
2 PHASE 2 SURVEY:  INFLUENCE OF FARMERS’ SOCIAL & 
INFORMATIONAL NETWORKS ON THEIR ESA-ADOPTION 
DECISION-MAKING.  

 

2.1 Introduction. 
This section begins with an outline of the AEM institutional processes, focusing particularly on 

implementation of the measures. This comprises the context within which farmers are making 

their AEM-related decisions. Further, in the case of ESAs, there are examples of farmers who 

have been directly influenced in their adoption decision-making by the agricultural advisers, 

and therefore it is considered important to provide the institutional context at the outset.1 

 

The ESA farmers’ decision-making processes are then outlined through the use of Timelines, 

and then through a discussion of the ways in which farmers’ anticipated impacts concerning 

the ESA changed over time, and the sources of these changes. 

2.2 AEM-related institutional activities. 

2.2.1 The ESA implementation process. 
 
The Breadalbane ESA scheme was implemented as follows 2: 
 

YEAR ACTION DESCRIPTION 
1986 SAC targeting “Leader” farmers were selected by SAC, and were encouraged 

to adopt the ESA. 
1987 Official launch of 

ESA 1 scheme.  
Formal meetings for farmers organised by SAC & SERAD. 

1987-
1992 

Interactions 
between SAC & 
farmers 

�� Farmers approach SAC for a farm visit / habitat survey 
(SAC); 

�� Habitat survey sent to farmers. 
�� Second farm visit => negotiations => Farm plan (SAC).  
�� Farmers sign a contract following negotiations with SAC 
�� Approval of plan by SERAD.   
�� Initial contract for 5 years. 

1992 Re-launch of ESA 
(ESA2) 

Geographical area extended, rules altered, and payment levels 
increased. 

1992-
1999 

 �� Farmers approach SAC 
�� Farm visit / habitat survey (FWAG); 
�� Habitat survey sent to farmers. 
�� Second farm visit => negotiations => Farm plan (SAC).  
�� Farmers sign a contract following negotiations with SAC 
�� Approval of plan by SERAD.   
�� Contract for 10 years, with a 5 year opt-out. 

1999 SAC targeting SAC, in consultation with SERAD, contacts directly those 
farmers who have not adopted at all, or those farmers who have 

                                                      
1 The source for these data comprises the Phase 2 Instutional Survey (see Phase 2 
Institutional Report). 
2 Where SAC is the Scottish Agricultural College (Agricultural Advisory organisation); SERAD 
is the Scottish Executive Rural Affairs Department (government); and FWAG is the Farming & 
Wildlife Advisory Group (ecological advisory organisation). 
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adopted ESA1 but not ESA2.  SAC contacts “likely adopters”, 
emphasising that this will be their final opportunity to adopt 
before the scheme closes for applications. 

2000 Official closure of 
ESA to new 
applicants 

A small number of applications by farmers currently being 
considered by SERAD. 
ESA being superseded by Rural Stewardship Scheme. 

Table 1: The ESA implementation process. 
 
 

2.2.2 The CSS implementation process. 3 
Gloucestershire CSS operates differently from Breadalbane ESA, in that the Project Officer 

does not actively promote the CSS, since – due to the discretionary principle and limited 

funding – there are always more applications for the Scheme than the possible number of 

CSS Agreements which can be made with farmers. Therefore, the administrative process for 

farmers interested in the CSS comprises: an interested farmer makes contact initially with 

MAFF; MAFF sends the detailed CSS infomation pack, and suggests that the farmer contacts 

specific advisers to assist with drawing up of a CSS Application. The farmer then submits the 

Application to MAFF, before the Application deadline, and this application is then judged 

against others by the appropriate CSS Officers within MAFF. If a farmer’s application is 

accepted, then the CSS Project Officer will make an on-farm visit to discuss the plans in more 

detail before a final contract is agreed. 

 

2.3 Farmers’ ESA decision-making processes. 
From the analysis of the data, it was possible to observe that typically, a farmer can take from 

3-4 months, to up to 2 years, to decide whether or not to adopt the ESA (see Skerratt, 1998).  

