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Introductory comment. 
 

This paper comprises a first description of the data from the three case study sites 

within the UK: 

• = Countryside Stewardship Scheme, Gloucestershire, England. 

• = Cotswold Hills Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) Scheme, England. 

• = Breadalbane Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) Scheme, Scotland. 

 
A total of 119 interviews have been completed, and these are structured as follows: 
 
 
BREADALBANE ESA 
(SCOTLAND) 

COTSWOLD HILLS ESA 
(ENGLAND) 

SEVERN & BERKELY 
VALES    CSS 
(ENGLAND) 

Adopters Non-
Adopters 

Adopters Non-
Adopters 

Adopters Non-
Adopters 

      
TOTAL =  39 TOTAL= 40 TOTAL = 40 

 
 

It must be emphasised, however, that this paper is not presented as an analysis of 

the data, but rather as a descriptive presentation.  That is, the paper does not include 

a commentary on the findings at this stage, concerning why certain patterns and 

issues have or have not arisen within the Phase 1 Survey.  Similarly, there is no 

discussion of the implications of these data for the IMAGES Research Project.  It is 

fully recognised that each of these elements is fundamental to an in-depth 

understanding of the Phase 1 UK Farm Survey data, and they will therefore each be 

pursued within the next version of this paper (due in May 1999). 
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COUNTRYSIDE STEWARDSHIP SCHEME 
GLOUCESTERSHIRE, ENGLAND. 

 
CSS ADOPTERS. 
 
BACKGROUND DATA. 
 
FARMER & FAMILY: 
The age of CSS adopters ranges from 38 to 71, with no distinct pattern emerging; 
similarly, successor status is mixed within the sample.  Farmers’ wives involvement 
in the farm business is also mixed.  Strategic decision-making amongst CSS 
adopters is predominantly farmer only, although there are occasions of involvement 
of other generations within the family (for example, sons).  Management decision-
making appears to involve farmers and their spouses.  The majority of CSS adopters 
have always been in farming; however, there is no distinct pattern regarding how 
they have acquired their farms (being distributed between: inherited, rent, purchase). 
 
ECONOMY & FARM: 
The types of farming system within the CSS adopters category comprises a range 
from:  100% livestock, through to 100% arable; there are also a small number of 
businesses for whom the enterprise is balanced equally between arable and 
livestock, and also those for whom off-farm income is significant.  The debt profile of 
CSS adopters within the interview sample is that they all either do not have any 
borrowing, or that any loans are easily manageable.  CSS adopter’s farms tend to be 
owner-occupied, although there are some mixed tenureship arrangements within the 
sample.  Farm size varies from 12 hectares through to 2500 hectares. 
 
SOCIAL & ENVIRONMENTAL: 
All CSS adopters are members of farming organisations (including: National Farmer’s 
Union, Tenant Farmer’s Association, Farming & Wildlife Advisory Group, Organic 
Farmers’ and Growers’ Association, and a number of producer groups [crops and 
livestock]).  Almost no CSS adopters are members of either co-operatives or 
machinery rings.  Within the sample, there are both farmers who do and do not 
subscribe to farming magazines and journals, and farmers who both do and do not 
use outside professional information and advice for their farm decision-making. 
 
CONSERVATION ACTIVITY: 
Conservation Management activities for 1988-1998: CSS adopters are managing 
field margins (predominantly dry stone walls, and traditional hedgerows), wetlands, 
with the management of grasslands both for biodiversity and for birds and wildlife.  
Within the sample, there is no management of water margins, conservation 
headlands or archaeological sites. 
Conservation Management activities for 1998-2003: CSS adopters plan to continue 
managing their field margins (dry stone walls and hedges), wetlands, and grassland 
for biodiversity; management of small woods and archaeological sites are also 
planned.  Once again, there is no planned management of water margins or 
conservation headlands. 
 
 
MAIN OBJECTIVES FOR NEXT 5 YEARS: 
Almost all CSS adopters stated that their most important objective comprises 
“making a reasonable living”; in addition, farmers highlighted “maximising profitability” 
with a fewer proportion citing “looking after the countryside”. 
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CSS ADOPTION DECISION-MAKING. 
 
FIRST HEARD OF CSS: 
The adopters within the sample heard first through the following sources: official CSS 
letter; talking with others at the agricultural market; farming magazines; and their 
agricultural adviser.  The majority then searched out more information, primarily 
through the Countryside Commission (both through the Information Pack, and 
through contacting the local area offices) and through their agricultural advisers. 
 
TYPE OF DECISION:  
The adoption/non-adoption decision-process was perceived as being “strategic” 
rather than “management” by all CSS adopters; the decision-making process 
typically involved either: solely the farmer; or the farmer plus other family members. 
 
INFLUENCE FROM OTHERS: 
Many of the CSS adopters stated that they had discussed the CSS with other 
farmers.  They were influenced to adopt the CSS by: other farmers, on-farm 
employees, landlords (where appropriate), agricultural advisers, and CC advisers.  In 
addition, CSS adopters were directly influenced to join by: the official CSS 
information packs, as well as information received more “informally” through 
magazines and the press. 
 
