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Introduction: 
The AIM of this literature review is to produce a framework for discussion, primarily in connection with the 

Phase 2 Farm-level Interviews (due in early 1999), but also in relation to:  the analysis of data from Phases 1 & 

2 of the Farm-level Interviews; and the interviews with Institutional Actors. 

 

In the Technical Annex to IMAGES, we state that we will be looking at social networks, and that is the 

particularly innovative aspect of the IMAGES Research Project:  

 

The IMAGES GENERAL OBJECTIVE indicates that:  we are looking at the cognitive processes of the actors 

involved (farmers, landowners, institutions) in order to provide a new understanding of environmentally friendly 

behaviour diffusion (with respect to current and future, hypothetical policy trends and scenarios). 

 

In terms of  SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES, of relevance here is the developing of: models of social interactions - 

interactions between farmers, and between farmers and other actors that have an important influence on the 

involvement of farmers in the conservation of the environment.   

 

Further, in relation to Subtask 12:  the farm level interviews “must provide the elements for modelling the 

influences between farmers”.  In addition “the role of the household, and its relations to other actors, will also be 

considered”. 

 

Finally, in relation to Subtask 13:  interviews with institutional actors examine “the influence of those involved 

with policy implementation, on the adoption/non-adoption of AEMs”. 

 

In the context of the above IMAGES research objectives and tasks, the purpose of this literature review is to 

provide a synthesis of research to date which focuses on issues of:  decision-making within the farm 

household; farmer-to-farmer interaction; farmer-to-other-actors interaction (including the “expert/local 

interface”); and the wider context within which farmers are operating.  In addition, the literature review 

focuses on four conceptual frameworks which may be of value during the planning of Phase 2 Farm Level 

interviews, and also stages of subsequent data analysis. 

 

It is necessary to note that, for the purposes of  the review, the terms “social” and “informational” networks are 

used in an empirical and conceptual way, rather than in a theoretical manner.  That is, I am not writing about 

Social Network (Theory); rather, I have collated those references which highlight the social and informational 

networks of farmers.  Further, in preparing this literature review, I have not (yet) discovered the application of 

Social Network Theory to the context of farm-level decision making per se, and certainly not within the context 

of AEMs.  Any correction of this conclusion will of course be welcome! 

 

The STRUCTURE of the literature review is as follows: 
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• = A brief overview of the “Farm Decision-Making Unit” (FD-MU), that is, the recognition within the literature 

of the need to shift the focus away from individual farmers, towards an examination of farmers within their 

socio-economic context.  I feel that this is already an accepted concept within the IMAGES research group, 

so I have not spent a lot of time on this subject; rather, I have highlighted the issue in the context of social 

networks. 

 

• = Farming per se as a public activity, and the influence that this has on farm-level decision-making. 

 

• = The empirical evidence demonstrates that:  social and informational networks do exist within the farming 

community; they exert a significant influence on farm-level decision making; and such networks affect 

different decision domains in different ways.  In addition, there are a few references which talk specifically of 

farmers’ influence upon one another, and also of farmers’ susceptibility to being influenced by others.  

However, these references are primarily concerned with farming in general (rather then in connection with 

AEMs), and also with respect to the “local : expert interface” in the context of “transfer of technology” 

(TOT) literature. There are far fewer references connected with social and informational networks and AEM-

related decision-making.  The literature also contains examples of organisations for, and of, farmers; these are 

also discussed. 

=  

• = Generally, the importance of indigenous knowledge and systems is increasingly recognised within both the 

research context, and within the wider fields of rural development (see Section 2).  This in turn, has led to 

research into areas related to information networks (information and knowledge generation, exchange, and so 

on).  Such research has been largely developed first in a “Less Developed Country” (LDC) context, but in the 

past 10 years or so, has found increasing ground within the DCs.  The continuing debate concerning “local” 

and “expert” knowledge is highlighted as a key element, and the implications for IMAGES are also raised. 

=

==

=  

• = As has been stated, very little research exists within the agri-environmental literature, concerning farmers’ 

social and information networks.  Therefore, this section is - of necessity - brief.  However, there are some 

useful pointers for us. 

=  

• = There are a number of conceptual and analytical frameworks within which investigation of social and 

informational networks has been carried out; they include: AKIS, Social Movement Theory, Ethnographic 

Decision Tree Modelling, and the Theories of Social Character and Self-Concept.  These are presented as 

possible frameworks for discussion concerning how we may approach the Phase 2 Farm-level interviews, and 

how we may apply our data in the analysis, interpretation and modelling phases of the IMAGES research 

project. 

=  

• = Summary and conclusions from the literature are presented, in addition to the “Implications for IMAGES” 

summaries at the end of each sub-section.  The paper concludes with ideas concerning the wider implications 

for IMAGES, both conceptual and methodological. 
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=

==

= As stated, these are my views, based on the literature, and are intended as a catalyst and focus for 

discussion, rather than as a final viewpoint!  New examples from the literature will be discovered by 

us,(and indeed, I may have omitted some examples that you know of), and thus this review will need to be 

updated.  However, as it stands at the moment, it provides a framework for taking our ideas forward. 
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=  

1.  Overall Contexts, and Types, of Influence: 
 

1.1.  The Farm Decision-Making Unit (FD-MU) in the context of social networks. 

In this sub-section, I quote extensively from Ferreira (1997).  He is a recently-graduated PhD student (from the 

“Dent school”), and the focus of his PhD is upon farm-level decision making and the social and informational 

networks of farmers, on the extensive rangelands of  Uruguay.  His work is highly regarded, and is a useful 

starting point for this discussion of Farm Decision-Making Units (FD-MUs). 

 

Ferreira defines the FD-MU (after Dent 1994) as comprising: the farmer (as the decision-maker), some members 

of the immediate family, and some elements of ‘trusted people’.  Further, the FD-MU is a dynamic entity, that 

has established relationships with the surrounding environment, and which go beyond the individual relationship. 

In addition, Ferreira states that decision-making is not a process developed by each FD-MU in isolation, because 

the interaction and communication with other FD-MUs appears to be relevant. 

 

In particular, Ferreira notes that, in order to cope with uncertain farm problems, the FD-MU develops a strategy 

in order to obtain relevant information to support their decisions.  Farmers develop a structure of personal 

indicators to observe and to be involved with networks, where a multiplicity of “local standards” are developed 

by trial and error, and used later for support in decision making.  In outlining this strategy, Ferreira states: 

 
“Mass media, extension services, agricultural research, commercial media, and rural people’s knowledge will be 
some of the sources of information that the different FD-MUs will search for in order to support their decision-
making.  In order to make decisions, FD-MUs will explore different information sources and available 
knowledge (urban, scientific, local, rural, formal, informal, etc), and will select those that, according to their 
perception, can fulfil better their objectives”. 
 
 
Ferreira suggests that FD-MUs will adopt and select different routines of information search, screening, 

storage, processing and analysis of information and knowledge.  Those that once have provided solutions 

considered to be satisfactory by the FD-MU will be repeated until some internal or external change forces 

them to start a new process of change and information and knowledge search.  There is an evolutionary 

process of adaptation by the farmer, the family and the “trusted people”, that is rooted in their socio-economic, 

cultural and ethical goals and values (Gasson & Errington 1993). 1 

 

                                                           
1 more is written about “trusted people” in Section 1.3. 
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Ferreira makes an interesting observation in terms of the policy-related behaviour of farm households: 
 
“So, the general socio-cultural and institutional environment of the country gives the main guidelines and policy 
recommendations, that are filtered at local level and adjusted according to the FD-MU’s local needs, beliefs, 
values, and knowledge, generating a set of routines and rules actually used to support decisions.  It can be said 
that the main components of the socio-cultural and institutional environment are filtered and blended at 
local level.  Thus leading to the growth of a local environment mainly composed of local people’s 
knowledge, values, beliefs, culture and traditions, that would be used as a reference by different FD-MUs 
at local level, in order to evaluate and monitor their production and household systems.  That is, the FD-
MUs will evaluate their results comparing them with the main results obtained by other FD-MUs in a similar 
environment:  “by updating their traditional knowledge, farmers adapt their practices to a new agricultural 
context” (Bellon, Chabert, and Blic, 1996). “. 
 

 

Ferreira (1997), Dent (1994) and Skerratt (1996, 1998) also highlight the “immediate family” as members of 

the Farm Decision-Making Unit 2.  As outlined by Skerratt (1998): 

“There are a number of types of farm-level decision making arrangements which exist on farms ... these include:  
brothers and their respective wives in partnership; brothers in partnership; father and son partnership; husband 
and wife partnership.  These comprise the contexts within which decisions are being made. 
 
Further, farmers' wives emphasised the importance of understanding the extent to which they were involved in 
farm-level decision making.  The level of input from the farmer's wife can vary considerably between farms, 
depending on whether she has chosen to be involved with the farm business and associated decision making.  If 
she is involved, then her input will be important to the decision making process.  Further, for those farmers' wives 
who had decided to become involved with the farm business, the interviewees pointed to those factors which 
would affect the nature of that involvement, and the extent of their influence in the decision process.  These 
included:  who does the 'books'/ the accounts; who owns the farm; whether the farmer's wife is from a farming 
background; whether there is a young family; whose money is predominantly invested; and whether the farm is 
diversified.” 
 

Research cited by Arce & Long (1994) states how farmers’ wives also form their own networks: 

“knowledge is assembled by women farmers through combining informal networks with the membership of a 
multiplicity of women’s organisations set up to represent them ...  The knowledge network builds bridges 
between women’s lifeworlds and cross-cuts official women’s organisations “representing” them.  These informal 
ties function as binding elements in the lives of rural women, often more than do formal organisations ...  
However, the experiences that women gain from participating in official organizations feeds into their existing 
interpersonal networks, thus generating a complex and changing pattern of loyalties, affiliations and perceptions.” 
 

                                                           
2  See Appendix 1 for a more detailed discussion of the “farm household” as a decision making unit, rather than 
“the farmer”. 
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IMPLICATIONS FOR IMAGES: 

Possible questions for Phase 2 Interviews. 
=  

• = Interactions between FD-MUs is of significance. 

=  

• = It is important to identify (and interview) the “trusted people”. 

=  

• = Try to identify the strategy that farmers use to access information as part of THEIR 

“D.S.S.” 

=  

• = Try to look at how a farmer’s traditional knowledge is “updated” and how new (policy-

related) information is “negotiated” within a more established system. 

=  

• = Whether AEMs have led to the need for “new solutions” and therefore led to new 

processes of information and knowledge search.  Why? 

=  

• = To decide whether or not to interview farmers’ wives who are “active” within the farm 

decision making processes, and who are part of a farmer’s “social & informational 

networks”; OR to interview solely “beyond” the farm household. 
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1.2.  Farming within its context:  a public activity 3. 

A key aspect in patterns of influence between farmers comprises that of the public nature of farming.  Newby et 

al (1978), in their book concerning class and control in rural England, have commented that: 

 

"Farming ... is a highly visible activity - visible, that is, to other local inhabitants and ... to anyone who passes 
through the countryside.  Farming activity in all its complexity is particularly visible to other farmers.  The 
tightly-knit nature of most farmers' friendship network would suggest a high degree of consensus over prestige 
allocation as well as facilitating normative control over what constitutes 'good' farming practice" (p.211). 
 

Seabrook and Higgins (1988), in their discussion of farmer behaviour and the role of the farmer’s Self-Concept 

(see also Section 4.4.),  have also noted that: 

 

"Farming is a notably visible occupation pursued by individuals within a highly judgmental peer group.  Land is 
intersected by roads and lanes and meets other land farmed by other members of a farmer's peer group"  (p.103). 
 
 
This 'public' characteristic of farming as an occupation is believed to have potentially far-reaching implications, 

since it means that how farmers behave - both visibly, and as shown in their 'results' - is available for judgement, 

criticism, praise, envy, pride, and so on.  The implication is that such a context does affect farm-level decision-

making. 

 

Therefore, a policy which advocates, for example, a reduction in inputs, a less intensive type of farming, or an 

emphasis on traditional or on conservation objectives (such as AEMs) may involve the farmer undertaking a risk 

of others' judgement upon him/her in terms of the implicit standards of farming 'imposed' in a given area.  The 

following quote (Hill [1988]) illustrates this point: 

 

"... most advances in farming over the past forty years have had the effect of increasing output while holding the 
level of cost or of cutting costs without reducing output. It has been suggested that farmers are happier with the 
first than the second, largely for psychological reasons.  Cutting costs (for example, dispensing with hired labour, 
sharing machinery, or constantly avoiding over-capacity, using chemicals more sparingly) gives the impression of 
business contraction and reduces the margin of security, which in may situations is valued above profit.  To move 
from an output-increasing ... to an output-reducing regime will be likely to reduce the safety margin further and 
so carry a psychological penalty.  This may be compounded to the extent that farmers judge the performance of 
others and themselves by such criteria as the physical appearance of the farm, crop yields and amounts 
produced.  As Bell (1987) highlights, "to many farmers geared to maximising yields and taking a pride in so 
doing, the idea of allowing land to lie fallow or diverting it to non-agricultural use, would be an anathema" 
"(p.20). 
 

Thus, how farmers see farming, and how that view is reinforced and perpetuated, or altered, within the local 

farming community, may well preclude certain types of behaviour while 'allowing for' others.  This 'cultural 

sanction' (Phelan; pers. comm. October 1993) within which farmers live and operate therefore has a greater and 

more consistent role to play than is currently recognised.  Indeed, Newby (1982) has commented that:  "the 

importance of the community in enforcing standards of acceptable behaviour should not be discounted" (p.144). 
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As cited by Ferreira (1997):  “It appears that results (of decisions) will be evaluated  against the information and 

knowledge dominant in the community and the local working environment conditions”. 

 

Such influences upon farmers are not confined only to the farming community but are open both to the wider 

public domain, and to the immediate geographical community in which a farmer is located.  The following 

extended quote illustrates the types of potential influences connected with certain images of the farmer and 

farming in the UK: 

 

"Among the 97 per cent of the British population who do not work on the land, the farmer is stereotyped in 
varied and often contradictory ways.  He is viewed as solid and dependable, a source of down-to-earth wisdom 
and a haven of continuity and stability in an ever-changing modern world.  He is also regarded as a ruddy-
complexioned John Bull, bluff and forthright in the expression of his opinions.  Less flatteringly, the farmer is 
sometimes looked upon as the archetypal moaner, feather-bedded by tax-payers' money, but forever pleading 
poverty while riding around in a large new car.  In times of war or a world food crisis the urban population is 
reassured by his presence and the security which an indigenous agriculture allows; but otherwise the farmer is apt 
to be ignored or taken for granted, and even, as when he demands further cash support, resented.  More recently 
with the rise of a trendy environmentalism the farmer has been branded as the destroyer of the nation's heritage, 
promoting the rape of the rural landscape and poisoning its flora and fauna in the pursuit of Mammon.  To all 
this the farmer has had one stock response:  no one understands the farmer except farmers themselves.  Any 
sociological inquiry which attempts to delve behind the stereotypes is therefore fraught with difficulties. 
 
These difficulties are not eased by the fact that even among themselves farmers are not entirely consistent with 
how they view agriculture.  On the one hand farming is a business - and very big business at that ... But farming is 
also, to repeat a well-worn cliché, a way of life, much more, as any farmer will affirm, than a mere job, but a 
highly distinctive and unique life's experience.  It is this belief in the unique qualities of the rural way of life 
which allows the farmer to set himself at a distance, socially as well as geographically, from the urban mass, and 
it is this social distance which produces the stereotyping.  The farmer believes that these stereotypes reflect the 
misunderstanding and incomprehension of agriculture which so characterise prevailing urban attitudes.  Thus 
farming to the farmer is also a constant battle against the meddling of an ignorant, but intimidatingly large, urban 
majority of the population..." (Newby et al [1978], pp.15-16; emphasis added). 
 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                      
3 See also 1.5. where it is argued that, although it is important to examine farming practice in these more general 
terms, there is also a need to differentiate between decision domains. 
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IMPLICATIONS FOR IMAGES: 

Possible questions for Phase 2 Interviews. 
=  

• = How is the adoption/non-adoption of an AEM viewed or interpreted by the recipient 

“farming community”?  In a positive, negative or neutral way (“neutral” being that an 

AEM is so specific to each farm that its adoption/non-adoption is seen only in terms of 

its’ appropriateness to each farm, and not in terms of an individual’s attitude to the 

environment).  Why? 