In order to help in their decision-making in this “new” context of ESAs, farmers highlight their 

need for Information & Opinion search both between farmers themselves, &/or between 

farmers and their ESA-related institutional agents, who comprise the Agricultural adviser and 

the Farm Conservation advisers.  The types of issues which farmers discuss between 

themselves has been outlined above, and the interactions between farmers and institutional 

agents are represented in the Timelines (see Figures 1-5, Appendix). 

 
 
During their ESA decision process, it has been noted that farmers search out information and 

opinion concerning this new scenario of ESAs.  Farmers are operating within social and 

informational networks, which pre-date the introduction of the ESA schemes (see Skerratt, 

2001). In the case study of Breadalbane ESA, it is possible to see that – following the 

scheme’s introduction - farmers discussed the ESA amongst themselves, exchanging 

                                                      
3 Although the CSS is mentioned here, the focus in this section is upon Breadalbane ESA. 
The reasons for this is that, as outlined in in Section 1 of the Report, the data showed an 
apparent non, or limited, influence of farmers upon one another’s CSS decision-making; it is 
therefore not pursued here. Further, since the CSS officers’ stance is “reactive” rather than 
“proactive” (see PH2 Institutional Survey Report), there is no reported major influence of an 
institutional agent upon farmers’ own decision-making. 
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information and opinion regarding the conservation and landscape objectives of the ESA, the 

revenue and income aspects associated with the scheme, and the impacts that the scheme 

may have on: intensity of farming systems, workload, flexibility, and independence.  In 

addition, the “image” of the scheme and how that related to “farmers” rather than 

“landowners” was a subject of debate.  These discussions of precise impact tended to remain 

at a general level however, particularly in relation to details of financial gain.  However, due to 

the public nature of the ESA activities (such as fence building, or wall repair), farmers did 

exchange information regarding costings and contract labour. The data from the interviews 

give an insight into the range of “knowledges” and perspectives which existed in the locale, in 

that there were rumours, and differing understandings of what the scheme was likely to 

change for farmers. 

 

2.3.1 Timelines. 
These exchanges of information and opinion, through farmer-to-farmer networks, and through 

farmer-institution networks, are highlighted through the three case studies, using the Timeline 

structure for their analysis.  It is possible to examine farmers’ information searches, the stated 

influences of certain advisors or neighbours, and the final decision outcomes at specific 

points.  Although, at this stage, it is not possible to state, categorically, that these interactions, 

and information searches, are more, or less, important than individual calculation by the 

farmer, it is clear that farmers do live and work within an established, yet dynamic, social and 

informational context, and that faremrs themselves recognise the importance of its role(s) in 

their ESA decision-making process. 

 
Five case study examples of Timelines have been selected (Figures 1-5). It must be 

emphasised that these are not intended to be representative of the interviewed farmers; 

rather, they are used to demonstrate different elements of the ESA-related social and 

informational context as it operates for farmers.  

 

 ADESA01 (Fig. 1): He is a “leader” landowner/farmer targeted by SAC. However, we can 

note that it was also important for him to check out the ESA with his land-owning colleagues, 

through an information search relating to specific information, possible implications, form 

filling, and feasibility on his estate.  He also differentiated between checking the “rules” with 

SERAD, and seeking “advice” from SAC.  The interviewee reported periods of “intensive 

input” at two points – running up to his decision in 1987, and again in 1992. 

 

ADESA03 (Fig. 2): This farmer has links with Head Offices of SERAD, and he keeps up to 

date with policy developments. He is a “leader” farmer in the area, and was targeted by SAC.  

His ongoing relationship with SAC Advisor, and the trust he places in him, was very influential 

in his ESA decision-making.   
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ADESA27 (Fig. 3): For this farmer, the initiative (at ESA2 when the farmer became eligible in 

the extended ESA) came from the Landlord and Estate Factor.  However, it was also 

important for the tenant farmer to talk it over with other farmers (at the two points where he 

was considering ESA adoption).  He too found that SAC were very helpful at the farm plan 

stage.  When his ESA scheme came up for renewal, this farmer talked less with other 

farmers, because it had become more the norm (see quote from AD27 above). 