INFLUENCE OF FEATURES OF CSS: 
ENCOURAGED:  CSS adopters perceived the payment levels to be attractive, and 
the associated rules/guidelines of CSS to be helpful. They stated that it was a help to 
know that negotiation (and renegotiation, where necessary) were both available, in 
order to resolve any problems.  The time scale (10 years) was also felt to be 
favourable, since it gave a sense of “knowing where you are for 10 years”.  The 
financial input was felt to facilitate the carrying our of conservation activities that were 
broadly in line with the farmer’s own aspirations; further “stewardship” was felt to go 
along with the public’s view of the farmer’s responsibility (as perceived by the 
farmer). 
WOULD DISCOURAGE IF CHANGED:  If payments were decreased, this would 
cause CSS adopters to re-consider adopting; for many, if the payments were any 
less, they would not join.  Similarly, if the nature of the restrictions were felt to be 
more onerous and/or to make less sense, then farmers would have to decide 
“whether or not they could live with it”.  The option for negotiation was considered to 
be a valuable feature of the scheme for the future. 
 
MAIN REASON FOR ADOPTION: 
Broadly, CSS adopters stated that the CSS’ objectives and guidelines (on the 
ground) “agreed with our way of thinking”.  The financial incentives allowed CSS 
adopters to improve the appearance of the countryside and the farms; “it’s nice to 
see wild daffodils, as it would all be arable otherwise – it makes the countryside more 
pleasant to live in”.  Further, the CSS was felt to be paying farmers to do the things 
that they would wish to be doing anyway 2under ideal circumstances”.  Finally, the 
CSS was perceived to be helping with certain marginal areas of the farm (for 
example, wet parts of the pasture), in that there was now a way to “make them pay 
for themselves” by fulfilling a conservation remit. 
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FACTORS AFFECTING CSS ADOPTION: 
These were highlighted as being: 
• = Farm size (flexibility to adapt to CSS-induced changes); 
• = Farm type (livestock – felt to allow additional benefits of field boundary 

maintenance for stock management); 
• = Intensity (flexibility); 
• = Financial considerations (CSS payments allowed for conservation works to be 

carried out which would not have been possible otherwise, or at least would not 
have been possible at such speed) 

 
 
 
 
 
POLICY SCENARIOS: MECHANISMS ON THE GROUND. 
 
MENU SYSTEM/FARM PROJECT 1. 
The majority of CSS adopters within the sample selected the second option (Farm 
Project), their reasons including: 
 

• = The AEM (Agri-Environment Measure) is related to a particular farming 
system and to the local environment, but it is also related to the overall 
management of the whole unit.  “It relates to your farm and your situation”. 

• = The Farm Project option would enable adopters to have the Scheme which 
suits their farm rather than one that is financially beneficial but not necessarily 
best for the environment. 

• = This option would enable them to pursue “a holistic approach” (rather than 
being “intensive with little parts of conservation”), and this was felt to be 
congruent with how farmers already have to look at, and manage, the whole 
farm: “the current farming system [approach] does this already”. 

 
 
PARCELS/WHOLE FARM 2. 
The majority of CSS adopters within the sample selected the second option (Whole 
Farm), their reasons including: 
 

• = If, under an AEM, only small parcels are selected, they will not give enough 
return to warrant the effort involved. 

• = That the Whole Farm approach would allow AEM policy to target specific 
wildlife or environments, and concentrate the money there, rather than 

                                                      
1 In the Questionnaire, these are defined as follows: MENU – “a menu system where you 
choose from a list; the total amount of the premium you receive is based on the number of 
points that you choose” (from a predefined list). FARM PROJECT – “A system with conditions 
which are related to your farming system, and the environment.  This would be an overall 
project for your farm, which would include: an environmental approach (with precise 
objectives), with technical and economic approaches”. 
2 In the Questionnaire, these are defined as follows: PARCELS – “A subsidy related to 
parcels of land on the farm, with specific activities to carry out on these contracted parcels, 
but with no constraints on the rest of the land that you use”.  WHOLE FARM – “A premium 
related to the whole farm system, which can be  divided into a basic premium with minimum 
requirements on the whole of the land area (do not over-fertilise, manage the land by 
controlling scrub, do not spread animal manure near water courses etc.), and an increased 
premium on the part of the farm where the ecological or landscape interest is more important. 
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scattering it around (in small parcels), and rather than “interrupting farmers 
who are producing for money”. 

• = There is a need to look at the whole farm, “otherwise you’ll get chemicals and 
high production in one part of the farm”. 

 
 
METHODS/RESULTS 3. 
Within the CSS adopter sample, the responses to these two options were mixed, but 
there were more in favour of the first option (Methods). 
 
Methods: 

• = You can guarantee the “method” but not the “result”. 
• = You cannot account for nature/the weather, so there needs to be “fluidity” in 

design of AEMs to take account of this. 
• = Farmers should currently be paid in Methods, and if the results are not met 

over a number of years, then there should be a renegotiation with farmers to 
try again. 

 
Results: 

• = If you have the Method option, a lot of (Scheme) money could be wasted.  
The Results option puts the onus onto farmers to achieve something:  
“farmers will then actually want results, not just hope for them”. 

• = “These schemes must have an aim, and if you don’t get results, you don’t get 
paid”. 

 
 

                                                      
3 In the Questionnaire, these are defined as follows: METHODS – signing an agri-
environmental contract in which you agree to follow the prescriptions demanded (for example: 
timing of grazing, cutting date restrictions). The scheme monitoring would the be carried out 
according to the methods you have used.  The scheme payments will be paid if the methods 
have been used, even if the results do not necessarily meet the scheme objectives.  
RESULTS – signing an agri-environmental contract where you agree to obtain a specific, 
monitored result (for example: length of grass cannot exceed 5 cm at such a date).  The 
methods you have used would not be monitored, and the scheme payment would only be 
given if the specified results are achieved. 
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COUNTRYSIDE STEWARDSHIP SCHEME 

GLOUCESTERSHIRE, ENGLAND. 
 
CSS NON-ADOPTERS. 
 
BACKGROUND DATA. 
 