=  

• = Does an AEM have a traditional or innovative image, and why:  individual and 

community views. 

=  

• = Does adoption/non-adoption of an AEM involve a socially-related “risk”?  Why? 

=  

• = If so, where does that “risk” fit in the hierarchy of the factors affecting farm-level 

decision-making?  Why? 

=  

• = What are the local standards?  Is there a “cultural sanction” within the communities that 

we are studying, particularly in those AEM cases where the objectives of an AEM are 

devised at local level.  So, if a farmer does not join a bottom-up AEM scheme, is this 

MORE of a RISK as compared with the farmer not joining a top-down scheme? 

=  

• = How are such standards or “norms” communicated to farms and between farms? 

=  

• = To what extent does the farming community sense that their AEM-related behaviour (or 

wider countryside management) - either directly or indirectly - is influenced by the views 

of the “general public”? 
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1.3.  Farmer’s influence on each other. 

Examples from the literature demonstrate the necessity for recognising the farmers' inter-relationships as 

'context', and as a context which directly affects their behaviour (Buttel et al [1990]; Seabrook & Higgins 

[1988]; Skerratt [1988]; Ferreira [1997]; Barban et al [1970]; Coughenour [1976]; Box [1990]).  The types 

of social context of the farmer include:  the farmer's immediate family4, those with whom he/she lives and/or 

works (on a regular, perhaps daily, basis); extended family or kin with whom there is occasional, possibly 

irregular contact; neighbouring farmers, in close proximity, who may or may not be friends; farming colleagues; 

and farming friends.  These comprise the 'settings' within which scenarios of influence can occur between 

individuals.  They may be complex, dynamic, multi-directional and non-systematic. 

 

Influence takes place between farmers during their interactions as both colleagues and friends5.  Exchange of 

ideas occurs, as does competition, and the desire to impress (see Seabrook and Higgins [1988]).   Further, as 

Brouwers (1993) has observed:: 

“Farmers’ decisions are not single and isolated but many, and often constructed through social interaction.  Social 
interaction has an historical dimension ... Farmers build up useful social networks and institutions whereby these 
social structures themselves help determine the acquisition, evaluation, use and even generation, of farmers’ 
knowledge” (p.25). 
 
 
Ferreira (1997) highlights the importance of neighbouring farmers who play the role of secondary sources of 

information, reassurance and initiative. Empirical evidence shows that informal knowledge acquired by the 

farmer, the extensionist, the foreman, and the scientist, by trial and error over time, is used to assist in decisions.  

These sources of RPK (Rural Peoples’ Knowledge) and rules of thumb are relevant to the analysis of decision-

making. 

 

Buttel et al (1990), in their review of the Sociology of Agriculture, discuss the influence of social grouping and 

information networks, amongst farmers.  They state that, virtually from the start of diffusion-adoption research 

(in the 1950s), there was a concern with how a farmer’s involvement in various social groups affected adoption 

behaviour.  In addition, adoption researchers came to recognise that the sources of information upon which 

farmers relied to make adoption decisions were not confined to institutionalised sources such as extension or the 

mass media.  Farmers’ decisions were found to be affected by neighbouring farmers’ opinions and advice.   

 

Further, Coughenour (1976) discussed the need for individuals to receive 'approval' for their farming practices 

and the way that they follow them through.  Coughenour (1976) talks of the social costs and benefits of farming 

and the 'psychic income' which can be derived.  Gasson (1971) in her discussion of work orientation, talks of the 

                                                           
4 See Section 1.1. concerning the FD-MU. 
5 See also Box (1990), and his conceptual discussion of agrarian knowledge networks within Costa Rica, where 
he states that:   “one aspect of a social relation is exchange of knowledge.  Although social relations may be 
based on quite different motives, there are few that do not have this aspect latently or manifestly.  Such social 
relations can be seen as long chains through which knowledge is exchanged or generated” (p.1). 
 



 13

need for work, for responsibility, for approval and so on. This vital element of the farmer's, and often the farm 

household's, psychological 'context', is often bypassed in conventional evaluation 6. 

 

 

“Trusted” and “Significant” Others: 

TRUSTED OTHERS: 

Ferreira (1997) discusses this concept in some depth.  He notes the work of other authors (for example, 

Errington 1985) who stressed that the “emotional” component of farming is very important.  In addition, recent 

studies have shown that, at farm level, most of the information and knowledge used to support decision-making 

comes from personal networks where “trusted people” play a key role.  This knowledge is naturally produced in a 

local area and used as decision support. 

 

Ferreira found that farmers receive advice and share decisions with people they trust and that these are the 

“trusted people”.  Sharing the responsibility of making decisions, the decision-maker seeks to confide in 

people that he really trusts and also in people who are emotionally attached to him.  This implies that his 

decisions will not be evaluated just through his own criteria.  Rather, all the surrounding “trusted people” 

will make their opinion regarding the decision taken.  The decision-maker will not always look to satisfy 

his own needs or perceptions only, but will try to satisfy the objectives of those who comprise the FD-MU 

or are close to him. 

 

Ferreira then goes on to discuss the ways in which these “trusted people” are incorporated into the decision 

making processes.  He states that, in order to make decisions with incomplete information and uncertainty, the 

FD-MU develops some type of information routines and heuristic rules that are used as “natural” (rather 

than artificial, computer-based DSS) decision support system [DSS].  Thus, each FD-MU has specific DSSs, 

which are built from specific experience and knowledge.  The internal routines for information search appear to 

be maintained until some internal or external change forces the FD-MU to make changes.  Apparently, this 

active, “natural” DSS works on the basis of levels of “trust”.  People will accept advice and suggestions mainly 

from “trusted people” who, according to their perception, knowledge, tradition, belief, cultural and ethical values, 

social status and past experience, deserve their trust.  The FD-MU appears to receive the support of “trusted 

people” that act as “experts” in different disciplines to provide the advice in these areas (for example, 

pasture, animal, economic and financial management). 

 

Ferreira describes the nature of these relationships in more detail: he states that “trusted people” have different 

informative functions.  Some act as experts gathering data from different sources in order to process and analyse 

it (usually in a subjective, intuitive way) and give the results to the decision maker in an easily understandable 

and relevant form.  These “trusted people” who accumulate and process information from different sources, 

providing the decision maker with the result of their “analysis” in the form of advisory rules, could be defined as 

                                                           
6 An example being the power of approval/disapproval concerning, say, decisionmaking and farm management 
power within a farm household, such as the handing over of the reins to one's successor, and the associated roles 
which the father and son are to hold (see Coughenour and Kowalski [1977]). 
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“information digestors”.  Other “trusted people” just validate some ideas and encourage the decision makers in 

concepts or with information that the decision maker already has.  Such people could be defined as “sounding 

boards”. 

 

Skerratt (unpublished; & 1998) also found that farmers were influenced by each other, in the context of their 

ESA decision making, and also in the wider context of farming in general7.  It was found that, although a farmer's 

final decision concerning ESA adoption/non-adoption may be based very much on the individual farm basis, 

interviewees did point to the influence of rumours on their ESA adoption decision process. This was particularly 

felt to be the case in that the ESA had been originally designated in 1987, and then enlarged under new 

legislation in 1992.  Those farmers in the enlarged area reported that they had watched and waited to see how 

other farmers, known to them, were finding the ESA scheme, and that this definitely had an effect on their overall 

attitude to the scheme, and their likelihood of adopting in principle. 
 
 
SIGNIFICANT OTHERS: 

Research has shown that farmers may behave in a particular way as a result of what has been termed "significant 

others' influence ... those with whom a farmer compares himself" (Gasson [1971], p.35).   

Skerratt (1998) noted that for some farmers, there was a degree of trade-off taking place when considering ESA 

adoption/non-adoption, in terms of approval/disapproval from neighbouring farmers - what Phelan (pers. comm. 

1993) has termed the 'cultural sanction'. 

 

In their study of farm diversification decisions, Hermann and Uttitz (1990) discuss the phenomenon of 'relative 

deprivation' as a motivational factor in behaviour; they argue that, amongst farming families, "it is not the 

absolute level of the economic situation which is used as the criterion for satisfaction with conditions, but rather 

the satisfaction depending on the subjective perception of the situation and the social groups chosen for 

reference" (p.71).  This ties in with Seabrook and Higgins' (1988) research which points to the Other Self and 

the Ideal Self8 as facets of a farmer's Self-Concept which need to be satisfied. 

 

 
 

IMPLICATIONS FOR IMAGES: 

Possible questions for Phase 2. 

 
• = There is a need to identify the types of issues and decisions which are discussed between 

farmers, and to examine “why these?” and why not others?  And further:  where do AEMs 

                                                           
7 See 1.5. for a discussion of how these influences are differentiated. 
 
8 Other Self  being “this is how I think others see me”; Ideal Self  being “this is how I want to be seen”. 
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fit into such discussions, which aspects ARE discussed, which are NOT discussed, and 

why? 

=  

• = According to the literature, decisions are often constructed through social interaction, and 

there is an historical element.  That is, it is not just others’ influence on a decision process 

which is already taking place, BUT ALSO the actual impetus or need for a decision, that 

is, the very generation of that decision process may be as a result of a social interaction. 

=  

• = Rural peoples’ knowledge (RPK) or “rules of thumb”:  these are developed OVER TIME, 

so again, we are addressing a dynamic process.  Therefore, it may not be possible to assess 

the “WHY” of a decision path solely in relation to current, existing factors, because it will 

also be due to past interactions. 

=  

• = The influence of  “trusted people” and “significant others”:  it is necessary to consider 

both the influence on existing decision processes, AND the initiation of NEW decision 

processes (particularly in the context of AEMs, which can be interpreted as moving 

towards new remits and objectives). 

=  

• = We may want to ask if, how, and why AEMs have led to different networks of “trusted” 

and “significant” others. 
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1.4.  Farmer’s susceptibility to influence 9: 

It is important to note that not all farmers and farming families are equally receptive to the influence of “others” 

(farmers, officials, other sources).  Some farmers demonstrate a fierce independence from one another, by 

'visibly' doing things 'their own way' (for example, the importance placed on the notion of the 'Ideal Self' as 

defined by Seabrook and Higgins [1988]). 

 

Further, research by Barban et al (1970) reviews the work of Reismann’s Theory of Social Character which, 

he believed, was made up of 'tradition-directed', 'inner-directed' and 'other-directed' people.  Such typologies of 

farmers were influenced to varying degrees by other farmers. 

 

Barban et al's (1970) findings describe the links between inner-other directedness and 'innovation proneness and 

adoption leadership' (p.232) amongst a sample of Illinois commercial farmers 10.  They stress that:  "in designing 

communication to farmers about the acceptance of new farm practices, one might find a knowledge of Social 

Character to be of unique value" (p.241). 

 

An additional variation comprises the way in which influence by others can change over time - according to age, 

exogenous influences, changing aspirations and reference groups (or “significant others”), and length of time in 

farming.  For example, Abd-Ella et al (1981) argue that increased duration of family farms lead to them finding 

that "certain practices work better for them; therefore they become more reluctant to change them ... they become 

more selective" (p.55).  Thus susceptibility to others' comments and ideas lessen as their confidence increases.  

Seabrook and Higgins (1988) state that a farmer's Self-Concept may change over time, and along with this, a 

susceptibility to others. 

                                                           
9 Section 4.4. outlines in more detail the two conceptual frameworks associated with this issue:  Barban et al 
(1970); Seabrook & Higgins (1988); therefore, they are not discussed extensively here. 
 
10  The authors also touch on individual’s perceptions of the risk associated with either talking issues through, or 
making decisions without consultation with others (see pp.235-236). 
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IMPLICATIONS FOR IMAGES: 

Possible questions for Phase 2. 
• = Research indicates that farmers’ susceptibility to influence varies from one farmer to 

another, and this has been described in terms of “Social Character” and “Self Concept”. 

=  

• = Do we want to address this IN GENERAL TERMS, and try to develop indicators of 

susceptibility to influence ? (I think this would be a separate research project).  I think that 

we must focus on the decision-domain of AEM adoption/non-adoption (see Section 1.5.). 

=  

• = Do AEMs imply change, conflict, or a continuation?  And does the perceived degree of 

change link with an overall need for greater exchanges of information, ideas and 

experience?  The trend towards AEMs has been described as a trend towards more 

“information intensive” land management practices; is this the case?  If so, are “inner-

directed” and “tradition-directed” farmers (see 4.4.) being “missed out”? 

=  

• = The dynamic characteristic of changing influence over time, has been highlighted.  Do we 

want to address this? 
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1.5.  Domains of decision making and influence: 

1.5.1.  When applying the research literature. 

 

It is recognised within the literature that there is a need for extreme caution when transferring research results 

from one context to another (Roling, 1993; Pampel and van Es, 1977; Black & Reeve, 1993; Skerratt, 1995 

& 1998).   

 

Roling (1993), in his discussion of the emerging sustainable agriculture11 in The Netherlands and its impact on 

the knowledge networks associated with agriculture, argues the following: 

 

“A shift towards more sustainable forms of agriculture ... is not a question of the adoption of an 
innovation. It requires a slow learning process and a change in mentality.  The shift forces a grower to go 
back to basics, in that a new criterion for production is introduced (sustainability in addition to productivity) 
which requires a new apparatus for making visible (feedback, indicators) where one is and what the consequences 
of one’s actions are.  Furthermore, reduced reliance on chemical inputs requires observation, coupled with 
considerable knowledge to interpret what one observes ... Making use of natural processes requires active eco-
system management, which is more than producing a crop.  Instead of applying rules, farmers must be able to 
apply general principles to their situation and make their own rules.  Instead of a blanket extension 
recommendation for fertiliser dosage, for example, more sustainable agriculture requires that farmers measure 
available nutrients and apply general principles to make up their own recommendations...  The farmer must 
become expert in his own field instead of a ‘user’ of scientific research”. 
 

Pampel & van Es (1977), in their research concerning the distribution of environmental practices on farms, 

conclude that traditional adoption theory, whilst suited to commercial innovations, could not be accurately 

applied to environmental innovations.  Their results suggest that farmers tend to be innovative with respect 

to commercial or environmental practices, but not both. 

 

Black & Reeve (1993) examine the extent to which theories on the adoption of innovations help to explain 

participation in landcare groups (autonomous groups of people aiming to develop more sustainable farming 

systems in Australia).  This paper presents an in-depth literature review as to whether adoption/diffusion theory 

applies to the introduction of conservation practices.  Through case study material, they find that although 

landcare group membership has bivariate associations with various attitudinal and situational variables (including 

those identified in adoption theories), these linkages become non-significant under logistic regression.  

Attitudinal variables are important in explaining landcare group membership in the early stages, but as the 

proportion of farmers participating increases, situational variables become more important.  They conclude that 

one should, however, be cautious about generalisations based upon samples from relatively confined social, 

geographical or economic units. 

 

Skerratt (unpublished)  argues that, in connection with drawing parallels between the adoption of technology 

(TOT) literature and AEM-related research, the following quote highlights specific issues: 

                                                           
11 A further question remains:  are AEMs a facet of sustainable agriculture?  However, in spite of this question, 
these key observations of Roling are reflected elsewhere in the literature, and highlight the continuing debate 
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"The later 1980s have witnessed an expansion in the range of financial incentives on offer, almost all of which 
are voluntary on the part of the farmer.  Most significant among these are set-aside agreements, land management 
agreements for conservation purposes, diversification aids, grants for the establishment of woodlands on farms, 
and early retirement incentives ... One notable difference between these newer forms and the long established 
investment aids is that they generally do not reinforce the 'natural' propensity of farmers to produce more and to 
be technically up to date.  Though the pattern of diffusion of new technology has been well studied, it is unlikely 
that a similar spread will be seen with changes which might be seen as counter to the inclinations of many 
farmers" (Hill [1988], p.iii). 
 