 

ADESA34 (Fig. 4): This farmer has ongoing relations with his one neighbour, and with the 

SAC advisor.  Both these encouraged him to join, and he had no other discussions with other 

farmers.  He searched out information from SERAD to check details of how the scheme would 

affect him on his farm. However, when his scheme came up for renewal in 1994, he did not 

act on this.  It was not until 1999, when the SAC adviser once again encouraged him that he 

finally adopted again. 

 

NADESA17 (Fig. 5): This farmer has an ongoing relation with the SAC advisor (through the 

Premium Scheme, which is an intensive support structure that allows the farmer to call on 

SAC at any time for technical advice).  However, he had heard rumours about “dictation” and 

a “loss of independence”, so he was not persuaded by the SAC advisor to adopt the ESA. In 

addition, he continuously observed ESA adopters to gather information, which also informed 

his second decision (following SAC’s final targeting in 1999) not to adopt. 

 
 
TIMELINES: points in common within the interview sample. 
The majority of interviewed farmers went to the ESA Meeting (either in ESA1 or in ESA2 – or, 

if eligible, then to both).  Then, again for the majority, there followed a period of information 

and opinion search.  Farmers stated that the ESA represented something totally “new” for 

them, and that they were were not sure how to address and digest this new context.  

Interviewees differentiated between directing a search towards (1) other farmers and/or 

towards (2) institutional agents, and further, they made the distinction between information 

(e.g. from SERAD) & opinion (e.g. from SAC and from other farmers). 

 

Interviewees emphasised the importance of the fact that the ESA was, and is being, 

delivered, through agricultural institutions that pre-date the ESA, and that there are links with 

the institutional agents which exist irrespective of the ESA scheme.  This aspect was 

highlighted as being important for the “legitimacy” and acceptance within the farming 

community, of the ESA.  It was emphasised that, had the ESA been delivered through new 

institutions with a “green” (environmental) remit at its beginning, this would have had a 

negative influence on perceptions about the scheme. 4 

                                                      
4 A key change in 1992, when the ESA was renewed and extended, comprised the 
introduction of FWAG as one of the organisations directly involved in the ESA 
implementation.  FWAG were responsible for the first farm visit, and the drawing up of an 
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There were periods of more intense information searching activity, and information and 

opinion exchange, relating to decision-points and/or to ESA promotion.  However, farmers 

also described ongoing discussions with other farmers between their consecutive ESA (1 & 2) 

adoption decisions, in order to exchange experiences, both positive and negative, regarding 

how the scheme was working out in practice.  So, generally, farmers reported that most 

farmer-to-farmer discussion took place at the beginning of the ESA scheme (1987), with 

comparatively less taking place in 1992.  However, for some farmers, the frequency of 

discussion increased again after 1996, as uncertainty over the future of Agri-Environmental 

Measures started to creep in. 

 

All farmers reported SAC’s involvement in the preparation of their farm plans, particularly in 

the first ESA (1987-1992), and all reports of this interaction with SAC were positive, in that 

SAC was reported as being able to appreciate differing perspectives (agricultural and 

ecological). 

 

Finally, for the majority of farmers who adopted the ESA for a second time (in 1992), they 

typically described this as “renewing their scheme” (even though it comprised a new farm plan 

with new rules and payment levels), rather than as a decision to join again.  There is one 

exception to this, who viewed his second farm plan as a second adoption decision. 

 
TIMELINES: points of difference within the interview sample. 
Firstly, farmers differed in whether their links with institutions, and with other farmers, were 

described as “relations” (sustained over a longer period of time), or as “interactions” (taking 

place at key moments, typically with a specific purpose).  At this stage, it is not possible to say 

that if a farmer has only “interactions” rather than “relations”, then he/she is less likely to 

adopt the ESA.  This is a question that requires further investigation.  