FARMER & FAMILY: 
The age of CSS non-adopters ranges from early 30s to 80s.  More than half of the 
interview sample are aged in their 50s, with the remainder being in their 40s and 60s.  
Successor status is mixed, in that there are almost equal proportions of farmers is 
the “yes, definitely have a successor” and “don’t know” categories.  There are slightly 
more farms with spouse involvement than not; specifically, strategic decision-making 
is predominantly taken by “the farmer plus family members”, and “the farmer plus 
external professional input”.  Management decision-making again predominantly 
involves “the farmer plus other family members”, as well as element of external 
advice and input.  All of the CSS adopters within the sample have “always been in 
farming”, with the majority having inherited their farms, the remainder of the sample 
being split equally between those who have purchased and those who rent. 
 
ECONOMY & FARM: 
Almost all of the CSS non-adopter sample comprises farming systems which gain 
more than 60% of their income from livestock farming, with only a small minority 
gaining a similar proportion of their income from arable farming.  There are no farms 
with total (or most) income from “off-farm” sources.  The debt/load category most 
reported within this sample is that of loans being “manageable” but that they do 
influence decisions; a smaller proportion of farmers also reported having no debts, or 
ones which were easily manageable.  Tenureship status is distributed within the 
sample almost equally between “owner-occupiers” and “mixed”.  Farm size is 
predominantly between 50-150 hectares, with small number of farms being below 50 
hectares. 
 
SOCIAL & ENVIRONMENTAL: 
Almost all farmers within the sample belong to farming organisations (including: the 
NFU; CLA [Country Landowners Association]; FWAG; Sheep Breeders’ Associations; 
Tenant Farmers’ Association; Milk Group, local agricultural societies, crop forums, 
and organic farmers and producer groups).  More than half the sample belongs to co-
operatives (these are mainly milk-producers co-operatives where producers are 
linked to a buyer).  In addition, the majority of farmers within the sample belong to 
machinery rings.  Two-thirds of the sample subscribe to farming magazines and 
journals, and more than two-thirds use outside information and advice in connection 
with their farming business. 
 
 
CONSERVATION ACTIVITY: 
Conservation Management activities for 1988-1998: Many of the CSS non-adopters 
are carrying out some conservation management on their farm, primarily through field 
boundary management (dry stone walls and traditional hedges).  There is very little 
management of water margins, permanent grass for biodiversity, or small woods; 
there are even fewer farmers involved in conservation headlands, and the 
management of archaeological sites. 
Conservation Management activities for 1998-2003: Again, farmers are planning to 
be mostly involved with field boundary management.  There is an interest in future 
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management of wetlands and ponds, permanent grass, and small woodlands.  
However, very few farmers reported any plans for management of water margins, 
conservation headlands, or archaeological sites. 
 
MAIN OBJECTIVE FOR NEXT 5 YEARS: 
The main objectives for CSS non-adopters within the interview sample comprised: 
“Making a reasonable living” and “Maximising profitability”; in addition, farmers 
mentioned “Developing the farm for successor” and “maintaining farm value”. 
 
 
 
CSS ADOPTION DECISION-MAKING. 
 
FIRST HEARD OF CSS: 
The majority of CSS non-adopters first heard about the CSS through farming 
magazines; a smaller proportion reported hearing of it first through their local 
agricultural adviser, with a small number reporting other sources including: farming 
TV programmes, official letters, and their agricultural market (talking with other 
farmers).  The majority searched out more information about the CSS. 
 
TYPE OF DECISION:  
Two thirds of the CSS non-adopter sample perceived the CSS decision-making 
process to be of a “strategic” (rather than “management” nature), the remaining third 
viewing it as more of a “management” option.  For those considering the CSS at a 
strategic level, all the family were involved in the decision-process, and in a number 
of cases, outside assistance was additionally sought.  For those viewing the CSS 
decision-process as a management issue, the majority reported involvement of 
“farmer plus spouse”. 
 
 
INFLUENCE FROM OTHERS:   
More than half of the CSS non-adopters reported having discussed the CSS with 
other farmers.  In terms of actually being influenced by others, many farmers 
highlighted influence from “other family members” and also from other farmers, as 
well as the more formal channels of local advisers from MAFF (Ministry of Agriculture 
Food and Fisheries), CC (Countryside Commission), ADAS (Agricultural 
Development and Advisory Service), and contacts with the RAC (Royal Agricultural 
College). 
 
 
MAIN REASON FOR NON-ADOPTION:  
Within the CSS non-adopters sample, many reasons were given for their non-
adoption; these raised issues relating to the competition/tendering process for CSS 
schemes, some general principles about “what farming should be about”, and “what 
AEMs should be aiming for”, and reluctance to change farming practice.  The 
following comprise a synthesis of these results. 
 
Reluctance to change farming practice: 

• = “I didn’t want to change my farming ways; and I need to use fertiliser and 
medication for my livestock enterprise…” 

 
Expected inadequacy of returns from CSS: 

• = “Not enough money in the CSS, and there’s no return for doing these 
activities”. 
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• = “I would have to reduce the quantity of cows and fodder grown, and this 
would reduce my income.  Would this be balanced by CSS grants?  I haven’t 
checked the figures through yet”. 

• = “This farming system could not warrant the pasture change to traditional non-
intensive grazing, because the value of the land is too great for me to 
extensify”. 

• = “I don’t know whether the CSS would allow me to generate enough income 
per acre; I have to service my loan – that’s my main priority.  I’m 100% behind 
the scheme, but it’s more applicable to those who’ve inherited [their farm], 
where money’s not a problem”. 