In addition, Taylor and Miller (1978) have argued from their research that:  "... farmers who adopt 

environmental innovations have a different orientation towards farming than do farmers who adopt commercial 

innovations". 

 

Thus, since reasons for the adoption of conservation schemes may well be different from those associated with 

adopting commercial policy initiatives, the two cannot necessarily be viewed, and therefore discussed, as 

synonymous. 

 

More specifically, the use of the term 'innovation' for policies which may be 'counter to the inclinations of many 

farmers' (but which are also promoted by some EU governments as being, for example,  an encouragement 

towards 'traditional' farming), appears to overlook an issue of potential importance, since: "whether the adoption 

of land diversion by farmers can be regarded as an innovation is a debatable point" (Potter et al [1991]).  It is 

necessary therefore, to express caution when examining research pertaining to adoption of agricultural 

innovations (for example, Voh [1982]; Dewees and Hawkes [1988]; and Polson and Spencer [1991]) and 

attempting to draw parallels with agri-environmental adoption12. 

 

 

Further, Skerratt (unpublished) discusses how, in addition to the need to differentiate between AEM-adoption 

and the adoption of other farm management practices, there is also the further need to distinguish between  AEMs 

and  other “conservation schemes”., and specifically, U.S. research into the adoption of conservation policy.  

Research into adoption of “conservation” policies in the U.S. literature refers primarily to soil conservation, with 

the main aim being that of managing the land for continued farming in a sustainable and productive manner.  

Examples of such research include:  Bultena and Hoiberg (1988); Napier et al (1988); McNairn and Mitchell 

[1992]; Black & Reeve (1993); Pampel and van Es (1977); and Korsching and Hoban (1990). 

                                                                                                                                                                                      
concerning differences and similarities between: adoption of innovation/technology and adoption of 
conservation-related initiatives. 
12 Although Potter et al (1991) cite Gasson as stating:  "that any form of behaviour or type of activity is an 
innovation, regardless of content, provided it is novel to the farmer" (p.99).  The mechanism of ESAs may be 
novel, but whether the 'traditional' objectives they espouse represent the same degree of 'novelty' to farmers and 
landowners, is currently under discussion.  Also, it is necessary to consider Potter's (1990) comment with respect 
to the production of CARE (Conservation, Amenity and Rural Environment) goods, and particularly in 
connection with ESAs:  "laggards in the agricultural modernisation process ... already probably make up a good 
proportion of participants in ESA schemes ... This contrasts with the traditional focus of conservation grants and 
advice on progressive farmers, those who are most willing and able to carry out a conservation project on their 
farm" (p.6). 
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Such U.S. emphases within both policy, and therefore research, contrasts with the overall aim of EU agri-

environmental measures such as ESAs in the UK, with their focus upon conserving the rural environment and 

specific features on the farm per se, with the emphasis (in some cases) upon reducing production (see also 

Carlson and Dillman [1983]). 

 

 

1.5.2.  An empirical example of how farmers themselves differentiate between decision domains. 

 

Skerratt (1998), in her discussion of the ways in which socio-economic evaluation of UK agri-environmental 

schemes requires change and re-focus, highlights the social networks operating amongst farmers within the case 

study area of Breadalbane ESA.  Specifically, she notes that farmers themselves differentiate between the types 

of decisions affected by this social network: 

 

“The social context, that of neighbouring farmers, was alluded to on a number of occasions by interviewees, as 
was its influence on behaviour.  The extent of such neighbour influence was specified, however, the contrast 
being made between the specific and limited ESA scenario, and farming as a whole.  In the context of the ESA, 
each farm is viewed as unique and individual, in terms of size, ratio of rough grazings to inbye, and so on, and 
thus the ESA may suit one type of farm, but not another.  Further, ESA works are carried out at different times of 
the year to suit the farmers concerned; they are not necessarily cyclical - and thus there are not the same levels or 
means of comparison.  However, in terms of farming per se, the following example is illustrative: 
 
“I always want to be one step ahead, for example, with feeding my sheep.  I want to very quietly have it better.  
Round here, most farmers put their fertiliser on at the end of May - well, I'll put mine on in March to get the best 
grass in the district.  But the ESA is a very individual thing, as compared with farming activities”. 
 
This distinction raised by farmers is crucial to an accurate representation of neighbour influence in specific 
decision settings. 
 
However, although a policy recipient's final decision may be based very much on the individual farm basis, 
interviewees did point to the influence of rumours on ESA adoption.  Farmers also noted that an individual's 
susceptibility to neighbour influence through rumours could vary.  Thus, there may well be a degree of trade-off 
taking place, in terms of approval/disapproval from neighbouring farmers - what Phelan (pers. comm. 1993) has 
termed the 'cultural sanction'. “ 
 

Thus, farmers specified the type of the decision which would be affected; however, they also highlighted stages 

in the ESA decision making process which are more open to neighbour influence than others. 

 

Further, within the farm household, farmers’ wives who were involved in farm-level decision making, stated that 

there were: 

“differences between decision types, and therefore who would be involved in them.  These comprised 'major' 
(such as buying a new vehicle); and routine or 'day to day', for example, decisions over feeding.  In this context, 
decisions relating to the ESA were described as being 'major'.” 
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IMPLICATIONS FOR IMAGES: 

Possible questions for Phase 2. 
• = We need to decide our  FOCUS in Phase 2 of the Farm-level Interviews.  Although 

decision-making from non-AEM decision-domains may well give INDICATIONS as to 

social and informational networks, they DO comprise different contexts.  Therefore, my 

view is that there is a need to focus specifically on AEM-related decisions, and 

specifically on the adoption/non-adoption decision process.  We need to think about how 

we are going to use the data afterwards. 

=  

• = We can also ask farmers themselves to compare the AEM decision domain with other 

farm-business decisions; what are the similarities and differences; why? 

=  

• = Specifically, how and why are the information networks (formal & informal) used by 

farmers for AEMs: (i)  different from, or (ii) similar to, those used for, say, technological 

questions? 

=  

• = How have the AEM-related networks (formal & informal) changed over time? 

=  

• = So far, we have examined “networks” as if through informal, social interaction.  However, 

we also need to examine, if possible, the RELATIVE IMPORTANCE of: 

• = informal versus formal interactions; 

• = interactions as compared with printed information; 

• = information concerning the environment, from different formal sources 

(conservation organisations; fertiliser companies; agricultural colleges; 

government officials etc). 

Again, this is required for the ONE decision decision-domain of AEMs, NOT in general 

terms. 

 

• = Whether, and how, “trade-offs” between different sources of information are made:  for 

example:  projected CAP subsidy levels versus AEM payments; possible increases in 

organic aid (UK) as compared with, say, projected Beef Special Premium payments. 
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1.6.  Farmer’s organisations & their changing context: 

This section cites a number of examples from the literature13 which comprise discussions of the changing roles of 

organisations connected with agriculture.  These are both organisations of  farmers, and organisations for farmers. 

 

Brouwers (1993) takes the ACTOR-ORIENTED perspective, concentrating on actors and their 

existing/changing social networks: 

 

“... family farms weave a fabric of relationships with upstream and downstream actor-groups (agrosupplies, co-
operatives, customers, development groups, professional groups, technical and economic management centres, 
public administration).  This openness has been increased by the new farming context.  New partnerships with 
local communities, associations, companies or industrial groups become vital to the farmers, entailing new types 
of co-ordination (production contracts or protection of natural resources).  In this context of change, the 
adaptation process and the capacity to adapt are a matter of life or death for the future of farms”. 
 

Deverre (1985) highlights the changing role of such organisations, and also of what they represent: 

 
“Moreover, although farmers could obtain new legitimacy at local level by subscribing to this new conception of 
their activities, why should they and especially their representatives, call the basis of their unity, their 
professional autonomy, and their now stigmatized rules of action into question?  These are the rules by which 
they used to recognise one another as peers and which seemed to offer them the capacity of resistance in the face 
of attacks from the town dwellers.  The position of professional organisations and farming unions has been 
marked by hesitation, changes of mind, and by ambivalence, in assessing individual measures at any given site as 
being compatible with the double objective of reinforcing the legitimacy of public support and of maintaining the 
unified image of the professional group”. 
 

Roling (1993) - outlines his KNOWLEDGE SYSTEM PERSPECTIVE. 

The growth in efficiency of Dutch agriculture has had the effect of squeezing out about 2 per cent of farmers 

annually, a cost considered acceptable by the farmers’ organisations, partly because the strong export position 

has created jobs in agriculture-related industries.  However, although the loss of farm jobs were considered as 

acceptable costs, the environmental consequences increasingly were not.  At the end of the 1980s, far-reaching 

regulatory measures were introduced to limit inputs of chemicals and minerals, as well as further growth in farm 

production. 

 

The question is:  how the agricultural knowledge system14, set up to serve only productivity, adapts itself to 

support sustainability as well; and how will it adapt to the influence of environmental regulation?  The specific 

case study is the impact of the Crop Protection Plan on the knowledge system serving market gardening in 

a specific area of the Netherlands.  Roling lists the actors involved, from growers, through to extension, 

research, provincial and national farmers organisations, co-operatives, and the Ministry.  He then gives the 

background to the Crop Protection Plan, outlining how, initially, compliance with the plan is entirely voluntary; 

however, if targets are not reached by the dates specified, increased compulsion is expected.  The cost of 

                                                           
13 See also Heinemann & Kloppenburg (1995), in their paper focusing on the new & evolving farmers’ 
organisations in Wisconsin (referred to fully in Section 4.2.). 
 
14 In this paper, Roling defines the knowledge system as:  agricultural research, extension and education, (REE), 
farmers, and agribusiness.   See Section 4 for his conceptual discussion. 
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adapting production to the Plan must be borne by the growers.  The Plan does not provide guidelines on how to 

comply with it, it only specifies that a certain amount of reduction must be achieved in the coming years.  

Developing the methods is left to the creative ability of the industry:  growers, research institutions, commercial 

companies, and a specially appointed task force at the research/extension liaison bureau. 

 

Having outlined the market gardening case study, Roling then proceeds to introduce “the other actors”, with the 

observation that the market gardeners claim to rely mainly on three sources of information:  agricultural journals, 

study groups and informal contacts with other growers (at the auction, for example).  The growers also 

highlighted the other sources of information, and the various extension services, including farmers’ organisations.  

He describes how one of these extension services (the DLV) is a former government extension service which 

became a private foundation in 1993, and it focuses now on study groups rather than on individual advisory 

work.  Roling describes the types of information which growers receive from DLV, and from other institutional 

sources.  He describes how the rapidly dwindling number of farmers and the rapid decrease of government 

support lead to increasing competition between the various information services.  

 

Returning to the shift towards “sustainable agriculture” within the Netherlands, the author highlights the 

expectation that the extension services will shift from a role of expert transferring of technologies and rules, to a 

facilitator who works with farmers to learn, develop technology, and become expert.  A special characteristic of 

the shift towards more sustainable practices is the importance of groups, and therefore the facilitators must not 

only be technically trained, but also have skills in group work and organisation. 

 

Roling then describes the impact of the Crop Protection Plan, and how the response to the Plan from growers has 

been mixed.  He outlines the changes within the various institutions (such as providing plans to farmers, 

extension services aiming to promote understanding and acceptance of the plan, experimental activity by other 

actors to find solutions to the ‘how’ questions left unanswered by the Plan; and specific research and experiments 

by the Co-operative and study groups of growers). 

 

In concluding, Roling observes that through an intrusive and threatening piece of legislation made by the 

‘enemies’ of agriculture, primary producers and the institutions  which live off them, or thanks to them, have 

adapted surprisingly well to the Plan.  He describes the successes and difficulties in communicating the changed 

ideas and concepts associated with the shift towards sustainable agriculture.  He argues that “the Plan has 

galvanised the agricultural industry into an active search for survival.  The case study revealed a strong 

commonality of interest between the commercial institutions and the growers as a strong co-ordinating force”.  

However, he also states that: 

 

“the commonality of interest with farmers does not seem to extend to the actors who operate within the ambience 
of government.  Given the dwindling resources the EC and government are willing to make available for 
agriculture, these actors are squeezed and engaged in battles for territory which reduce their integration and co-
ordination within the knowledge system”. 
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Bager & Proost (1997), in their discussion of voluntary regulation and farmers’ environmental behaviour in 

Denmark and the Netherlands, discuss the traditional and innovative extension methods used in this 

emerging context of sustainable agriculture.  They state that, although traditional extension has come under 

attack, the importance of information to, and education of, farmers can hardly be disputed in a situation 

characterised by rapid change and new demands.  Environmental legislation and the need for farmers to find new 

solutions have created such a situation.  However, although the authors aimed to examine the link between 

frequency of contact with an adviser, and reduction of inputs, the correlations were not reliable (other factors 

came into play). 

 

In discussing innovative extension the authors stated that study groups became increasingly important in both 

countries during the 1980s and 1990s.  A series of programmes was created from a bottom-up philosophy, aiming 

at self-empowerment and mutual learning.  However, they argue, it is also a matter of cost-effectiveness:  

reaching more people at a lower cost.  Bager and Proost found that study groups are an important source of 

information for farmers; they come together on a regular basis to discuss experiences and visit each other’s 

enterprises.  Their own experiences and those of their colleagues are the basis for their decision making.  

They highlight the different experiences of study groups which are convened for a range of purposes, and also 

how some are a formal element of the extension system, whereas others are informal and run entirely by the 

farmers.   

 

The paper of Heinze & Voelzkow (1993) provides an important account of the conflicts within ‘organisational 

responses’ to structural changes within agriculture, and in particular, in relation to agri-environmental issues.  

Specifically, the authors examine the “organisational problems for the German Farmers’ Association (DBV), and 

alternative policy options”.  Their paper beings with an outline of the responses of the German Farmers’ 

Association (DBV) to structural changes from the nineteenth century onwards, and the associated decline in 

relevance of the agricultural sector (due to increases in productivity, not a decline in production).  The authors 

then discuss the organisational structure of the DBV, and how, after WWII, the representation of agrarian 

interests was organised from the bottom-up, following distinctly different paths in the different Lander.  There are 

a number of ‘associate members’ of the DBV, in addition to the farmers’ associations of the Lander.  On average, 

more than 90 percent of all farmers are organised in their Lander associations, making farming a “trade” with one 

of the highest degrees of “unionisation” within the  FRG.  However, due to structural change and consequently a 

decreasing number of farms, the absolute number of members is shrinking.  Still, the DBV is regarded as the 

interest organisation of German agriculture, although in lobbying and leadership, the interests of the 

economically strong full-time farms dominate. 

 

Heinze and Voelzkow argue that many farmers view themselves as outsiders in an industrial environment; this 

feeling of being threatened is an important integrating factor, and, they argue, farmers are an extremely 

homogeneous group.  In addition, by emotionally appealing to the common interest of farmers, the ‘unity 

association’ DBV covered up conflicts of interest within the agrarian sector.  The DBV is challenged by 

structural change and the increasing heterogeneity of agriculture in several respects.  On the one hand, its 
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potential membership is shrinking; on the other, the DBV has to take into account the growing difficulties in 

combining interests and also a growing internal potential for protests. 

 

The authors then outline the softening of the DBV’s trade policy, and then go on to discuss the “environmental 

side-effects of agriculture and the responses of the DBV”.  They outline that since the early 1980s there has 

been public debate on ecological problems caused by agriculture.  Finally the DBV could no longer ignore the 

pressure and they had to tackle this issue.  However, they preferred first to deny vehemently that agriculture 

might be responsible for any environmental problems, and these “hints at ecological side-effects were dismissed 

as ideologically motivated, and consequently to be ignored for the time being”.  The DBV argued strongly 

against possible restrictions on agricultural practice.  Then followed the “economisation of ecological problems 

as a solution of the DBV’s organisational problem”, in that farming was prepared to contribute to conservation 

on certain conditions, if compensatory payments were provided.  Basically, this means that costs generated by 

adopting environmentally friendly methods of agriculture have to be borne by taxpayers and consumers.  This 

partial change within the DBV has in recent years been supported not only by increased public awareness of 

ecological damage caused by agriculture, but also by unambiguous evidence of a variety of associated 

environmental problems as they were presented by different experts.  In addition, a new paradigm, namely of 

environmentally compatible agriculture, is being pursued in a most pronounced way by so-called alternative bio-

farmers.   