 

However, a number of farmers stated that the agricultural advisers are also personal friends, 

and that this is important to them.  For example, one of the two SAC advisors has been 

working with and for farmers within the ESA area for over 30 years.  He has established 

strong friendships with some farmers, and knows their businesses very well; he has seen 

their highs and lows, economically, and is viewed by the farmers as a source of information 

and advice to be valued and trusted.  In addition, this SAC advisor is of a similar “age & 

generation” as many of the longer-established farmers in the area (60s).  In discussing this 

aspect, farmers emphasised the importance of trust, in terms of asking for, and accepting, 

information and external assessments of their farming businesses. This had been established 

                                                                                                                                                        
ecological audit of the farm.  For the majority of farmers, this was the first time that they had 
come into contact with an organisation such as FWAG.  The continued role of the SAC 
advisor who drew up the final farm plan with the farmer (activities based on the ecological 
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prior to the ESA’s introduction to the area, and appeared to play an important role in farmers’ 

subsequent acceptance of the ESA. 
�� “(Of SAC adviser) – he knows about as much of the farm as I do” [ADESA07] 
�� “He’s someone you know and his advice proved good.  We’re pretty conservative, us farmers.  We 

don’t like to change – we’re the worst.  So you need someone you can trust” [ADESA09] 
�� “The adviser’s been an influence on a lot of things to do with this area, not just ESAs.  He’s always 

been looked on as an independent advisor, with no axe to grind.  And his manner … you could 
phone him any time and he’d give advice; he’d walk your crops, and he’d tell you what you need…” 
[ADESA09] 

 
 
Previous research (including: Morris & Potter [1995]; McEachern [1992]; Carr & Tait [1991]; 

Skerratt [1998]) highlights the significance of the interactions between farmers and advisors 

during AEM delivery, as an interaction of knowledges (between a “scientific” perspective and 

a perspective based on “local knowledge”). In this case study, it appears that the legitimacy 

afforded to the advisers allowed for a degree of two-way acceptance and negotiation 

concerning these knowledges. 5 

 
However, although some interviewees clearly placed confidence directly in their advisor, other 

farmers still needed to check from other sources, typically to gain “information” from SERAD, 

or “information and opinion” from other farmers or colleagues. 

 

Further, there was a difference in response between farmers concerning degree of influence 

from others:  some farmers were happy to state explicitly that they were influenced by 

advisers (such as through being targeted) or by neighbouring farmers. However, other 

farmers described interactions and information exchanges, but wanted to stress a lack of 

influence –the decision to adopt/not to adopt was most definitely theirs’ alone.  This aspect 

was also observable for tenant farmers, who differed in their descriptions of how much their 

landlords had influenced their ESA decision, or how much they had maintained their 

independence as tenant farmers.   

 

Farmers also differed in terms of whether their networks comprised “neighbours” (usually 

within their locale, from within 1 to 15 kilometres), or “colleagues”, that is, farmes whom they 

know through farmers’ unions, landowning unions, or whom they meet at the market at 

particular times of the year. 

 
Finally, the time taken to move through their ESA adoption process differed from farmer to 

farmer, the following range being evident within the sample: 

�� Almost “immediate” – within the first 3 to 4 months of the ESA’s initial promotion. 

�� 1-2 years: these farmers first wishing to observe how other farmers manage the ESA. 

                                                                                                                                                        
audit) therefore played an important role in the “mediation” between an ecological orientation 
and farming system priorities (see also Skerratt [1988]). 
5 Indeed, this ESA has the highest adoption level (75%) of all the ESAs in Scotland, and it is 
informally accepted that the skills of the advisor in mediating between farming and ecological 
perspectives is one of the key components of this uptake level. (SERAD, pers comm [2000]) 
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�� Many years: there are examples of farmers finally being persuaded by SAC at the end of 

1999, having being eligible to join since 1987. 
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2.3.2 Changes in anticipated impacts over time, and sources of these 
changes. 

A FARMER’S ANTICIPATED IMPACTS. 
 