 
 
General statements: 

• = “You tend to drift in farming; you don’t do anything unless it’s really 
necessary.  There’s plenty of other things going on on the farm [without the 
CSS]”. 

• = “I don’t feel that the farm is damaging the environment.  I don’t need to stop 
farming intensively – I’ll just carry on as I have done for 20 years”. 

• = “I don’t like having my hands tied – you can’t do what you like”. 
• = “I’m not interested.  I was brought up to produce physical products – that’s 

why my set-aside is under industrial crops.  I think farmers are taking the easy 
option by doing nothing and being paid for it”. 

• = “It’s just another thing, another restriction; I didn’t want to get involved”. 
• = “I don’t want to be told what to do; I’m against [public] access; and farmers 

here have ‘stewarded’ the landscape for the past 300 years – there’s nothing 
wrong with it!” 

 
General comments regarding CSS: 

• = “The structure is too rigid; the time-structure [timing of activities]”. 
• = “CSS doesn’t fit in with other plans – for example, for diversification”. 
• = “Restrictions in harvesting times and ditching and hedge trimming – it 

wouldn’t have worked on this farm”. 
• = “CSS doesn’t mix with making a living out of the farm…” 

 
Comments regarding the competitive tendering process for CSS Applications: 

• = “They [CC] are very prickly about who they choose”. 
• = “My application was refused by MAFF – I won’t try that again; it takes too 

long”. 
• = “FWAG advised a farmer not to try as the CSS isn’t much money and only 

farmers with a serious interest in the Scheme or environment would be 
considered”. 

 
 
 
FACTORS AFFECTING CSS ADOPTION:  CSS non-adopters highlighted these as 
including:  financial considerations; farm size, type, and intensity (relating to flexibility 
for incorporating CSS guidelines), tenureship (landlord preference), and availability of 
labour.   
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POLICY SCENARIOS: MECHANISMS ON THE GROUND. 
 
MENU SYSTEM/FARM PROJECT 4. 
The majority of farmers preferred the “Farm Project” option, although a small minority 
selected the “Menu system”; reasons for both included: 
 
Menu system:   

• = It is easier to do, and would have the overall same effect as the Farm Project; 
it’s more flexible and you could pick and choose what you like.  You could 
also choose how much you’ll get for certain things. 

• = You can use the scheme on certain parts of the farm rather than the whole 
farm. 

• = “There is information to trade-off [with this option]; we would know what it’s 
going to cost, so we could calculate; the other option [farm project] is too 
arbitrary”. 

 
Farm Project: 

• = It is better suited to current farming systems; it’s simpler. 
• = Every farm is different (weather, soil); some farms can do things that others 

cannot.  It can therefore be tailored to these different farms and their different 
management,  technical and economic approaches. 

• = It would allow me to plan for 5-10 years. 
 

 
 
PARCELS/WHOLE FARM 5. 
Within the CSS non-adopter sample, there was an equal proportion of farmers 
preferring either the “parcels” or the “whole farm” options.  Their reasons can be 
summarised as follows: 
 
Parcels: 

• = You could carry on as you are now. There would be less impact on the farm 
business. 

• = It is more flexible; if you had to put the whole farm in, then you would also 
need to change the whole farming system.  There would be too many 
conditions.  Do not want a blanket rule for the whole farm. 

• = You can farm efficiently with this option – you can’t marry environment and 
production – they can’t compete. 

• = You could get more out of the better land on this farm.  Some parts are less 
productive than others. 

• = Parcels would be easier to maintain within the farming system.  SO many 
farms have not got well-shaped fields and therefore [under parcels] you could 
put those areas which are odd shapes and difficult to access with machinery, 
into trees. 

 
Whole farm: 

• = You need to do the whole farm, otherwise you are just pushing the same bits 
for conservation all the time.  You would just pick out the poor land. 

• = Whole farm would have the best environmental effect.  A neighbour was 
offered the “parcels” option, but he could not see the point of comparison 
between two fields. 

                                                      
4 See definitions on pg. 3. 
5 See definitions on pg. 3 
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• = It would be easier to work, rather than giving over a parcel of land for 5-10 
years, and then not being able to incorporate it into your system. 

• = If it is a small farm, there is no room for parcels, for the whole farm option 
would be better. 

 
 
 
METHODS/RESULTS 6. 
Amongst the CSS non-adopters sample, the majority of farmers preferred the 
“Methods” option; however, a smaller proportion of farmers also stated the need for a 
“Results” option; their reasons are summarised below. 
 
Methods: 

• = You have no control over weather and its effects.  It’s a nice theory, but in the 
real world, the weather changes the results – so it would not necessarily be 
bad management. 

• = “At least you would be doing something.  And if the scheme is designed right, 
you should achieve results (it’s up to them to design it to work)”. 

• = If it did not work, it would be less of a financial loss [for the farmer]. 
• = There would need to be immediate pay: you would have to wait 20 years for 

some results! (e.g. woodland regeneration) 
 
Results: 
• = You have not got the restrictions of being told what and when to do things. 
• = “You should be aiming for something; I cannot see the point of entering into 

something if you are not [aiming] at achieving”. 
• = If you work only with “methods” you can be sloppy.  “Results” mean that you have 

to achieve targets, but you can manage it how you like. 
 
 

                                                      
6 See definitions on pg. 4 
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COTSWOLDS ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREA SCHEME 
GLOUCESTERSHIRE, ENGLAND. 

 
ESA ADOPTERS. 
 
BACKGROUND DATA. 
 