 

Such shifts and discussions within DBV gave rise to internal difficulties within the organisation, because it 

implied admitting to ecological damage through farming.  What is undisputed within the scientific community, 

has not yet been explicitly accepted either by the DBV or by the majority of farmers.  Further, in a series of 

statements and publications, the DBV has underlined the positive contribution of farming to the conservation of 

nature and landscape, arguing also that in future these contributions cannot be performed for nothing.  In spite of 

all attempts to make ecological aspects an integral part of agriculture, the DBV tries arrogantly either to belittle 

the farmers’ responsibility, or to present them as “born conservationists”, while simultaneously discrediting 

ecologists and conservationists as “ideologically biased”.   

 

Despite the conflicts within the organisation, supporting the adoption of environmentally compatible farming 

methods may offer the DBV new policy options (e.g. through consulting).  The future role of the DBV may not 

only be to support the implementation of new agricultural policies aiming at the adoption of environmentally 

friendly farming methods, but also to contribute to overcoming prejudices among its members by conveying a 

new model of agriculture.  However, this requires from DBV a dispensing with traditional polemics, and positive 

support for both environmental protection and new ecological cultivation methods, which are already gaining 

ground among some farmers. 
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IMPLICATIONS FOR IMAGES: 

Possible questions for Phase 2. 
• = Evolution of organisations as a result of AEM introduction:  why & how? 

=  

• = How important is it that information comes through certain sources and not others (for 

example, in UK, through agricultural rather than conservation sources).  Why?  Are there 

“trusted organisations” as well as “trusted people”? 

=  

• = Types and importance of information received through certain farmer groups (importance 

relative to information from other sources). 

=  

• = To what extent can existing organisations meet the new AEM agenda?  (This is a question 

to farmers and to institutions).  Current & future conflicts, and their effect on AEM 

implementation? 

=  

• = Whether continued change will be necessary or whether we have already reached a new 

state? 
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2.  “Farmer’s (local) knowledge”, and the interaction with “scientific knowledge”: 
Much has been written concerning indigenous knowledge systems (IKS) within Less Developed Countries 

(LDCs); for example, Chambers (1983), Richards (1985), and Hill (1986) 15.  Writings from the 1980s 

onwards comprise, for the most part, critiques of the under-use of these knowledges in the context of rural, and 

agricultural, development, particularly in the light of the “Green Revolution” within LDCs.  However, the subject 

of such a debate is outside the remit of this literature review; it is recognised as being a distinct sub-field, relating 

primarily to TOT (Transfer of Technology); its assessment would require a separate literature review. Further, as 

outlined in Section 1.5., direct comparisons and use of data, from such a different set of contexts, could be 

erroneous. 

 

It is necessary therefore, for the purposes of this literature review, to maintain the focus, as closely as possible, 

upon literature from more developed countries, and to examine: (i) the discussions relating to incorporation of 

local knowledge within agricultural research16; and (ii) the discussions concerning the interface between “expert” 

and “local” knowledges, as these have a relevance for our discussion of the implementation of AEMs as a 

potential factor in AEM-adoption dynamics. 

 

 

2.1.  The incorporation of local knowledge(s)17 within agricultural research. 

The debate concerning a focus on, and incorporation of, local knowledges, still rages; however, there are an 

increasing number of examples which illustrate the need for a shift in emphasis.  The following three papers 

comprise very clear examples of this continuing debate (see also Bennet 1986). 

 

Kloppenburg (1991) in his paper entitled “Social Theory and the De/Reconstruction of Agricultural Science:  

Local Knowledge for an Alternative Agriculture”, states that we face two tasks - one of deconstruction, the other 

of reconstruction.  Of deconstruction, he says that: 

“it entails the demonstration that agricultural science as currently constituted provides neither a complete, nor an 
adequate, nor even a best possible account of the sphere of agricultural production”. 
 

Of reconstruction, he states: 

                                                           
15 Chambers (1983) describes the following terms:  Indigenous Technical Knowledge (ITK); local knowledge, 
Indigenous Knowledge; Peoples’ Science; Local Knowledge; Ethno-Science; and Rural People’s Knowledge 
(RPK); contrasted with Modern Scientific Knowledge (MSK). 
 
16 This is also addressed by Roling, from a “knowledge systems” perspective ; see Section 4.1. 
 
17 The anthropologist, Cohen (1993) argues for the diversity of what is often labelled “local knowledge”.  He 
argues that such “knowledge” varies with the segmentary groups into which the community is divided.  Further, 
local knowledge “masquerades as an orthodoxy, even as being so monolithic as to be contrastable to ‘extraneous’ 
or ‘expert’ knowledge, or theorised into a ‘folk model’.  But, just as a multiplicity of meanings may lurk behind a 
common symbol, so a multiplicity of ‘knowledges’, which may not easily be reconcilable, informs common 
‘knowledge’ ”.   In addition, Cohen goes on to argue that “ outsiders’ knowledge of a locality is generalised and 
imputes to the members of the locality largely undifferentiated views.  But by contrast, members’ knowledge of 
their locality is highly particularised...”. 
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“this task will be the more difficult, for it will entail the identification and legitimation of alternative sources of 
knowledge production for agriculture - sources which now have no voice, or speak without authority, or simply 
are not heard in contemporary agroscientific discourse.  It is out of conversations among this fuller range of 
knowledge sources ... that an alternative and truly sustainable agriculture may emerge”. 
 

He argues that there is a need to challenge “the voice of decontextualised rationality which agricultural science 

has used to such dominating effect”, with the “local knowledge” contained in the heads of farmers and 

agricultural workers18. 

 

Kloppenburg then discusses the emergence of Alternative Agriculture in the US19.  He describes the acceptance 

of “alternative” agriculture by the nation’s premier scientific body as evidence of a deconstructive project - a 

partial deligitimisation of conventional practices. However, he also describes the “counter attack” from agro-

industry and the public agricultural science community, who have declared that - if an alternative agriculture is 

necessary - it will be up to scientists to determine what that alternative will be, thereby limiting the type and 

range of knowledges that can be brought to bear upon the construction of an alternative agriculture.  Further, 

farmers are regarded as recipients of technology, advice and information; no potential is given for farmer-

generated knowledge, except in connection with, or translation through, agricultural “science”. 

 

Further, the author questions whether it is possible for those institutions who propose to achieve an alternative, 

sustainable, regenerative, low-input, diversified agriculture, to do so, using the same methods and institutions of 

knowledge production that have given us conventional, non-sustainable, non-regenerative, high-input, 

homogeneous agriculture in the first place:  “If we are to achieve a truly alternative agriculture, might we not also 

require an alternative science?”.  He argues that now is the time for bold hypotheses and innovative 

research. 

 

Kloppenburg then proceeds to survey the resources available for both the deconstructive and reconstructive 

projects, and to suggest ways in which these resources might be used in productive research.  Specifically, he 

outlines the new sociology of science, feminist analysis, methodologies of inquiry, and the difference which seem 

to exist between local and scientific knowledge.  He then moves on to discuss “reconstruction:  bringing the 

farmer back in” to knowledge production.  Although he outlines the US land grant universities system, he also 

criticises their development.  He argues that there is a need for both the democratisation of science, and its 

transformation - such that it incorporates the “largely unexplored landscapes of knowledge and skill shaped 

and maintained by the intelligence and labour of the farmers themselves”.  Kloppenburg outlines how 

“ethnoscience” has been applied within an LDC context, but argues that its applicability to the US will be hard 

to accept amongst the US agricultural science community (because they would argue that they are not dealing 

                                                           
18 See also Midmore (1996) who argues, in his critique “Towards a postmodern agricultural economics”, that 
the challenge offered to mainstream agricultural economics is in terms of methodology, and of understanding (in 
relation to rurality) postmodern emphases on the particular, the local and the diverse. 
 
19 There is an interesting debate within the US literature, concerning the paradigms associated with 
“Conventional versus Alternative Agriculture”.  Key papers, all within the US journal Rural Sociology, are:  
Beus & Dunlap (1990, 1991, 1994a & 1994b). 



 29

with resource-poor farmers who cannot take advantage of technology; rather, they are dealing with farmers who 

have the material and intellectual resources to make use of science-based technologies). 

 

Still, Kloppenburg argues that there exists “a substantial reservoir of social knowledge”, and he outlines how, 

in very recent years, there have been attempts to involve “farmer participation” in some state-level agricultural 

institutions.  However, there are difficulties which persist, linked to the “powerful forces and incentives that hold 

scientists to established patterns”. 

 

Kloppenburg then discusses the definitions of “local knowledge”, and how it differs from “scientific knowledge”, 

and emphasises that the former (local) implies that “locality” (related to a particular place) as its key 

distinguishing feature (as compared with the “decontextualised rationality” of scientific knowledge). 

 

This paper of Kloppenburg produced a number of critiques within the US Journal, Rural Sociology.  They 

provide a useful indication of the state of the debate in 1992, and, I would argue, the continuing state of the 

discussion.  The main points are now summarised. 

 

Molnar et al (1992):  the paper begins with the confident assertion that “There is only one science.  Other 

ways of knowing and sharing information may be arguably superior in some contexts, but they are not 

science...”.  The authors argue that Kloppenburg’s paper (above) is “a house of  mirrors, presenting multiple 

images, clever phrases, and an occasional sound insight.  But, as with the house of mirrors, we are a little 

disoriented when we come outside, and we are glad that it is over”.  They then address selected themes from 

Kloppenburg’s discussion.  They argue that he exaggerates and distorts the importance of local knowledge and 

neglects the limits of being purely local.  They assert that his “mystical superiority of local knowledge” is 

interesting, but less than useful in solving today’s practical problems.  

 

Although Molnar et al agree that: 

 “some farmers are inventors with superior insights into the timing and technique of agricultural production, we 
should not blindly promote farmers as a category to superior status as knowledge producers, without first giving 
consideration to the fundamental difference in perspective between the bench scientist and the ordinary farmer.  
The objective of the bench scientist is to search for generalisable solutions to agricultural problems by testing 
hypotheses under controlled and replicable conditions.  By contrast, the farmer’s objective is to attempt to 
maximise profit (or some variant of that function) in the context of a myriad of changing variables, many of 
which are specific to that particular farm”. 
 
However, Molnar et al agree with Kloppenburg that the perspectives of farmers and scientists are complementary 

and supplemental to one another, and not in conflict.  Further, “local knowledge does not contradict scientific 

knowledge, but rather expands it”. 

 

The authors then discuss “the market system” (“the ultimate importance of the market in shaping on-farm 

decisions”), and “feminism and truth”.  In concluding their critique, they do assert that a critical rural sociology 

will continue to play a key role in pushing forward the sustainability of American and world agriculture.  

However, they also state that the social sciences are likely to remain largely irrelevant to the evolution and 
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direction of agricultural science, due primarily to lack of communication.  They do make suggestions, however, 

concerning the role of rural sociology (to focus on the critical nexus between policy and action), and conclude 

that: 

 
“Pursuit of local, personal knowledge for its own sake is a political and literary undertaking that largely falls to 
the humanities.  These are valuable and important undertakings, but they are no substitute for careful sociological 
studies that provide thick description and quantitative analysis of the institutional and interactional systems 
associated with research, regulation and farming activities”. 
 

 

The second critique of Kloppenburg’s (1991) paper comes from Flora (1992).  She states that Kloppenburg asks 

us to consider new sources of local knowledge and that “this challenges the hierarchy of knowledge production 

and the hegemony of traditional institutions”. 

 

Specifically, she argues that: 

“Locality-free agriculture has been assumed by our locality-free agricultural science ...  it has led to a 
standardisation and subsequent de-skilling of agriculture.  Farmers are becoming interchangeable, as knowledge 
of the local conditions is less relevant than following the best management practices and package directions for 
chemical and fertiliser applications”. 
 

Flora argues for a re-definition of facets within agricultural science, incorporating indigenous knowledge 

and perspectives, and sustainability priorities.  She argues that agricultural scientists have been concerned 

with controlling nature rather than understanding it.  She argues that, if agricultural sustainability requires 

constant locality adjustments, then “farmers themselves must participate in the production of the new science.”.  

Flora states that, as a result, farmers would move from being only recipients to knowledge creators (with the 

associated responsibilities that this would involve).  However, she feels that it is not at all clear whether the 

current set of agricultural institutions are capable of the dramatic paradigm shift that Kloppenburg feels is 

necessary.  She argues that alternative agricultural science will be reconstructed from different institutions by 

different people than those who claim we can reform agriculture and make it more sustainable by a little tinkering 

around the edges20. 

 

In his “Response to Critics” , Kloppenburg (1992) asserts that: 

 
 “the comments of Molnar et al are intended to make the very idea of fundamental alternatives appear not just as 
problematic, but as downright irrational and even as unnatural ... by stating that ‘there is only one science ...’ ”. 
 

However, Kloppenburg argues that the plausibility of this stance, and other similar propositions, has been sharply 

diminished over the last 15 years as the sociology of science has moved decisively away from the standard view 

of science, that is, away from the view that the community of scientists is: 

 
“uniquely capable of generating objectively true and verifiable knowledge that bears no trace of its production in 
a particular social and cultural context”. 
 

                                                           
20 See also Clark & Lowe (1992). 
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Kloppenburg states that this shift has been underpinned by a transition in research methodologies, and that 

there is an associated recognition therefore that “socially contingent (knowledge) does not mean false”, and that 

there is a shift towards a creation of space for the consideration of alternative modes of knowledge production.  

He states clearly that Molnar et al do not meet with this perspective, since their paradigm is founded on the 

assertion that “there is only one science” and therefore “there is only one set of knowledge producers”: 

 
“farmers only come into focus in the universalising prism of science when it is time to transfer the technology to 
them ... and what farmers know becomes relevant only as it is subordinated to scientific knowledge and 
interpreted through scientists ... within a paternalistic framework ... real agency is denied to anyone but 
scientists”. 
 

Further, Kloppenburg argues that Molnar et al misinterpret his support of local knowledge; he argues that: 

“What I do seek to establish is that science, as we have known it, has no unique or exclusive claims to truth.  
There are multiple ways of knowing the world, and we need to embrace the full range of potentials contained in 
that diversity”. 
 

Kloppenburg concludes by stating that: 

“it does not mean that I categorically reject agricultural science as it is now practised.  What I do argue is that the 
partiality of actually existing agricultural science renders it inadequate to produce, by itself, the kind of 
knowledge needed for the realisation of a truly sustainable agriculture.  I suggest that we explore the utility of 
other ways of producing knowledge, and especially (though not necessarily exclusively) that of farmers, in order 
to develop a broader knowledge base....”. 
 

However, he does emphasise, along with Flora (1992) that the participation of farmers in knowledge production 

in not a sufficient condition for the achievement of a sustainable agriculture, since “farmers are not more moral 

than the rest of us”; local knowledge is no panacea - although it is also true that it is farmers who have in fact 

been the principal progenitors of what alternative agricultural practices are now available.  And certainly farmers 

have demonstrated a greater capacity to reorientate their goals and production practices, than have the institutions 

of existing science.   

 

2.2.  The interface between “expert” and “local” knowledges: 

2.2.1.  From the literature: 
The following examples from the literature21 comprise examples of the above debate outlined by Kloppenburg, 

Molnar et al, and Flora. 