TIMELINE FOR AEM PROCESS  
 
 
 
 1987 1987  1993 & 1998  
ANTICIPATED 
IMPACTS 

T1 
WHEN ESA 
INTRODUCED 

T2  
AT ESA 
DECISION 
POINT 

T3 
AS ESA 
OPERATES 
POST 
DECISION 

T4 
SUBSEQUENT 
RE-ADOPTION 
DECISION [UK] 

T5 
NOW (2000) 

2.4 FARM & 
ECON 

 

Technical level of 
enterprise 

     

Intensity of farming 
system 

     

Security of revenue                 
Level of income      
Flexibility of the farming 
system 

     

Workload (including 
bureaucratic) 

     

2.5 ENVIRONMEN
TAL 

 

Preserve nature                      
Maintain/improve 
landscape quality         

     

2.6 SOCIAL 
 

Independence in 
decision-making            

     

Acceptance of external 
assessment 

     

Family patrimony                    
Producer identity      
Social reward (leader)      
Table 1: format used in the Phase 2 Questionnaire, to access the issue of farmers’ changing 
anticipated impacts of the AEM over time. 
 
The sources of anticipated impacts – through information and opinion – were classified as 
follows during the interviews: 
SOC Socially generated anticipated impact, based on information & opinion from within 

the farming community 
CALC Personally assessed by the farmer, although such an independent assessment may 

be based on gathering of information & opinion from within the farming community. 
INST Institutionally generated. 

 
 

PHASE 2 FARM SURVEY 45



When the ESA was first introduced (T1), farmers has anticipated impacts about 
the following: 

ANTICIPATED IMPACTS T1
WHEN AEM
INTRODUCED

FARM & ECO N
Technical level of enterprise �
Intensity of farm ing system �
Security of revenue �
Level of incom e �
Flexibility of the farm ing system �
W orkload (including bureaucratic) �
ENVIRONMENTAL
Preserve nature �
Maintain/im prove landscape quality �
SOCIAL
Independence in decision-m aking �
Acceptance of external assessm ent �
Fam ily patrim ony
Producer identity
Social reward (leader)

Table 2: types of anticipated impacts within the interview sample 
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At T1, the majority anticipated ESA impacts of interview sample were as 
follows: 
 
ANTICIPATED IMPACTS T1 

WHEN AEM WAS INTRODUCED 

2.7  
� = � 

2.8 FARM & ECON 
   

Technical level of enterprise �   
Intensity of farming system � =  
Security of revenue                                   � 
Level of income � = � 
Flexibility of the farming system �      �� =  
Workload (including bureaucratic)   � 

2.9 ENVIRONMENTAL 
   

Preserve nature                                       �  � 
Maintain/improve landscape quality         �  � 

2.10 SOCIAL 
   

Independence in decision-making            �      �� =  
Acceptance of external assessment  = � 
Family patrimony                                         
Producer identity � =  
Social reward (leader)    
 
Table 3: majority ESA anticipated impacts amongst interviewed farmers. 
 
 Main anticipated impacts 

amongst the survey sample 
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How did the anticipated impacts change between T1 & T2? 
 
Where there was a change in the anticipated imapcts, it was for those farmers where made 

their AEM adoption decision many years after they had first heard of the AEM. The following 

examples of 2 adopters and 1 non-adopter are illustrative of changed anticipations.  

 
 
ANTICIPATED IMPACTS T1 

WHEN AEM 
INTRODUCED 
(1987 OR 1992) 

T2 
AT AEM DECISION POINT (1999) 

2.11  
 FARM1 

(AD) 
FARM2  
(AD) 

FARM3 
(NAD) 

2.12 FARM & ECON 
 

Technical level of enterprise     
Intensity of farming system =    
Security of revenue                                 �   � 
Level of income � � = TO � � 
Flexibility of the farming system �      �� � = � 
Workload (including bureaucratic) �   � 

2.13 ENVIRONMENTAL 
 

Preserve nature                                       �    
Maintain/improve landscape quality         �    

2.14 SOCIAL 
 

Independence in decision-making            �      �� = �� TO � �� 
Acceptance of external assessment �   � 
Family patrimony                                          
Producer identity     
Social reward (leader)     
 
Table 4: changes in anticipated impacts over time for 3 sample farmers. 
 
 
Comment: For the 2 farmers who finally adopted the AEM, the key input at T2 was from the 

institutions.  For the non-adopter, he continued to receive institutional input, but also had his 

personal calculations which informed his decision more strongly. 
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Sources of changes in anticipated impacts at T1 & T2 for the interviewed 
sample. 
 