FARMER & FAMILY: 
The age range of farmers within the ESA adopters sample is from 38 through to 77; 
there are a considerable number over 60 years of age.  The majority of the farmers 
definitely have a successor.  There is no distinct farming family situation reflected 
within the sample.  However, strategic decision-making involved predominantly 
“farmer only”, although there are cases of involvement of the farmer’s spouse and/or 
other family members.  Management decision-making is carried out predominantly by 
“farmer only”, with some input from external consultants.  Within the sample, the 
farming systems are either predominantly arable (where more than 90% of income 
comes from arable), or arable with other on-farm activities (such as diversification, 
horses, etc).  The majority of ESA adopters within the sample have “always been in 
farming”, and there is a mix of both “inherited” and “purchased” land acquisition 
categories within the sample. 
 
ECONOMY & FARM: 
As stated, farming systems are predominantly arable within the sample, although 
there are a small number which also have livestock on farm, but they do not typically 
comprise a significant element of income.  Debt levels within the sample range from 
“easily manageable” through to being the “main factor influencing decisions”.  Tenure 
status represents no clear pattern within this sample, being distributed amongst 
“owner-occupied” and “mixed” (although there are few purely tenanted farms).  Farm 
size ranges from 20 hectares through to 607 hectares. 
 
SOCIAL & ENVIRONMENTAL: 
The majority of ESA adopters within the sample are members of farming 
organisations (including the NFU, CLA, Game Conservancy, FWAG, and producer 
groups).  Most farmers within the sample are not members of either machinery rings 
or farming co-operatives. Most report subscribing to farming magazines and journals, 
while the is no distinct pattern concerning use of outside information. 
 
 
CONSERVATION ACTIVITY: 
Conservation Management activities for 1988-1998: Farmers within the sample are 
concerned mainly with the management of field margins (primarily dry stone walls); 
there are very few farmers who are managing conservation headlands, 
archaeological sites, or water margins.  Approximately one third of the sample 
farmers are managing small woods, and permanent grass to improve biodiversity. 
Conservation Management activities for 1998-2003: Again, management of field 
margins remain a priority; however, there is very little planned management of 
conservation headlands, water margins or archaeological sites.  There are slightly 
more farmer planning to manage small woods and permanent grassland than are 
currently involved. 
 
MAIN OBJECTIVE FOR NEXT 5 YEARS: 
More than one third of the ESA adopters sample stated that their main objective is to 
“maximise profitability”; in addition “maintaining the value of the farm” was also 
highlighted. 
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ESA ADOPTION DECISION-MAKING. 
 
FIRST HEARD OF ESA: 
Farmers within the ESA adopters sample stated that they first heard of the ESA 
through farming magazines and journals, and also through the official MAFF letter 
informing them that they are within a designated zone.  Almost all of the sample 
searched out more information, predominantly through the formal channels of MAFF 
Information Packs and visits to MAFF. 
 
TYPE OF DECISION: 
The majority of ESA adopters viewed their decision as being of a “management” 
orientation (rather than “strategic”); the decision was taken predominantly by the 
farmer, with very few involving either a spouse or other family member. 
 
INFLUENCE FROM OTHERS:   
Approximately half of the farmers stated that they discussed joining schemes such as 
the ESA with other farmers.  The majority noted an influence from other family 
members (with the final decision being taken by the farmer alone), with influence also 
coming from the local government adviser and the official information packs from 
MAFF. 
 
 
INFLUENCE OF FEATURES OF ESA: 
ENCOURAGED:    The payment levels were felt to be advantageous, both for the 
walling and hedging, but also for farm profits. 
WOULD DISCOURAGE IF CHANGED:  Many farmers felt that if the nature of the 
restrictions changed (and became applicable on more areas of the farm), and if the 
payment levels decreased, then ESA adoption would be significantly discouraged. 
 
MAIN REASON FOR ADOPTION:  
These included: reimbursement for maintenance of walls; improvement of the 
countryside; and financial gain whilst maintaining good husbandry.  To many, the 
ESA appeared to be a “sensible” idea which generally fitted in with the farming 
system (in fact, in many cases, was reported as leading to little actual change in the 
system).  Further, the ESA was directly allowing for conservation works which many 
felt they could not have otherwise afforded to do. 
 
FACTORS AFFECTING ESA ADOPTION:  These were highlighted as being financial 
considerations (incentive offered by the ESA); intensity of the farming system (in 
terms of flexibility); and farm type (livestock or crops). 
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POLICY SCENARIOS: MECHANISMS ON THE GROUND. 
 
MENU SYSTEM/FARM PROJECT 7. 
Within the ESA adopter sample, there was an equal proportion of those preferring the 
“Menu system” and the “Farm Project”; the reasons are summarised as follows: 
 
Menu: 

• = This option gives more choice and is more straightforward.  It is simpler and 
more direct. 

• = It is more adaptable to the farm, and also gives the farmer the freedom to 
choose from a range of options. 

 
Farm Project: 

• = Farmer’s situations can change, so this approach allows for recognition of 
this. 

• = It is tailor-made to the individual farm and its circumstances. 
• = The conditions will be simpler, and it will have less paperwork associated with 

it [than the Menu option]. 
 
PARCELS/WHOLE FARM 8. 
Within the sample, there were slightly more farmers who preferred the “whole farm” 
option; reasons for both are summarised as follows. 
 
Parcels: 

• = Some areas of the farm are not suitable for agriculture, so good for an AEM. 
• = This option is good because you can put the AEM onto the less productive 

areas, since also it is better not to “push” this land. 
• = Within AEMs, farmers still need some freedom.  This approach allows for 

flexibility, and can be adapted to the farming system. 
 
Whole farm: 

• = It makes farm management easier. 
• = It gives the whole arm a more environmental aim; otherwise it is hypocritical: 

you can treat bits of land differently – why?  Who decides which pieces of 
land should go into parcels? 