 
Arce, A. & Long, N. (1994):  an Actor Oriented Perspective.  The authors observe that: 

“Knowledge interfaces” are the points of intersection between different social fields or domains of actors’ 
practices, where discontinuities, based upon differences of existing lifeworlds, values and social interests are 
most likely to be found  ... These interactions must be analysed as part of the ongoing processes of negotiation, 
adaptation and transfer of meaning that take place between the specific actors concerned. 
 
In discussing the creation and transfer of knowledge, Arce and Long state: 
 
“The various attempts to study and analyse expert science, scientists’ interests, and people’s knowledge and 
aspirations opened the way to detailed ethnographic studies on how knowledge is created and used by all sorts of 
actors in their practical attempts to cope with issues of livelihood and planned intervention by outsiders.  But the 

                                                           
21 See also Roling (1985) concerning the “high status given to scientists”; this is referred to in Section 4.1. 
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creation and transformation of knowledge, we argue, can only effectively be studied and analysed through an 
appreciation of how knowledgeable and capable actors  - whether peasants, bureaucrats or scientists - build 
bridges and manage critical knowledge interfaces that constitute the points of intersection between their diverse 
lifeworlds.  This requires giving close attention to the practices of everyday social life, involving actor strategies, 
manoeuvres, discourses, speech games, and struggles over identity networks and social imagery, since only in 
this way can one tease out the intricacies of how knowledge is internalized, used and reconstructed by the 
different actors.”  
 
Further: 
 
“This new focus concentrated on exploring how practices are organized cognitively and enacted in everyday 
performances ... knowledge is generated... in the everyday contingencies and struggles that constitute social life.  
It is not given by simple institutional commitments or assumed sources of power and authority, but rather is an 
outcome of interactions, negotiations, interfaces, and accommodations between different actors and their 
lifeworlds  ... These “multiple realities” may mean many things and entail different rationalities at the same time 
to the actors involved, but somehow they are contained and interact within the same social context or arena.  It is 
these knowledge encounters and interactions that generate locally-situated knowledge, whether this takes place in 
the setting of a research station or on the farm.” 
 
The authors conclude, however that: 
 
“a major implication of this study is that we need to understand the significance of these social networks and 
modes of knowledge creation and transformation, if we are to go beyond institutional analysis that gives undue 
emphasis to formal patterns of organization, communication and information seeking”. 
 
 
Clark & Murdoch (1997), begin their paper (entitled “Local Knowledge and Precarious Extension of Scientific 

Networks:  A Reflection on Three Case Studies”) with a quotation: 

 
“The recognition that science does not simply fall from another planet should encourage us both to be more 
critical of scientific knowledge but also to be constructive about the kinds of science which will assist in dealing 
with pressing matters such as environmental destruction”. 
 

They outline how rural sociologists have long concerned themselves with the intimate relationships between 

forms of knowledge, systems of meaning and local environments and spaces.  Historical analysis has shown how 

local and regional identities have been shaped by the social and institutional linkages that have tied people to 

place.  The authors argue that, with the modern environmental crisis comes a renewed emphasis on such 

encounters, for the relationship between the local and the global, the traditional and the modern, the romantic and 

the rational, become bound into a concern with the destructive transformation of natural environments.  Further, 

environmental problems have focused attention on the relationship between science and other forms of 

knowledge, and local context. 

 

Clark and Murdoch begin their discussion with a social scientific perspective on science, countering the claims 

that science is an especially unique form of knowledge, and focusing on the ways in which science moves from 

locale to locale while at the same time appearing universal in its claims. They then select three case studies 

which illustrate how scientific and local or traditional22 knowledge-forms provide differing perspectives on the 

                                                           
22 Clark & Murdoch add a footnote here:  “the terms ‘local’ and ‘traditional’, both of which are opposed to 
‘scientific’, are often used as if they were interchangeable.  However, because the word ‘traditional’ has a 
temporal dimension (of being handed down from one generation to the next), we can conclude that local 
knowledge is not necessarily traditional.” 
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same local environments.  They present case studies in order to reinforce the argument that scientific knowledge 

could be applied more efficiently and effectively if it opened itself up to non-scientific ways of thinking.  They 

argue that: 

 
“the costs would be an admission that the universal pretentions of scientific knowledge should be cast aside in 
favour of a more locally sensitive, temporally contingent type of scientific endeavour.  The gain would be a 
recognition of the complex relations and circumstances in which the science is, in practice, embedded leading to 
more environmentally benign outcomes”. 
 

The three case studies of interaction between scientific and local knowledge are: an analysis of the application of 

science to scallop fishing in northern France; an examination of Cumbrian sheep farmers’ conflicts with scientists 

in the wake of the nuclear reactor explosion at Chernobyl; and the author’s study of the relationship between 

nature conservation and farmers in a particular locale. 

 

Focusing on the third case study (Clark 1994), the author examines the farmers’ own understanding of nature, 

and the ways in which science ‘ran into’ this local knowledge.  Clark argues that: 

 
“this example highlights the specificity of place, in which a more intimate, and so more complex, relationship 
between generalised scientific knowledge and contextualised local knowledge is implicated.” 
 

Clark, citing specific examples, argues that: 

“farmers were integrated into the scientific network as potentially ignorant actors, unable to master the arts 
of conservation.  The adept manipulation of nature was thereby defined as the preserve of the scientists... Local 
knowledge became equated with knowledge about agriculture, whereas scientific knowledge came to be equated 
with knowledge about nature, or the local ecology “. 
 

Further, the authors argue that, in general, ecological knowledge is scientific to the extent that it turns ‘wild’ 

nature into standardised categories such as species, populations, communities, habitats an ecosystems, whose 

behaviour is expressed in principles and theories. 

 

The farmers within the case study area, far from seeing their traditional practices as problematic, claimed that 

these have a conservationist component.  However, Clark also argues that one notable reason for the disjuncture 

between the farmers’ understanding of local nature and that of the conservation scientists is that many of the 

species deemed valuable and important by the conservationists are all but invisible to the farmers, making the 

latter somewhat sceptical of the knowledge claims of the former.  In addition, farmers tend to understand nature 

differently: 

 
“Their engagement with the natural world ... allows them to ascribe a different character to nature, as well as to 
identify themselves as knowledgeable actors where local understanding, in many respects, outweighs the more 
universal claims of the scientists”. 
 

In concluding this case study, Clark and Murdoch state that scientific conservation brought with it a knowledge 

of something already familiar to the farmers of the area.  However, this knowledge was ‘strange’, because 

scientific knowledge tends to recast nature and the local environment into terms little understood by the farmers.  

Moreover, the institutions involved did not allow the farmers to be identified as actors with any particular 
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expertise in relation to the natural environment; they preferred to construct farmers as financially 

motivated technicians; this consolidated farmers as farmers, and scientists as scientists - their respective 

roles were clearly marked out. 

 

Clark and Murdoch conclude their paper with the statement that: 

“we can begin to appreciate that the growth (or contraction) of a scientific network is dependent not just on the 
actors who build it, but also both on those (social and natural entities) who are enrolled into it, and on the terms 
of their enrolment...  The aim should be to make the extension of scientific networks more open, fluid, 
democratic, and to build up a relationship between scientific knowledge and local knowledge which has the 
potential for mutual enhancement as ‘hybrids’ of the two are more frequently applied to the creative solution of 
environmental problems.” 
 

 

The context of the paper by Juska & Busch (1994) is that of the role of technoscience in connection with 

Rapeseed, in the U.S.23.  The authors argue that, although there is widespread agreement that technoscience is a 

major driving force of contemporary economic development, understanding is lacking on the specific process by 

which knowledge/commodity transformations are institutionalised.  The authors introduce their discussion in the 

following way: 

 

“The literature that addresses these questions (primarily economics of agricultural development) usually analyses 
the problem only indirectly by describing necessary conditions for the knowledge/commodity transformations to 
occur.  Thus, induced innovation theory is preoccupied with the description and analysis of institutional, macro-
level policies that cause economic agents to search unceasingly for reduced production costs and increased 
market shares.  In such an environment, entrepreneurs are forced to search for qualitative changes in the mode of 
production in order to survive. 
In comparison, the literature on the diffusion of innovations ... analyses knowledge/commodity transformations in 
agriculture primarily on the micro level - in the form of farm innovations.  In such a model, the problem of 
transformation of knowledge into a commodity is measured as the acceptance or resistance of farmers to 
technical change.  Once farmers accept  given technical change, the problem of the transformation of knowledge 
into a commodity seems to disappear”. 
 

Juska and Busch state that both approaches, however, suffer in that they focus on either the macro or micro levels 

of analysis, paying little attention to how micro and macro inter-relate.  Yet, it is at the intersection of these 

two dimensions where knowledge is actually transformed into commodities, and vice versa, where new 

knowledge is generated in the process of commodity production. 

 

The authors observe that emerging network theories attempt to bridge the macro and micro dimensions in the 

analysis of technological development.  More specifically, network analysis treats technological innovation as a 

process of network building.  They discuss this perspective in relation to the emergence of rapeseed as a major 

source of food and feed throughout the world (viewed as one of the most significant achievements of 

contemporary agricultural science). 

 

                                                           
23 Therefore, as outlined earlier in this literature review, the context is markedly different from either 
conservation scheme adoption/non-adoption, or AEM adoption/non-adoption, since the focus here is upon 
technological development.  However, with that in mind, there are some useful points of relevance for our 
research. 
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Juska and Busch argue that technoscience is only effective if it succeeds in building networks that extend beyond 

the scientific laboratory and include farmers, agricultural extension agents, farm machinery manufacturers, 

processors, retailers, politicians, government officials, and consumers.  They therefore discuss the extension of 

the network to include these new actors, since this relates to the production of knowledge.   

 

The authors then outline their methods for examining such networks (which comprised an extensive literature 

review of scientific and technical journal articles covering the period 1942 to the 1980s in Canada).  They 

conclude their analysis with a discussion of the creation of rapeseed technoscience: - networks and modes of 

production.  They argue that their analysis demonstrates that successful development and growth of the rapeseed 

subsector proceeded through three simultaneous developments:  extension of the networks, production of new 

knowledge, and modification of the plant/commodities.  In concluding, the authors state that the creation of a 

robust rapeseed subsector in Canada required a far-reaching strategy of institutional, structural and legal changes.  

Once again, they emphasise the need for technoscience to build up networks “that extend beyond the laboratory 

and allow the establishment of a reciprocal relationship between science and other elements in the larger society.”   

 

 

2.2.2.  Empirical example: 

Skerratt (1998) outlines an example of the interaction of “expert” and “local” knowledges, in her discussion of 

the ESA decision-making process of farmers in Scotland, UK. 

 

TIMESCALE STAGES OF DECISION PROCESS POSSIBLE 

POINTS OF 

“EXIT” 

                  ↓  1.  Pre-attentive criteria:  seeking/sifting information. * 
 ↓  2.  Decision to request a Farm Survey.  
TIME- ↓  3.  Farm Survey. * 
SCALE: ↓  4.  Receipt of Farm Survey Information. * 
6 TO  ↓  5.  Decision to request Farm Conservation Plan.  
12 ↓  6.  Negotiation of Farm Conservation Plan * 
MONTHS ↓  7.  Decision to submit Plan to Scottish Office (SOAEFD).  
 ↓  8.  Consultation with Scottish Office (SOAEFD). * 
 ↓  9.  Participation in ESA Scheme.  

Figure 1:  The ESA Decision-Making Process. 

 

At key points in their ESA decision process, the decision maker(s) decide for or against the ESA, with “points of 

exit” (that is, those points at which the decision is made to withdraw from adopting the ESA scheme) illustrated 
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in the above figure; such points include those at which there is an interaction between “local” and “expert” 

knowledges; these are now discussed24 

 

The Farm Survey is carried out by FWAG (Farming, Forestry and Wildlife Advisory Group), and the way in 

which the Farm Survey was carried out was observed closely by the farmers, and comprised stage (iii) in the 

decision-making process.  The degree and nature of interaction and mutual understanding between farmer 

and FWAG adviser was crucial.  Although there was later discussion of the plan with an agricultural 

adviser, the impression left by the FWAG adviser has been important in many cases, as it can imply a 

negation of farmers' own knowledge of the farm and farm management. 

 

Following the FWAG visit, most farmers waited until they received their Farm Survey before making their 

decision (iv).  This was very much a key moment as farmers had the opportunity not to pursue the ESA Scheme 

any further, if they felt that the suggestions made were sufficiently incompatible with their farm management.  

The farmer was then faced with a number of options:  (a) give no further consideration to the ESA; (b) postpone 

any further ESA considerations; (c) wait for discussion with the agricultural adviser (Stage (v)). 

 

It is necessary to examine the third of these options (c) because it became clear that its significance to the farmers 

was paramount.  "J" is an agricultural adviser, well known and well trusted in the area.  For the overwhelming 

majority of farmers within the ESA, he is their next point of contact.  Many of the farmers would not have 

joined, or would have taken much longer to join, had the agricultural adviser not possessed negotiating 

skills, and the ability to appreciate both the farming and conservation objectives of the ESA.  The essential 

element of this visit was the role of J in formulating trade-offs and thereby moving towards compromise 

(Stage (vi)).  Such trade-offs aimed to ensure that a number of the specific conservation activities are carried out, 

but in a manner which also benefits the agricultural management of the business, or at least does not interfere 

with farm management. 

 

For the majority who reached this stage, and successfully established suitable compromise, decision (vii) is 

whether to submit the Plan to the Government Department (SOAEFD), that is, to register officially an intention to 

join.  For those who went to this penultimate stage, there was further negotiation (Stage viii) of the ESA 

Farm Conservation Plan with a local SOAEFD officer.  If there were changes which disrupted the balance 

established at the previous stage of negotiation (stage vi), a decision to opt out of the Scheme could still 

occur.  In the majority of cases, however, agreement was reached.  This therefore, was the point at which the 

farmer made decision (ix) and joined the ESA scheme for the initial period of five years. 
 

COMMENT:  it can be seen from this example that there were key points in the decision process where there was 

an interaction between two (or more) types of knowledges. The ways in which these interactions took place, and 

                                                           
24 For the purpose of this section, I am focusing only on the “local”/”expert” interface elements of the decision-
making process.  For a full account of the process, please refer to Skerratt (1998). 
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primarily whether, in the words of Cohen (1993), the “expert knowledge is felt to impugn local knowledge as 

ignorance”, were influential in the adoption/non-adoption outcome. 
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IMPLICATIONS FOR IMAGES: 

Possible questions for Phase 2. 
• = We are interested in how local knowledge(s) are generated, transformed and perpetuated 

(especially with respect to both bottom-up and top-down AEMs). 

=  

• = How does local knowledge interact with the AEM decision process?  Are there specific 

stages and types of interaction? 

=  

• = Distribution of that knowledge; “trusted people” can become “experts” within their 

community; some become more expert than others. 

=  

• = Want to find out about the “expert”: “local” interfaces.  How much do these interactions, 

again in the AEM decision making processes, affect the outcomes? 

=  

• = To what extent do the AEM schemes convey an “expert” view (as with Clark & 

Murdoch’s [1997] example), and also imply local ignorance?  Does it depend on top-down 

or bottom-up approaches? 

 

Possible Issues. 
• = How will we actually go about incorporating local knowledge(s) into our analysis? 

=  

• = Can existing knowledge and information networks sufficiently convey the “agri-

environmental agenda”? 

=  

• = Kloppenburg refers to a “transition in research methodologies”, with consideration of 

alternative modes of knowledge production.  To what extent does this statement impact on 

our research process? 
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3.  The agri-environmental context: 
Within the agri-environmental research literature, it has not been possible to locate examples which focus 

specifically on social networks (apart from Skerratt [unpublished]; & [1998], both cited elsewhere in the 

literature review).  However, the following references do give some indications of areas which have been 

addressed, primarily concerned with:  information networks, the expert/local interaction, and the influence of the 

wider, non-farming social environment. 