ANTICIPATED IMPACTS T1 

WHEN AEM 
INTRODUCED 

2.15 SOURCES 
AT T1 

SOURCES AT T2 
(decision point) 

2.16 FARM & ECON 
 

Technical level of enterprise    
Intensity of farming system = INST & SOC & 

CALC 
INST & SOC & 

CALC 
Security of revenue                                 � INST & SOC & 

CALC 
INST & SOC & 

CALC 
Level of income � INST & SOC & 

CALC 
INST & SOC & 

CALC 
Flexibility of the farming system �      �� INST & SOC & 

CALC 
INST & SOC & 

CALC 
Workload (including bureaucratic) � INST & SOC & 

CALC 
INST & SOC 

2.17 ENVIRONMENTAL 
 

Preserve nature                                       � INST & SOC & 
CALC 

INST & SOC & 
CALC 

Maintain/improve landscape quality         � INST & SOC & 
CALC 

INST & SOC & 
CALC 

2.18 SOCIAL 
 

Independence in decision-making            �      �� INST & SOC & 
CALC 

INST & SOC & 
CALC 

Acceptance of external assessment � INST & SOC & 
CALC 

INST & SOC & 
CALC 

Family patrimony                                         
Producer identity    
Social reward (leader)    
 
Table 5: sources of changes reported by the interview sample. 
 
 
SOURCES OF ANTICIPATED IMPACTS: 
SOC Socially generated anticipated impact, based on information & opinion from within 

the farming community 
 

CALC Personally assessed by the farmer, although such an independent assessment may 
be based on gathering of information & opinion from within the farming community. 

 
INST 

 
Institutionally generated. 
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2.19 CONCLUSIONS / IMPLICATIONS. 
Firstly, AEMs are introduced into a dynamic context of farmers’ social and informational 

networks.  In addition, their introduction may result in the creation and maintenance of new 

links, for example, between farmers and institutions (such as FWAG).  These relations and 

interactions comprise the environment within which farmers live and work, and further, they 

comprise sources of information, opinion and validation which are important to farmers in their 

decision-making. However, if we focus our research only on those aspects of farmers’ 

decision-making which we « reasonably expect » to be important for him/her (such as 

individual calculations relating to financial gain or loss), then we gain only a partial picture of 

their decision-making process.  It is argued therefore, that there is a need within policy 

assessment to incorporate these facets of farmers’ decision-making within analytical 

frameworks, as elements which are complementary to the more conventional focus upon the 

single decision-maker in isolation from his/her social context. 

 

Secondly, it is argued that the above results have implications for extension, for delivery, of 

AEMs in the future. The above analytical perspective throws light on: the types of information 

and opinion being circulated amongst farmers, and the types of anticipated impacts of the 

AEMs which are being discussed.  Perhaps we can then begin to understand where these 

reactions to policy measures are coming from, how they are being generated, communicated, 

transformed and legitimised.  We anticipate that these types of questions are important in the 

delivery of measures, particularly as they move increasingly towards a broader agenda (such 

as in the Rural Development Regulation 1257/99).  Further, in this dynamic policy context, 

how do institutions assess their continued legitimacy within the farming community ?  Some 

may change their names, such as « agriculture departments » becoming « departments of 

rural affairs »6, in order to encompass a broader remit, but how is that then interpreted at farm 

level (see Heinze & Voelzkow [1993]; Bager & Proost [1997])?  Can the same institutions 

reasonably be expected to deliver the newly emerging policies ? If not, what are the 

implications for acceptance – and uptake - within the farming community, particularly if such 

measures purport to comprise new expertise which require the re-assessment, by policy 

recipients, of their established modes of operation and rationale. 

 
 
 
 

                                                      
6 Such as in Scotland, UK:  in 1986, the Government Department of Agriculture was called 
the “Department of Agriculture & Fisheries for Scotland”; in 1999 this had changed to the 
“Scottish Executive Rural Affairs Department”. 
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Landlord & 
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Ongoing relation with SAC 
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Ongoing link with 2 neighbours 

Ongoing link with SAC (Premium) 

Decided 
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SAC tried to 
persuade 
me 

SAC tried to 
persuade 
me
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dictation
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