• = It will stop farmers simply putting poor agricultural land into the scheme and 
damaging the rest. 

• = It would be more simple, with less paperwork. 
 
METHODS/RESULTS 9. 
Within the ESA adopter sample, two-thirds of the farmers preferred the first option 
(Method) – their reasons are as follows: 
 

• = It may not be possible to meet the results, but we can meet the methods. 
• = The experience of the ESA shows that the weather can influence results, so 

this approach allows for more flexibility [than Results option].  The seasons 
vary – each year is different, and this option would allow for that. 

• = There would be less restrictions with more trust and less checking. 
• = “You do your best to get results.  The agreed method would be based on an 

expert’s opinion – it’s not your fault if it [then] doesn’t work”. 

                                                      
7 See definitions on pg. 3. 
8 See definitions on pg. 3 
9 See definitions on pg. 4 
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COTSWOLDS ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREA SCHEME 
GLOUCESTERSHIRE, ENGLAND. 

 
ESA NON-ADOPTERS. 
 
BACKGROUND DATA. 
 
FARMER & FAMILY: 
All of the farmers within the ESA non-adopters sample are aged less than 40 years of 
age.  Successor status is distributed between “don’t know” and “yes”.  The farmer’s 
spouse is involved on all the farms, as are other family members.  Strategic decision-
making typically involves the farmer plus spouse, plus other family members; 
Management decisions are taken by the farmer and spouse. The main percentage 
income from the ESA non-adopter farms within the sample is mostly arable.  The 
farmers have predominantly “always been in farming”, and there is no pattern in 
tenureship status. 
 
ECONOMY & FARM: 
As stated, the farming systems within the ESA non-adopters sample is predominantly 
arable (with some livestock).  There is no distinct pattern in terms of debt.  Farm size 
ranges from 16 hectares through to 160 hectares. 
 
SOCIAL & ENVIRONMENTAL: 
Most of the sample are members of farming organisations (the NFU), and there is no 
pattern regarding membership of either co-operatives or machinery rings.  Very few 
of the sample subscribe to farming magazines and journals, and there is no clear 
pattern regarding use of outside information and expertise. 
 
CONSERVATION ACTIVITY: 
Conservation Management activities for 1988-1998: Farmers within the ESA non-
adopters sample are involved in management of field margins and small woods.  
However, there is no management of water margins, conservation headlands, 
grasslands for birds and wildlife, or archaeological sites.  
Conservation Management activities for 1998-2003: There is planned continued 
management of field margins within the sample, as is management of small woods.  
There are no plans for management of water margins, conservation headlands, 
grasslands for birds and wildlife, or archaeological sites.  
 
MAIN OBJECTIVE FOR NEXT 5 YEARS: 
Within the interview sample of ESA non-adopters, the two main stated objectives 
comprised “looking after the countryside” and “developing farm for successor”. 
 
 
ESA ADOPTION DECISION-MAKING. 
 
FIRST HEARD OF ESA: 
Farmers within the ESA non-adoption sample first heard of the ESA through farming 
magazines, and through the official MAFF letter; some of the farmers then searched 
out more information, primarily through the MAFF Information Pack and the local 
area office.  
 
TYPE OF DECISION:  
Adoption/non-adoption of the ESA was perceived as a management or operational 
decision (i.e. not as a strategic decision), and involved farmer and spouse. 
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INFLUENCE FROM OTHERS:   
Most of the farmers within the sample discussed adoption/non-adoption of AEMs with 
other farmers; however, no direct influences were reported. 
 
 
MAIN REASON FOR NON-ADOPTION:  
These included: 

• = Anticipated restrictions on farming and alternative enterprises. 
• = Fear of “mapping “ (for example, through habitat surveys) leading to further 

external knowledge of, and constraints on, the farming system. 
• = Not liking “being told what to do to”. 
• = A sense that the “goal posts” are likely to change in the future, and an 

associated fear that the farmer is then tied to something that had been initially 
agreed under other regulations. 

 
 
FACTORS AFFECTING ESA NON-ADOPTION:  These were highlighted as being: 

• = Individual circumstances associated with tenureship arrangements and 
successor status. 

• = Financial considerations – the ESA was felt to be offering less than enough. 
 
 
 
 
POLICY SCENARIOS: MECHANISMS ON THE GROUND. 
 
MENU SYSTEM/FARM PROJECT 10. 
Within the interview sample, there was a greater preference for the Menu System.  
The reasons given are that it would be more adaptable to the farming system (than a 
project) –that it, one can pick and choose levels and types of involvement. Secondly, 
that the system is easier for the farmer to understand. 
 
 
PARCELS/WHOLE FARM 11. 
Within the sample, there was a preference for Parcels, since these are perceived as 
being more adaptable within the farming system, and also allow for greater flexibility 
of negotiation. 
 
METHODS/RESULTS 12. 
There was a total preference for the Methods approach.  The reasons include: 

• = “It’s a safer bet.  You have to protect yourself.  If you don’t succeed, you still 
get paid for your effort, for example, if nature didn’t help”. 

• = “It is simpler and easier to agree on [than the Results approach].  There 
would be no argument as to whether you’ve achieved the results”. 

• = It is easier to achieve what the system requires. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
                                                      
10 See definitions on pg. 3. 
11 See definitions on pg. 3 
12 See definitions on pg. 4 
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BREADALBANE ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREA SCHEME 
PERTHSHIRE, SCOTLAND. 

 
ESA ADOPTERS. 
 
BACKGROUND DATA. 
 