 

3.1.  Information networks: 

Lowe et al (1990) look at farm adjustment and the environmental consequences.  They investigate the influence 

of the availability of advice and information on the uptake of schemes; concluding that farmers still place more 

credibility on the advice offered on production related inputs by the private sector, rather than conservation 

advice offered by various government agencies.  There is a tendency for farmers to select conservation advice 

and modify it according to their own perceptions of appropriate conservation practice.  The authors conclude that 

sources of information in and around the farming community (neighbouring farms, NFU etc.) remain the most 

important sources of advice. 

 

Morris & Potter (1995) examine motivational factors behind adopters and non-adopters of agri-environmental 

programmes in South East England.  They identify:  passive and active adoption 25, and propose mechanisms by 

which farmers could be moved along the participation spectrum.  This focuses on:  the advisory network, 

demonstration projects and further training.  So, although the authors do not  specifically state HOW farmers are 

influenced by these sources of information and knowledge, they do comprise the means for encouraging greater 

“active” adoption in AEMs. 

 

Bager & Proost (1997) focus on Denmark and The Netherlands in their discussion of voluntary agri-

environmental regulation and farmers’ environmental behaviour.  Such “voluntary regulation” aims at informing, 

educating and advising farmers, or influencing their values and attitudes.  The authors argue that the 

sustainability agenda has partly been adopted by the farming community, and that their priorities and values have 

changed.  This implies that farmers would not automatically turn back into old practices, even if all restrictions or 

incentives were removed.   

 

Bager and Proost review the forms of regulation and also the agri-environmental conflict in Denmark and The 

Netherlands, together with a review of the extensification processes within agriculture in the two countries.  Their 

empirical analysis on factors influencing farmers’ environmental behaviour focuses on those influences on 

farmer’s behaviour which, they argue, include:  traditional extension (the liner, top-down model), innovative 

extension (encouraging farmers to share experiences in a group setting), and farmers’ environmental attitudes. 

 

                                                           
25 “passive”:  farmers joining for financial reasons; “active”:  farmers appreciating the larger significance of the 
agri-environmental scheme and the more abstract validity of its environmental objectives. 
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In describing “innovative extension”, Bager and Proost state that farmers’ informal sharing of experiences is no 

new phenomenon.  What is new, however, is the systematic way in which this source of knowledge is now 

approached by the extension system, which encourages farmers who share the same interests to join together in 

groups (“study groups”) to learn systematically from each others’ experience in order to find new practical 

solutions to the problems they face.  It is worth noting that, while study groups clearly change the relation 

between extensionist and the farmers, as well as empowering farmers by making them responsible for setting 

agendas, they do not as such lead to more eco-friendly practices.  That depends on whether farmers (and 

extensionists) favour such a shift, or whether they prefer to stick to the productivist paradigm.   

 

Bager and Proost present their empirical results concerning innovative extension, and point out that, in The 

Netherlands:  farmers themselves state that participation in these groups is beneficial to them, and that they would 

like to continue; through participation, they were stimulated to try new techniques; the study group serves as a 

sort of justification to participate in an experiment which an individual farmer would never have done; and 

farmers feel a mild degree of social control in the group and there may be some competition.  In Denmark, the 

results from the Crop Protection Study Groups (formal and informal) are also encouraging, and the number of 

groups has grown rapidly since the late 1980s.  They conclude that, in relation to their case studies, voluntary 

regulation - by means of innovative group extension - has spurred farmer creativity and empowered farmers. 

 

 

3.2.  Expert versus local 26: 

McEachern (1992) presents conclusions based upon anthropological research in the Pennine Dales  ESA.  She 

suggests that whilst farmers and conservationists view the same farming landscape, their conclusions are 

contradictory.  For example, for these farmers, land which is productive is also and which is cared for and is 

made attractive through its exploitation (draining, reseeding).  However, farmers, through ESAs, came into 

contact with scientific evidence of environmental damage which often challenged them at the heart of their 

practice.  The officials often perceived as “dreadful” and “ugly” the parts of the landscape which the farmers 

admired:  the pastures and fields extending far up the hillsides, destroying diversity and wildlife habitats. 

 

3.3.  Wider, non-farming social environment: 

Ward & Lowe (1994) conclude that there are two different explanatory models to explain farmers’ conservation 

behaviour.  The first sees falling economic returns from agriculture as a key determining factor, while the second 

sees social change in the countryside as impacting upon the values and aspirations of farm families:  “It is the 

dialectic between the economic and the social which contributes to the transformation of agrarian values and 

fosters an openness to new values ... New groups with different perspectives on rural environmental management 

are establishing themselves in the heart of localities once dominated by the farming way of life”. 

 

Wilson (1997) investigates factors influencing farmers’ motivations for participation in the Cambrian Mountains 

ESA Scheme.  On farms of marginal ESA eligibility, variables that are crucial in “tipping the balance” towards or 

                                                           
26 Skerratt (1998) also discusses this issue; however, it has already been cited in Section 2.2. 
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against participation include:  payments, information from government advisory body, scheme flexibility, 

whether the farmer had successors, and dynamics within the district. 

 

 

 

IMPLICATIONS FOR IMAGES: 

Possible questions for Phase 2. 
• = In general, AEM research into information networks tends to focus on “how” and “what”, 

but not on “why & why not”.   

=  

• = In general, AEM research depicts “the farmer” as USER rather than PRODUCER of 

knowledge and information. 

=  

• = The focus, within agri-environmental research, is mainly on the informational networks, 

rather than social networks (the latter are less “accessible” in research terms). 

=  

• = “Innovative Extension” (Bager & Proost, 1997):  to what extent could this be applied to 

our own country contexts, in association with AEMs? 

=  

• = The influence of wider social context on the dynamics and /or levels of AEM 

adoption/non-adoption. 
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4.  Social & information networks in Agriculture:  possible conceptual & analytical 

frameworks. 
It is worth noting that there appear to be no examples within AEM-related literature, of research addressing the 

issues of social and informational networks, apart from Morris & Potter (1995), McEeachern (1992), and Skerratt 

(1998), Skerratt & Dent (1994 & 1996).  As was evident in the literature review, such networks are largely 

addressed indirectly, rather than directly.  This situation is interesting and exciting in terms of IMAGES, in that 

we will be breaking new ground.  However, it is therefore also true that there is little previous research to provide 

guidance. 

 

The aim of this section therefore, is to present a summary of a number of perspectives from within agricultural 

research, which have tried to address the “social” facet of agricultural decision making (some more directly than 

others).  They are not intended as definitive guides to “the way forward” for IMAGES.  Rather, they are the only 

examples within the agriculture-related literature, which contain a systematic approach to this aspect of context27.  

In addition, although I am not recommending these particular perspectives, they do comprise recognised 

conceptual approaches and as such, are useful points from which to continue our discussion. 

 

In the first example, AKIS (Roling; & Engel), a summary has proved to be particularly problematic, in that it is 

a perspective which is reported without empirical examples or guidelines (even though Engel does not call it 

theoretical).  Therefore it is difficult to illustrate their arguments.  However, at the end of sub-section 4.1., I have 

cited the references which accompany the AKIS Course (at Wageningen), should you wish to pursue the 

perspective in more detail. 

 

Social Movement Theory (Hassanein & Kloppenburg 1995) focuses on the horizontal forms of organising and 

information exchange among dairy farmers in Wisconsin, USA.  The authors, through observation and 

participation techniques, gather data concerning the ways in which farmers have established their own 

information networks in order to support their approach to grazing management.  The dairy “graziers” have found 

these to be necessary, since they have chosen to adopt farming practices which go against the conventional, 

accepted management practices, and are not supported through the more formal, institutional and informational 

networks which currently exist.  The authors present useful case-study material, and relate the development of 

this sustainable farming practice to the theory of social movement. 

 

Gladwin’s (1989) Ethnographic Decision Tree Modelling, although not addressing social networks in an 

explicit manner, could perhaps act as a framework into which the “social and informational networks” data or 

information could be inserted at various stages of the identified decision processes.  That is, the structure could 

be extremely useful, even though the precise content of Gladwin’s work may not be as applicable to the 

IMAGES research project.  Gladwin outlines clearly the “how to” aspects, and gives empirical examples, thus 

making the approach more accessible. 

                                                           
27 Further, there are no examples, as far as I am aware, of the application of Social Network Theory to the 
adoption/non-adoption of agricultural and/or agri-environment schemes. 
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Theories of  Social Character and of Self-Concept:  these are addressed using two key papers which address 

the influence of others upon the individual farmer, NOT in a network sense, but from the approach of the 

individual farmer:  that is, how/why do differences exist between the extent to which farmers are affected (in their 

attitudes, decision making, and their behaviour) by other farmers? 

 

Firstly, the work of Barban et al (1970), although now nearly 30 years old, is a useful perspective on a famer’s 

“interaction” with the world around him/her.  However, it must be noted that the research is carried out in the 

context of “innovation” and “adoption”, and, as noted earlier within this literature review, the adoption of AEMs 

cannot yet be described, necessarily, as innovative behaviour28.  Therefore, although this paper is of interest it is 

constructed within a different context from the IMAGES research.  In addition, unfortunately, the authors do not 

describe their scales for measuring social character in too much detail; however, their overall emphasis may be 

useful for us to consider. 

 

Seabrook and Higgins (1988) address the issue of farmers’ susceptibility to other farmers, through what they 

term the farmer’s Self-Concept.  They examine, through case studies, the components of the Self Concept (how a 

farmer sees himself, how he thinks others see him, and how he wants others to see him).  They argue that some 

policy initiatives, or technologies, may not be adopted because they conflict with the farmer’s Self-Concept, and 

that it is therefore necessary to have an understanding of the public nature of farming, and how farmers are 

susceptible to other farmer’s influence, in different ways and in different scenarios.  They also describe their 

methodology, and thus the approach within this  paper may comprise another useful “tool” for us to consider. 

 

 

4.1.  Agricultural Knowledge & Information Systems (AKIS) (Roling; & Engel): 

The main writers are Roling and Engel, and their work is extensively quoted below. 

 

In addition to being important for Phase 2 Farm Level interviews, this perspective may also inform the 

development of interviews with Institutional Actors who are involved in the IMPLEMENTATION of AEMs. 

 

                                                           
28 This may be an interesting hypothesis for us to examine, through Phase 2 Farm-level Interviews. 
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Roling 1985, 1988, 1990, 1992: 

Achieving (policy) objectives depends ... on changing voluntary behaviour.  Voluntary behaviour is, of 

course, much influenced by social control, but when the intention is to introduce change in voluntary 

behaviour, such social control is not yet operating and often impedes change.  Hence there is  a real need 

for a policy instrument to induce change in voluntary behaviour.  That policy instrument is extension 

(1985:  271). 

 

Extension has been seen as a simple tool of intervention, like a dart gun, which shoots knowledge and motivation 

darts into “target” clients, thus “transferring” knowledge.  At this stage, extension science is concerned with 

improving the intervention instrument (1985:  272). 

 

Within extension science, there is an increasing emphasis on the knowledge system.  This focus on 

knowledge systems and on the interfaces between sub-systems within the knowledge systems, and between it and 

other social systems, implies an increased utilisation of social systems concepts and preoccupation with the 

sociology of knowledge. (1985:  271). 

 

EXTENSION:  THE FUNDAMENTAL ISSUE. 

A key question which is addressed through extension is:  why do people resist change although the “change 

agent” is sure that they would benefit from what is offered?  The answer is focused on adaptation, but in two 

different respects: 

a.  Adaptation of the target person, group or category to the extension message, or, 

b. Adaptation of the extension message or method to the target clients. 

The difference between these two answers is fundamental. The high status accorded to scientists, specialists  and 

experts leads to many extension situations in which the first option prevails: if sending the message to people is 

not effective in changing their voluntary behaviour, it is the people who must be at fault.  However, in situations 

where extension is in close contact with a sophisticated agricultural community, the need to listen and 

understand, to pre-test new ideas with local people before promoting them and to use knowledge which has been 

developed by farmers themselves, is so obvious ... extension should be a two-way process ... Extension should be 

both top-down and bottom-up at the same time (1985: 273). 

 

EXTENSION:   SOME BACKGROUND. 

The “diffusion of innovations” research tradition has had a large impact on extension practice... A large part 

of that impact can be explained  by the fact that diffusion research uncovered what extension workers had been 

doing all along:  visiting progressive farmers (i.e. those with more education, more mass media exposure, more 

opinion leadership, more access to resources, etc.).  What is more, it told extension workers that what they had 

been doing was exactly what they should have been doing:  after all, new ideas do diffuse from progressive 

farmers to others.   

However, this was criticised, because it “follows the path of least resistance”: benefiting those who know best 

how to look after themselves and neglecting those who need assistance but are hard to reach.  This, together with 

other criticisms, such as the pro-innovation bias in diffusion research, the lack of attention to structural variables, 
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and “person blame” (for non-adoption), all led to what has been termed the “passing of a dominant paradigm”.  

The whole paradigm fell into disrepute29.  However, extension still operates as before, limiting its direct contact 

to “progressive farmers”, whether the message is relayed to others or not (1985:  276). 

 

One of the serious problems with the conceptualisation of diffusion research has been the assumption of a social 

system which is homogeneous with respect to the innovation studied.  That is, the innovation was assumed to be 

equally relevant to all members of the social system.  This automatically made non-adopters into “laggards”. 

 

However, in the mid 1970s, targeting of categories of farmers (such as the “laggards”) was introduced.  That is, 

there was concern with adapting the policy to the target.  This was a crucial development:  not only were 

extension methods to be adapted to the target category, but also the content of the extension message.  Therefore, 

INFORMATION was required about the target category.  However, efforts to get the agricultural research 

establishment to accept the notion that research might be designed to fit conditions of target categories have been 

limited so far (Farming Systems Research [FSR] is one such example). 

 

THE SYSTEM CONCEPT WITHIN EXTENSION: 

The background to the work of Roling concerns his extensive discussion and assessment of agricultural research, 

extension, and education networks in the US (US Land Grant College System) and in the Netherlands.  He 

describes both as being a “far cry from the TOT 30 model”.   He states that:  the more farmers know, the more 

they want to know; and that the ever smaller absolute number of farmers is being supported by an ever larger 

army of information providers, be they commercial firms, agricultural newspapers, research, farmers’ 

organisations, or government. 

 

Roling (1988) states that the background to the development of the research is that a normative model develops 

on the basis of research of real-life systems.  Thus, an increasingly important aspect of his research comprises the 

development of a normative model of the agricultural information system (in the Netherlands).  This model 

can act as a “template” which is overlaid on the real-life system, to show up its weaknesses and 

opportunities.  There are three elements:  research, dissemination, and user sub-systems.  The research at 

Wageningen aims to elaborate the model, fill data gaps and set up an expert system based on the logical 

framework.  The expert system will be used to provide policy makers and managers with a DSS. 

 

He argues (1988) that agricultural information is, firstly, a complex phenomenon.  Government departments, 

commercial companies, foreign experts, consumer lobbies, various types of farm men and women, intermediate 

                                                           
29 However, Korsching & Hoban (1990) still use this conceptual framework in their discussion of the 
relationships between information sources and farmers’ soil conservation perceptions and behaviour in the US.  
However, it is worth noting that they recognise that their stance in equating adoption of conservation with 
innovation adoption may be erroneous, but they do not then develop the debate further.  Therefore, although their 
results may be interesting in terms of “what” their sample of farmers did, I would argue that there is relatively 
little progress in terms of answering “why”. 
 
30 TOT means Transfer of Technology; typically, such an approach is totally top-down.  The opposite being cited 
here, therefore, is one in which farmers are integrated within the agricultural research process. 
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organisations, and other institutions are all part of that phenomenon.  Various top-down, bottom-up, and 

horizontal flows of information and transformation take place.  Secondly, the agricultural information system is 

also a deliberately created system.  Using design criteria developed by extension science, by specialists in the 

administration of agricultural research and others, investments are made, people are trained, and existing research 

institutions are re-organised, to create information systems that effectively serve agricultural development. 

Finally, agricultural information systems can be simulation systems, which can be used to quantify information 

flows and knowledge gains. 

 

Roling (1988) defines an Agricultural INFORMATION System as: 

“a system in which agricultural information is generated, transformed, consolidated, received, and fed back in 

such a manner that these processes function synergically to underpin knowledge utilisation by agricultural 

producers”. 

