� The timescale for this is Sept-Dec 2000. 
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3. Comparison of motivations analysis from Phase 1 with data from Phase 2 interviews: WORK IN PROGRESS. 

�� This comprises a comparative assessment of the Motivations values generated from the analysis of Phase 1 data with the data gathered in the Phase 2 
interviews, where farmers were asked directly to give a value (on a scale of –3 to +3) for their Motivations. 

�� The comparative analysis raises conceptual and methodological issues which are important to address, in the context of maintaining the rigour of the 
methodology.   

�� The results of this phase of the analysis will be reported fully in the next report. 
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