FARMER & FAMILY: 
Within the sample of ESA adopters, the majority of farmers are aged in their 40s and 
50s; there are also adopters aged in their 30s, 60s, 70s, and 80s.  Over half of 
farmers within the sample definitely have a successor, the remainder being split 
almost equally between “definitely not” and “don’t know”.  The majority of the farms 
involve a farmer, spouse, plus other family members.  Strategic decision-making is 
carried out by farmer plus family members, with additional external advice being 
used.  Only very occasionally is there strategic decision-making by “farmer only”.  
Management decision-making again shows family, and external, involvement, and 
there is a higher proportion of “farmer only” decisions.  Nearly all of the sample of 
farmers have “always been in farming”, with only a small minority being “new to 
farming”.   There are slightly more farms that have been purchased or rented, than 
inherited. 
 
ECONOMY & FARM: 
Amongst the sample of ESA adopters, the overwhelming majority of farming system 
type is livestock (sheep; sheep and cattle); there is a very small proportion of farms 
with 60% or more off-farm income.  The debt/loan situation is distributed almost 
evenly between the three categories of “no loans”, “easily manageable”, and 
“manageable but influences decisions”.  The majority of farms within the sample are 
owner-occupied, the remainder being largely tenanted.  Farm size ranges from less 
than 50 hectares through to more than 3000 hectares, with a slightly higher 
proportion of the sample being above (rather than below) 500 hectares. 
 
SOCIAL & ENVIRONMENTAL: 
The majority of farmers within the sample are members of farming organisations 
(NFU, Highland Glen Producers, Grassland Management Society, Sheep Breeder’s 
Society, Scottish Quality Beef & Lamb Association, Scottish Landowners’ Federation, 
Scottish Organic).  Further, although the majority of farmers belong to a farming co-
operative (such as Highland Glen), very few farmers belong to a machinery ring.  A 
high proportion of the sample of farmers subscribe to farming magazines or journals, 
and the majority use outside information and advice in connection with their farm. 
 
CONSERVATION ACTIVITY: 
Conservation Management activities for 1988-1998: The majority of farmers within 
the ESA adopter sample carried out management of field boundaries (primarily 
through dry stone walling or “dyking”).  In addition, a number of farmers were 
involved with the management of: water margins, wetlands and ponds, permanent 
grass, small woods (majority of farmers), and archaeological sites. 
Conservation Management activities for 1998-2003: there is a smaller proportion of 
farmers planning to be involved in field boundary management; in addition, there are 
fewer farmers indicating the continued management of water margins, wetlands and 
ponds. 
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MAIN OBJECTIVE FOR NEXT 5 YEARS: 
The majority of ESA adopters within the sample stated that their main objective is to 
“make a reasonable living”; the other two objectives which were referred to most 
often comprised “maximise profitability” and “being progressive”.  A small minority 
also mentioned “looking after the countryside”, “maintaining farm value” and 
“developing farm for successor”. 
 
 
 
ESA ADOPTION DECISION-MAKING. 
 
FIRST HEARD OF ESA: 
The majority of ESA adopters within the interview sample first heard of the ESA 
through three main sources: the ESA Meeting which was organised in the area at the 
scheme’s inception; the official ESA letter advising farmers that they were within the 
designated ESA; and the visit of their agricultural adviser (from the Scottish 
Agricultural College).  Other sources for first hearing of the scheme included: farming 
magazines and TV programmes, the agricultural market, and farm workers.  The 
majority of the sample then searched out more information, primarily through SAC, 
NFU and the Scottish Office Agriculture Environment and Fisheries Department 
(SOAEFD). 
 
TYPE OF DECISION:  
Views concerning whether the ESA adoption/non-adoption decision-making process 
involved strategic or management issues, were split equally within the sample.  
Where farmers considered it to be strategic, the majority of decision-makers appear 
to be “farmer only”, with some decision-makers also involving family members and 
advisors.  Where the ESA decision process was viewed as management, those 
involved on the majority of farms appeared to be “whole family” rather than “farmer 
only”. 
 
INFLUENCE FROM OTHERS:   
All farmers within the ESA adopters sample stated that they discuss the 
adoption/non-adoption of schemes such as the ESA with other farmers.  In terms of 
influence upon their adoption decision, the majority of farmers pointed 
overwhelmingly to the local advisory network, followed by “other farmers” and “family 
members”.  When considering influence from information sources, farmers again 
cited the importance of the local adviser, as well as the official ESA Information 
packs, and official ESA Meeting. 
 
 
INFLUENCE OF FEATURES OF ESA: 
ENCOURAGED:  The majority of farmers felt that the payment levels comprised a 
significant influence on their decision to adopt the ESA.  In addition, the opportunity 
for negotiation of the farm-level contract/farm plan was considered to be very 
important by two-thirds of the sample, followed by nature of the restrictions (felt to be 
not too onerous) and the fact that most of the rules appeared to make sense. 
WOULD DISCOURAGE IF CHANGED: The main factors cited by more than half of 
the farmers comprised payment levels (if decreased), opportunity for negotiation (if 
removed), and restrictions (if increased to more of farm, and more of farming 
operations).  An additional factor which could act as a disincentive comprises the 
introduction of regulations concerning public access. 
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MAIN REASON FOR ADOPTION:  
Reasons cited by the farmers within the ESA adopters sample included: 
 

• = The ESA tied in with what we were doing and wanted to do; we agreed with 
the concept. 

• = The ESA is an opportunity to get something for carrying out methods of which 
we approve, but could not afford to do.  Also, it is speeding up the process of 
what we want to do for conservation. 