 

Roling (1988) defines an Agricultural KNOWLEDGE System as: 

“a system of beliefs, cognition, models, theories, concepts, and other products of the mind in which the ... 

experience of a person or group with respect to agricultural production is accumulated”. 

 

He argues that the generation of new knowledge is a normal aspect of coping with the environment, and is not a 

special function of researchers ... New knowledge is incorporated within the collective store of local knowledge 

or tradition, and in how different individuals and categories of individuals play different roles in the process 

(Roling 1988). 

 

Such knowledge can be shared and accumulated in social groups.  “Local knowledge” refers to such shared and 

accumulated knowledge vis-à-vis collected experience in a shared environment.  Such “local knowledge” can be 

usefully contrasted with “scientific knowledge”, “official knowledge”, “elite knowledge” and so forth. 

 

Therefore, very substantial questions can be raised regarding the nature of knowledge, its transformation, and the 

interfaces between knowledge and information.  It is obviously too simple to expect knowledge to be “generated” 

by research, “transferred” by extension and “utilised” by farmers.  Farmers are also important generators of 

knowledge and research ... (1988:  283). The processes of storage and knowledge retrieval are central and 

universal activities within the farm family (Roling 1990). 

 

Further, an agricultural knowledge system interfaces with non-agricultural knowledge systems, financial and 

marketing systems, with policy formulation and implementation systems, with ecological systems and so on. 

(1985: 284). 

 

One important aspect of the study of knowledge systems is therefore, the interfaces between sub-systems in the 

system.  Thus, one can examine the linkage mechanisms between research and extension... One can also examine 

the ways in which utilisers exert control over research and/or extension, or the way in which information from 

and about utilisers is used in research programming (1985).   
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THE SYSTEM CONCEPT:  KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT. 

Apart from information processes, questions of administration, planning and programming become interesting 

when looked at from the point of view of a knowledge system. ... Where the concerted action of the sub-system 

determines so much of the outcome, it becomes especially important to study how the various institutions in the 

system begin to form a collective will and co-ordination, whether deliberately or as a result of the pressure from 

below, i.e. from utilisers.  It raises the question of system management, an area of discourse whose importance 

can be deduced from the system approach, but which has few empirical referents to date (1985). 

 

Roling (1992) states that a “knowledge systems perspective” means that farmers and their organisations, 

extension services, technology developers,  experiment stations, research institutes, policy makers, 

administrators, but also NGOs, private commercial companies and consultants, are considered as elements of a 

system.  The actual composition of this system depends upon the set of actors relevant to a given situation. 

 

Although there are problems with the definition of such a system (1992: 48-50), there are also advantages with 

this perspective (1992:  50-51).  The attributes of this perspective include: system boundaries, and focusing on a 

certain domain, with the associated identification of the actors which constitute the system; recognition of  

interfaces between the actors, through linkage mechanisms, networks, institutions and other structural elements; 

co-ordination; power; and a “mission” of the system. 

The author states that the purpose of a knowledge systems theory is to develop a tool, or diagnostic framework 

for analysis, design and management.  There are three key normative statements associated with this model 

(1992: 52-53):  Innovation is the desired outcome of the knowledge system; Performance of a knowledge 

system is measured in terms of the extent to which it creates access to relevant information and technology; and 

Synergy is the desired state of a knowledge system (i.e. the whole is more than the sum of its parts). 

 

Roling (1992) comments, in addition, that simultaneous problem solving occurs - without much interaction - at 

the level of citizens, primary producers, companies and specialised research organisations.  This simultaneous 

activity draws attention to the need for interaction and possible management of these processes.  Obviously, 

integration between these levels through consensus building and constructive conflict could be an important goal 

of knowledge management (1992: 57).  Further, knowledge management will increasingly comprise the ability 

to regroup relevant actors around new issues, effectively recreating knowledge systems around new 

domains. 

 

Finally, Roling (1992) states that knowledge systems theory should not only focus on configurations of actors 

(e.g. in networks and institutions), but also consider innovation, knowledge process and configuration as 

separate, yet mutually articulated and consistent building blocks.  An important task is to identify internally 

consistent Innovation-Process-Configuration combinations.  Design, management and policy focus on the 

appropriate combination for the challenge at hand, on consistency between elements in the combination, and on 

its rapid deployment.  An important criterion for effective knowledge management is flexibility in deploying and 
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mobilising knowledge resources.  This is especially relevant in the context of the challenges that confront us in 

the distribution of the limited good; the untenability of our present predation on the environment; and the 

increasing need to make use of non-coercive methods to take decisions with respect to these challenges (1992: 

58-59). 

 

Engel (1995): 

This paper begins with a quote: 

“When the centipede was asked in which order he moved his hundred legs, he became paralysed and starved to 
death because he had never thought of it before and had left his legs to look after themselves”. 
 

Apparently, many researchers argue the case that innovation processes are best left alone; however, Engel states 

that the social organisation of innovation IS to be taken very seriously.  The paper aims to define a useful 

approach to intervention in the social organisation of innovation in the complex agricultural context.  The 

author explores some initial considerations for designing an approach to intervention (primarily a soft systems 

perspective); in addition, he focuses on knowledge systems thinking as a “perspective” rather than a “theory”. 

 

In his discussion of the Knowledge and Information System perspective (KIS), Engel states that it has been 

constructed as a diagnostic framework to unearth the organisational forms which enable and/or constrain 

knowledge processes, such as generation, transformation and use of knowledge and information.  It focuses on 

organisations and/or persons, and the links and interactions between them.  

 

The definition  of KIS is: 

“the articulated set of actors, networks and/or organisations expected or managed to work synergically to 

support knowledge processes which improve the correspondence between  knowledge and environment, 

and/or the control provided through technology use in a given domain of human activity”. 

 

The boundaries of the system are not given, but tied into its objective or function.  The knowledge system 

definition should not be taken as an ontological description of what is, but rather as a verbal “rich picture” of 

what could be, if and when constructed in such a manner by those social actors involved. 

 

The explicit purpose of developing knowledge systems thinking is to develop a diagnostic framework for 

analysis, design and management (Roling).  This perspective is to provide stakeholders with a useful 

approach to reviewing their interactions in the light of some stated objectives, in order to design more 

effective forms of communication and co-operation. 

 

The perspective does not necessarily include a theoretical framework to suggest explanations of observed 

phenomena.  Its definition emphasises “purpose” rather than “explanation”. 
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The author then highlights the main assumptions of knowledge systems thinking: knowledge processes are 

socially constructed; communication is a form of social interaction, and there is an associated need to 

differentiate between knowledge and information; and innovation is the desired outcome of a knowledge system. 

 

In connection with AKIS (Agricultural Knowledge & Information Systems), Engel highlights a number of 

useful perspectives, which includes a discussion on Knowledge Networks (1995:  44-45).  He states that, in 

order to successfully make available “state of the art” knowledge and information among its actors, a continuous 

circulation of intermediary outputs has to take place within AKIS. Engel states that the knowledge networks 

are:  the more or less formalised, relatively stable pattern of communication and interaction among social 

actors sharing a common concern.  Such patterns emerge as a result of relation building efforts among 

actors. 

 

The study of knowledge networks concentrates on the generation, sharing and use of knowledge and information 

between network members...  The rules that govern knowledge sharing and information exchange in 

networks are only partially known.. Most participants of effective knowledge networks share a common 

rationality, that is, their knowledge base is similar to such a degree that interpretation of each others’ information 

becomes easy and fast.  Also, informal networks are generally embedded in long-standing social relationships, 

mutual understanding and trust being essential to facilitate the sharing of knowledge and information.  Networks 

can be spontaneous and totally informal, or can be designed to serve a purpose (p.44). 

 

The  knowledge network perspective enables Engel to focus on specific concerns, or types of knowledge 

(such as marketing, farm management, soil preparation, feeding, but also sustainability etc.) and to trace 

the way in which relevant actors acquire, share and use knowledge and information related to these 

concerns.  Empirical research can be directed either at revealing priority concerns amongst different sets 

of actors, or at tracing the communication practices they use to share knowledge, information, ideas, 

experiences. (1995:  44-45). 

 

Engel highlights (and answers) the criticism of AKIS: 

1. AKIS does not consider the role of human agency and power in forcing innovations; 

2.  There is confusion between the AKIS perspective as a “practical tool” as against its supposed aspirations to 

offer an explanatory theory; 

3.  The AKIS perspective over-emphasises formal institutions and relationships at the expense of informal ones; 

4.  The definition of knowledge and information used in AKIS thinking is problematic. 

 

Engel argues that AKIS is not meant to be a theory, it is meant to be a soft systems perspective:  it focuses 

attention on a domain of enquiry, not on one particular way of explaining what we observe. 

 

 

REFERENCES FROM AKIS COURSE, WAGENINGEN. 
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4.2.  Social Movement Theory (Hassanein & Kloppenburg (1995): 

The authors highlight the lack of previous research into social movement theory, within the context of sustainable 

agriculture.  They examine such a theory, using a case study of dairy farmers in Wisconsin, where there is an 

emergence of intensive rotational grazing as a local expression of the sustainable agriculture movement.  

Hassanein & Kloppenburg describe how, for recent decades, scientific investigation and technological research 

have encouraged a shift away from a reliance on the seasonal growth of permanent pastures and towards milk 

production based on year-round feeding of stored forage to livestock kept in confinement.  However, a number of 

“innovator farmers” in Wisconsin and elsewhere are now committing what has been terms “dairy heresy” as they 

abandon the dogmas of the conventional confinement system in favour of rotational grass. 

 

The authors argue that the emergent interest in rotational grazing represents more than adoption of a 

technological alternative.  In turning away from the conventional paradigm of milk production, farmers found 

that formal and hierarchical structures of information distribution, characteristic of land-grant universities and 

corporations, were virtual vacuums of information regarding rotational grazing.  Instead, graziers produce and 

transmit knowledge themselves.  Through local and regional networks, graziers have formed organisations 

appropriate to horizontal information exchange.  By openly sharing their experiences of and their thoughts on 

“grass farming”, graziers have steadily gained confidence in their own ability to think, to discover and to know. 

 

The authors then outline “Knowledge, sustainability, and social movement theory”.  In the past 15 years, 

farmers have become increasingly engaged in producing and reproducing a landscape of a sustainable alternative, 

regardless of what research gets done in the laboratories, and what the latest farm bill does or does not say.  Some 

analysts of sustainable agriculture have recognised farmers as producers of knowledge as well as of 

agricultural commodities, termed “experiential knowledge”, or local knowledge.  The aim of the article is to 

extend the understanding of local knowledge in agriculture by examining its production and exchange among 

farmers, and looking at the extent to which local knowledge is socialised.  In addition, the authors emphasise 

that, because grazier networks have been established in recent years with the objective of exchanging knowledge, 

it is important to analyse how alternative knowledge production becomes the practical foundation of a social 

movement.  Hassanein & Kloppenburg review the work of other authors, who argue that social movements are 

more than simple challenges to power; they also are creative energies that produce new knowledge and new 

organisational forms and principles; there is a “making and content of that new consciousness” which is called “a 

cognitive praxis”. 

 

The authors then outline “the cognitive praxis of grass farming”, and the methods that they (as researchers) 

adopted in order to examine this concept among the sample of Wisconsin farmers.  They argue that the analytical 

framework is a heuristic device, and not a straightforward reading of “reality”. 

 

Having outlined the technical dimensions of the changes being brought about by the case-study farmers, 

Hassanein & Kloppenburg highlight the fact that the principles of rotational grazing are not indigenous to 

Wisconsin farmers - they can be learned from farmers in other countries or from a variety of publications that 
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farmers recommend to one another.  However, the practice of  grazing depends upon the development of local 

knowledge, and must be adapted to “place” and locality.  The authors then discuss how farmers who adopt these 

rotational grazing practices no longer see themselves as “dairy farmers” but as “grass farmers”.  The authors call 

this a “re-cognition” of who they are and why they farm; and by re-defining themselves, graziers are self-

consciously rejecting the ideology, technical trajectory, and social structure of conventional dairying (the 

“dairy heresy”):  they are adopting a different way of thinking about production and profitability than is 

associated with the sociotechnical system of conventional dairying. 

 

The authors outline a further key aspect of this re-definition:  if one central tenet of the grazier’s world view is 

that rotational grazing is not a device to purchase or operate, but a skill to develop, its corollary is a proactive, 

empowered outlook that stands in sharp contrast to the attitudes of many conventional producers.  They give the 

example of a prominent grazier who asks his fellow farmers to “Listen to the ones who say ‘I’, and the ones 

who say ‘they’.  You need to be an ‘I’ farmer ... Change is inevitable; you can be its architect or its 

victim”.   

 

Hassanein & Kloppenburg then outline the organisational dimensions of exchanging local knowledge, and 

they conclude that, through horizontal forms of organising and information exchange, graziers overcome the 

limits of their personal experience and usefully share local knowledge in networks that they have formed 

expressly for that purpose. 
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4.3.  Ethnographic Decision Tree Models (Gladwin, 1989):  31 

Gladwin’s research is a blend of anthropology and economics.  Gladwin’s research interests include the changing 

structure of US agriculture, the role of women on the family farm and the increase in women’s farming in 

industrial agriculture; the cognitive relationship between norms, plans and decision processes; and large-scale 

shifts in norms and choice behaviour. 

 

In this text, Gladwin focuses on:  “why model how people make decisions?”; she outlines how to do simple and 

more complex models, and to test these models; and then she concludes with an examination of the use of such 

models.  Gladwin proposes a qualitative methodology to predict individual, (and also group) decision-making, 

and to focus on the “why” of these decision making processes.  She argues that the method has been used since 

the mid 1960s by ethnographers in many cultures to predict the actual choices of individuals within a group.  

Decision Trees have predicted, with a high degree of accuracy in a wide variety of choice contexts, a great 

number of decisions. 

 

The method is called ETHNOGRAPHIC DECISION TREE MODELLING because it uses ethnographic 

fieldwork techniques to elicit from the decision makers themselves their decision criteria, which are then 

combined in the form of a decision tree, table, flow chart, or set of “if-then” rules.  This formal, testable, 

computer-based model of the decision-process is hierarchical or treelike in nature. 

 

Ethnographic decision tree modelling starts from the assumption that the decision makers themselves are the 

experts on how they make the decisions they make.  It is NOT a black-box technique to test the researcher’s 

interpretation of the insider’s culture, like with some quantitative methods (factor analysis, multidimensional 

scaling, cluster analysis).  Instead, it is a way to build a computer-based or expert systems model of the insiders’ 

decision processes from the insider’s own terms and phrasing of their decision criteria.    The model is context-

sensitive; it is culturally tuned by some specific group of individuals and then tested against choice data from 

other individuals within the group. 

 

Gladwin, in the first chapter, gives case-study examples of the application of the methodology, explaining how 

such decisions quickly become complex.  However, through the data collection phase, and the focus upon asking 

the right (or better) questions, it is possible to gather the information required to plot it onto a hierarchical 

decision tree structure, which also gives an indication of decision as process.  The subsequent chapters comprise 

examples of such modelling, together with an appraisal of the common errors and difficulties associated with 

such model building. 

Gladwin (in Chapter 2) outlines methods for:  sampling, interviewing (including specific guidelines), data types, 

and model building (including testing of the model with other interviewees).  In Chapter 3, the author discusses 

the testing of the decision models, including subsequent questionnaire design, sampling, identifying the  

“success” and “error” rates of your model, and finally devising an alternative model.  In Chapter 4, the author 

                                                           
31 A photocopy of the text with decision-tree diagrams (90 pages) is available from me if you would like to read 
it. 
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outlines the common problems associated with these types of models.  She describes how to recognise and 

correct some common errors that decision tree modellers make when building and testing their first models; and 

she describes how to recognise an error when you cannot actually see one (!). 

 

 

In Chapter 5, Gladwin describes how to build more complicated decision models, i.e. multi-alternative and 

multi-stage models and a series of sequential decision models.  The author describes how to include new sub-

routines.  She outlines the basic assumptions that lie behind a multi-stage hierarchical model, and states the basic 

theory that:  in choosing between a large number of objects, decision makers go through multiple stages during 

the decision process.  In Stage 1, they eliminate rapidly, often “preattentively” 32 all alternatives that have some 

unwanted aspect (elimination by aspects theory of Tversky); Stage 2 is when the decision maker chooses among 

2-4 alternatives by first eliminating (or not even considering) aspects on which alternatives have equal or 

equivalent values.  Then the decision maker chooses an aspect on which to order the alternatives, formulates or 

considers constraints on the alternatives, and passes the ordered alternatives through the constraints which, like 

stage one constraints, are NOT ordered.  If the alternative ordered first does not satisfy all the constraints, the 

alternative ordered second gets a chance on them.  If no alternative passes all the constraints, another strategy 

(e.g. further search) is employed. 

 

Gladwin (Chapter 6) then ask the question:  “what use are decision models?” .  She highlights how they are tools 

which can be used (and have been used) to assist policy planners in making critically important decisions.  In 

addition, she sees decision tree models as testable models of real-world decision processes which provide social 

scientists with feedback about their behavioural theories.  Finally, Gladwin argues that such models can help in 

the identification of why certain projects and policies fail. 

 

 

                                                           
32 see also Gladwin & Murtaugh (1980) for a discussion of the distinction between “attentive” and “pre-attentive” 
agricultural decision making.  
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4.4.  Theories of:   Social Character (Barban et al 1970) and Self-Concept (Seabrook & Higgins, 1988). 

 

Barban et al (1970). 

The basic purpose of this study was to investigate Riesman’s Theory of Social Character as it applies to a 

farm population.  In addition, two other sociopsychological variables - innovation proneness and adoption 

leadership - were examined among a sampled population of Illinois commercial farmers. 

 

The authors outline Riesman’s theory that, in terms of social character, people can be divided into three 

groups:  tradition-directed, inner-directed, and other-directed.  Tradition-directed are characterised by a 

general slowness to change, a dependence on family and kin organisation, a very low degree of social mobility, 

and a traditional web of values.  Inner-directed people turn to their own inner values and standards for guidance 

of their behaviour in a rapidly changing society. The inner-directed person believes that he has control over his 

own life and sees himself as an individual with a career to make.  The other-directed person lives in a different 

world, one of abundance in a highly industrialised society in which his attention switches from production to 

service and interactions with other people.  His path to success is by way of merchandising a pleasing personality 

rather than creating a more competitive product.  He is most competent in the art of being manipulated as well as 

manipulating others.  His source of guidance emerges from his contemporaries. 

 

The authors outline their research problem, that of testing Riesman’s theory against a sample of Illinois 

commercial farmers, and they state their initial assumptions about social character in this context.  They then 

outline their methods, including sampling (828 male heads of farm households),  measurement scale, and 

questionnaires (postal).  They adapted the original “Inner-Other Social Preference Scale”, and from this 

developed two self-rating psychometric scales.  Each scale has three items, with three alternative statements 

under each item.  The statements reflect a low, medium, and high degree of the characteristic concerned.  The 

farmers responded to each item by indicating the alternative which was “most like” them and the one “least like” 

them.  The ratios of “most like” to “least like” statements relating to a characteristic are added together to yield a 

self-rating score. 

 

Barban et al, in outlining the results, report that the three characteristics (tradition, inner, and other-directed) 

were distributed quite normally in the sample population.  Further, they found that “inner-directed” farmers 

showed the highest degree of innovation proneness.  The research team had anticipated this finding on the 

rationale that for a farmer to become an innovator, he must have confidence in himself and his ability to make 

decisions independently of his peer group.  He can make these “independent” decisions because he does not need 

to concern himself with what “others” may think; he must satisfy what is right for him in a given circumstance.  

The authors expected that there might also be a significant relationship between inner-other direction and 

adoption leadership.  However, the results were not clear, and further research was suggested as being necessary. 

 

In concluding, Barban et al state that their finding of innovation proneness being related to inner-direction, could 

be useful in determining which segments of a farm population should be initially approached regarding a new 
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farm practice.  And since they have found that people with different social character respond differently to 

communication methods, the implications are clear:  in designing communication to farmers about the acceptance 

of new farm practices, a knowledge of social character is of unique value.   

 

Seabrook & Higgins (1988) 

The authors state that the images a farmer holds about himself/herself significantly affect behaviour and 

the decisions made about the farm business.  The importance of the “Self-Concept” from the viewpoint of 

extension and training is outlined using case studies. 

 

Seabrook & Higgins begin by stating that each and every individual person has a view of himself or herself and a 

view about how he or she is seen by other people.  These views and images about the self can be termed the Self-

Concept.  The images defined by the Self-Concept generate a frame of reference by which an individual 

recognises himself or herself and can pre-select both the goals and the behaviour adopted from an array of 

alternatives.  In an agricultural context, the individual farmer’s concept of himself or herself as a decision 

maker defines the components of appropriate farming practice. 

 

The authors go on to define the Self-Concept as a conglomerate of those attitudes which the individual holds, 

regarding himself or herself, in relation to personally defined variables.  It is not static, since the attitudes can 

change with the dynamics of knowledge and belief.  Individual experiences will help to consolidate or shift a 

person’s attitude on the relevant dimension of the Self-Concept.  However, the attitudes towards the self are, like 

all other attitudes, relatively enduring once established.  In different contexts, different aspects of the Self-

Concept come to the fore as determinants of behaviour. 

 

There are three essential components of the Self-Concept: 

The Cognised Self:  the point at which the individual recognises himself or herself on the scale of any dimension 

of the Self-Concept; i.e. THIS IS ME. 

The Other Self:  this is important in the development of the Cognised Self, and reflects the point at which the 

individual perceives others to recognise him or her on any dimension of the Self-Concept; i.e.  THIS IS HOW I 

THINK OTHERS SEE ME. 

The Ideal Self: this constitutes the point on the scale of any dimension of the Self-Concept to which the 

individual aspires;  i.e. THIS IS HOW I WANT TO BE SEEN. 

 

The authors argue that the Self-Concept is a construct rather than a tangible structure and, as such, its 

measurement must be approached indirectly.  Based on previous research, they formulated and tested 

measurement scales for this purpose: 

EXPERIENCED *-------*--------*-------*--------* INEXPERIENCED 

EXTENSIVE *-------*--------*-------*--------* INTENSIVE 

TRADITIONAL *-------*--------*-------*--------* PROGRESSIVE 

INEFFICIENT *-------*--------*-------*--------* EFFICIENT 



 57

MACHINERY ORIENTED *-------*--------*-------*--------* LIVESTOCK ORIENTED 

 

During each interview, the farmer was asked to mark on the scales shown, for each of the three components of the 

Self Concept (Cognised, Other & Ideal).  The interview was structured around this terminology, and farmers 

were interviewed in a semi-structured manner in order to gain an understanding of their definitions of the 

terminology, and their definitions of the parameters.  The farmers saw each dimension as a continuum, with the 

parameters reflecting degree rather than discrete differences. 

 

Seabrook & Higgins then outlined the use of the Self-Concept in helping to understand farmer behaviour, using a 

case study of farmers in the UK.  They comment on how farming is a public activity:  farm land is adjacent to 

roads and paths, many farmers travel to market to meet friends, and farming generally is a very visible process.   

When examining the Cognised Self in farming practice, they found that farmers recognise and identify with 

certain types of farmers and identify particular behaviours which are seen to be appropriate.  Farmers recognise a 

variety of sub-groups defined by the behaviour patterns to which affiliative preferences are expressed.  If this 

sub-group is not enthusiastic about a new farming development, for example, then the individual too rejects this 

approach to his/her farming in order to retain identity. 

 

Concerning the Other Self in farming practice, Seabrook & Higgins state that farming is a notably visible 

occupation pursued by individuals within a highly judgmental peer group.  Land is intersected by roads and lanes 

and meets other land farmed by other members of a farmer’s peer group.  Practices such as the great effort put in 

to ensure good fertiliser distribution in roadside fields, and buying a new large tractor, too big and totally 

uneconomic for the business, are examples of pandering to the Other Self. 

 

When addressing the Ideal Self in farming practice, they argue that it gives the individual an internally defined 

goal, in relation to which is his or her Cognised Self.  In the perceptions of farmers, a number of stereotypes exist 

and these help to define the Ideal Self in terms of farming behaviour.  Certain items of behaviour and behavioural 

patterns are associated with these particular stereotypes, and if a given behaviour is seen to be symbolic of a 

stereotype which runs contrary to the Ideal Self, its adoption would attack the individual’s own Self-Concept, and 

would therefore be rejected.   

 

Seabrook & Higgins then develop their discussion, examining the implications of the Self-Concept for 

extension and training.  They discuss the common response to the failure of adoption of initiatives.  In using the 

terminology of PROGRESSIVE and TRADITIONAL to refer to given (policy) initiatives, they highlight how 

such initiatives may in fact be in conflict with a farmer’s self concept - the policy/scheme may be seen as 

“appropriate for someone else, but not for me”.  The authors talk of the need for being aware of the Self-Concept 

(and also the “perception conflicts” that exist) when trying to promote new schemes or initiatives, and they cite a 

number of case studies.  They conclude that farmers from different farm types and sizes may have many concepts 

and images in common; and that farmers with very similar farm systems may have very different images of 

themselves and their businesses. 
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IMPLICATIONS FOR IMAGES: 

Possible issues for Phase 2. 

 
• = AKIS:  we may be able to use this conceptual perspective as a framework for our research 

findings.  That is, to “map” the social and informational networks, and to examine the 

current dynamics and levels of AEM adoption in relation to this.  The difficulty with 

applying AKIS may be the lack of existing empirical examples, but we could examine the 

US Land Grant College System, or the system in The Netherlands (“BOVO”). 

=  

• = Social Movement Theory:  this is useful in helping us to examine the way in which 

farmers generate their own information networks; and to examine the extent to which: (1) 
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AEMs are seen as different from conventional agriculture, and (2) existing 

institutions/organisations (formal & informal) can meet the needs of the AEMs. 

=  

• = Ethnographic Decision Tree Modelling:  this is be a structure of analysis which may 

help in farm level interviews, Phase 1 (analysis), and Phase 2 (social & informational 

networks), and may also help us to integrate data from institutional actors, “trusted 

people”, and organisations. 

=  

• = Theories of Social Character & Self-Concept:  these may comprise a useful way of 

examining farmers’ (1) views of themselves, and (2) susceptibility to others’ influence, 

depending on the decision domain.  In addition, we can examine an AEM’s “image”, and 

whether that conflicts with the farmers’ Self-Concept. 

=  
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 5. Implications for IMAGES: 
At the end of each sub-section of the literature review, I have outlined some of the “Implications for IMAGES”.  

My purpose here is not to repeat these, but rather to highlight associated points which we may need to consider as 

we approach the next phase of our research.  I emphasise again that these are my views only, and are not intended 

as a final say; they are purely as a framework for continuing our discussions as a research team. 

 

5.1.  Conceptual: 

5.1.1.  Consistency with aims and objectives of the project, and with the other phases of the data 

collection. 

 

As stated in the introduction to the review, the Technical Annex to IMAGES outlines that we will be looking at 

social networks, and that we are aiming to provide a new understanding of environmentally friendly behaviour 

diffusion.  We plan to develop models of social interactions - interactions between farmers, and between 

farmers and other actors that have an important influence on the involvement of farmers in the conservation of 

the environment.  This will be achieved, in part, through Subtasks 12 and 13 (farm level and institutional 

interviews). 

 

The review has therefore focused on research which has already been carried out, concerning:  decision-making 

within the farm household; farmer-to-farmer interaction; farmer-to-other-actors interaction (including the 

“expert/local interface”); and the wider context within which farmers are operating.  In addition, the review 

highlighted four associated conceptual frameworks. 

 

As I have stated, very little research has been carried out (concerning social and informational networks) within 

the specific context of agri-environmental scheme adoption/non-adoption, to my knowledge. This means that we 

have very little specific guidance from the literature, although the cited examples from parallel research areas (if 

applied with care) will be very useful to us.  In addition, therefore, this situation presents the opportunity for us to 

be innovative (the time for “bold hypotheses and innovative research”, Kloppenburg 1991), and generate new 

concepts and hypotheses within this specific research context.  As stated by Roling (1993): 

 

 “Farmers actively anticipate policy, assess its likely impact and speculate on its change as a result of EU 
policies.  They choose different strategies in dealing with policy, from wait-and-see to an active effort to be 
ahead of the game.  Research to analyse farmers’ policy behaviour is overdue, as is policy as a sub-system 
of the knowledge system and the new linkages and tensions this creates”. 
 

 



 61

5.1.2.  Conceptual & Analytical frameworks. 

In terms of approaching the social and informational networks of farmers within the context of AEM 

adoption/non-adoption, I think that we face a number of choices, in terms of our direction.  In my view, this 

concerns, primarily:  whether we apply an existing theoretical framework; or whether we follow a more empirical 

approach. 

 

Again, from my point of view, I am reluctant to go into Social Network Theory at this stage, because I feel that 

we do not really have the expertise to choose, critically, between approaches, as they could be applied within the 

agricultural context.  I think that if we do choose some sort of analytical framework, I would prefer to apply one 

(or more) that have already been specifically developed within an agricultural context (as discussed in Section 4).  

Of course, this is very much open for discussion (especially with Alexis Ferrand!), particularly if it is found that 

Social Network Theory has been applied to the agricultural context (I have not found any examples so far).  Of 

course, these comments come from my perspective, and it may be that the modellers amongst our team are aware 

of frameworks which could adequately and easily be applied to the social and informational research context as 

outlined in the literature review. 

 

5.1.3.  Formulation of Hypotheses: areas of focus. 

In terms of focusing the next phases of inquiry, hypotheses may be a useful tool for us to consider, in that we can 

re-state some, based on the first 15 months of the project, and formulate new ones which address the issues 

associated with social and informational networks.  Concerning the latter, examples of issues for hypothesis 

construction (based on the Technical Annex and on the Literature Review), could include: 

 

• = The hierarchical placing of social & informational networks as compared with other influences on 

AEM-related decision-making. 

• = Whether the AEM is an innovation, and therefore the adoption of an AEM is innovative behaviour. 

• = Role(s) of AEM implementers in dynamics of AEM adoption. 

• = Role(s) of “trusted people” & “trusted organisations”. 

• = The importance of the “expert:local” interface within AEM adoption/non-adoption. 

• = AEM as a decision-domain where the influence from others does operate in a particular way. 

• = Dynamics of AEM adoption within case study areas; changes in this can be induced by .... 

• = AEM decision-making has unique social and informational networks (or “knowledge systems”). 

• = Theories of Social Character & Self-Concepts as facets of AEM decision-making. 

• = The need to incorporate local knowledge(s) alongside expert knowledge(s). 

=  

These would then assist in providing a focus for the Phase 2 farm-level interviews, and would also allow us to 

examine the ways in which we can begin to integrate the issues and results of all phases of data collection (farm 

& institutional) to an end point (or set of end points). 

 

5.2.  Methodological. 
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5.2.1.  Focus. 

It is my view that, when we are gathering data in  Phase 2, we need to focus on one decision domain, i.e. 

adoption/non-adoption of AEM, and attempt to draw conclusions for that one decision domain, because 

otherwise the data will either be in (1) too general terms; or (2) relate to a decision domain that is not relevant to 

our research problem. 

 

5.2.2.  Interviewing method. 

In terms of the issues raised within the literature review as being of significance in the context of social and 

informational networks, I would argue that data pertaining to these issues can only be collected using a largely 

semi-structured interviewing method.  Although, through a more structured approach, it would be possible to 

examine the “how” and “what” questions, we would finish with very little understanding of the “why”.   Thus, a 

semi-structured approach would allow us to gather both types of information, and would also facilitate the 

interviewee to raise issues not anticipated by the research team. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