• = Genuine interest in the habitat and nature of the land on this farm. 
• = The ESA is conservation made simple. 
• = The money; and also the dykes were becoming a problem from a stock 

management point of view. 
• = Additional income. 
• = The ESA allows for the maximum financial return from an area of ground. 
• = The ESA does not reduce income from the farm. 
• = The ESA is administered by the Department of Agriculture, NOT by a “green” 

organisation (such as Scottish Natural Heritage); this is very important. 
 
 
 
FACTORS AFFECTING ESA ADOPTION: 
These were highlighted as being related to financial considerations, to farm type 
(livestock farms benefit from the ESA due to field boundary maintenance allowing for 
greater ease of stock control), to tenureship (landlord encouragement or 
discouragement), succession (time-horizon), intensity of system (flexibility), and farm 
size (flexibility). 
 
 
 
 
 
POLICY SCENARIOS: MECHANISMS ON THE GROUND. 
 
MENU SYSTEM/FARM PROJECT 13. 
The overwhelming majority of farmers within the ESA adopter sample prefer the 
Farm Project option.  The reasons for this include: 
 

• = It is a more workable system [than the Menu]; working by dates is not a good 
system – you have to work with your farm. 

• = This option would be tailored to my farm; every farm is different. 
• = There is a very limited amount of things we could do here on this farm using 

the Menu approach; we would lose more than we would gain. 
• = “I don’t know an orchid from a bit of bracken, so I might fence off the wrong 

bits.  You need to get the experts to draw up the plan”. 
 
 
 
PARCELS/WHOLE FARM 14. 
More than two thirds of the ESA adopter sample prefer the Whole Farm option.  The 
reasons for both preferences are summarised below: 
 

                                                      
13 See definitions on pg. 3. 
14 See definitions on pg. 3 
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Parcels: 
• = It fits in better with the farming system; it’s easier to farm with management 

restricted to various areas of the farm. 
• = It is similar to the ESA, and also it is like Sites of Special Scientific Interest 

(SSSI). 
• = It is more specific [than whole farm]; you can plan ahead better. 
• = You can identify environmental areas on the farm, whereas on the rest of the 

land, farmers can do as they wish. 
 
Whole Farm: 

• = Using this approach, you would tend to pick up on all the environmental 
features. 

• = You need this holistic approach; the environment is not broken into small 
packages. 

• = The whole farm has got to be taken together, and then within that, you can 
target certain fields. 

 
 
 
METHODS/RESULTS 15. 
Within the ESA adopter sample, more than two thirds of the farmers preferred the 
“Methods” approach.  The reasons for both sets of preferences are summarised 
below. 
 
Methods: 

• = You cannot know the result before you begin. 
• = You might have difficulty in getting specific results; things happen out of 

control of the farmer, for example, the weather. 
• = “We’re all finding our way in the environment and in farming.  We need 

flexibility if results are NOT achieved.  We should have results only for 
agricultural production. 

• = Working with methods is what we’re used to [with the ESA], and it works OK. 
• = Results could affect your AEM payment – so you cannot plan ahead. 
• = You get paid anyway, whether or not you are successful. 
• = Some results take a long time to happen, for example, regeneration. 
• = If you are going to reward only on results, people may use underhand 

methods to achieve them. 
 
Results: 

• = This option would work OK, but only if there is guidance from SAC on how to 
get there. 

• = It would be easier money, because you could try to achieve the results 
according to your local circumstances. 

• = There is an incentive to produce results. 
• = This option gives back responsibility to the farmer; if you dictate to farmers, 

you do not get the best from them. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                      
15 See definitions on pg. 4 
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BREADALBANE ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREA SCHEME 
PERTHSHIRE, SCOTLAND. 

 
ESA NON-ADOPTERS. 
 
BACKGROUND DATA. 
 
FARMER & FAMILY: 
The age of farmers within the ESA non-adopters sample ranges from 43 through to 
73. There is no pattern of successor status; however, all farms within the sample 
comprise family farming units, with labour from farmer, spouse and other family 
members.  The majority of strategic decisions are taken by farmer plus spouse plus 
other family members; farm management decisions appear to be taken mostly by 
farmer and spouse.  The majority of farm systems within the sample comprise 
livestock (sheep; sheep and cattle).  All farmers within the sample have “always been 
in farming”; however, there is no distinct pattern of farm acquisition. 
 
ECONOMY & FARM: 
As stated, the farming systems within the sample are predominantly livestock; any 
arable production is for animal feed.  There is no distinct pattern relating to debt.  The 
majority of farms within the sample are owner-occupied, and farm size is between 
50-2000 hectares (the distribution being mainly between 50-150 ha, and more than 
1000 ha).   
 
SOCIAL & ENVIRONMENTAL: 
The majority of the sample of farmers are members of farming organisations (NFU, 
Blackface Sheep Breeders Association); none of the sample are members of a 
farming co-operative or machinery ring.  There is no distinct pattern concerning 
subscription to farming magazines and journals, or use of outside information. 
 
CONSERVATION ACTIVITY: 
Conservation Management activities for 1988-1998: ESA non-adopters within the 
sample are involved with the management of small woods, field margins (walls), 
grassland, and archaeological sites.  
Conservation Management activities for 1998-2003: Field margins and the 
management of small woods comprise the two main planned activities, with a 
continued emphasis also on grassland management and archaeological sites. 
 
 
MAIN OBJECTIVE FOR NEXT 5 YEARS: 
Farmers within the ESA non-adopters sample cited their main objective as being 
“making a reasonable living”; in addition, “maximising profitability” was also 
highlighted. 
 
 
 
 
ESA ADOPTION DECISION-MAKING. 
 
FIRST HEARD OF ESA: 
The majority of ESA non-adopters first heard of the ESA through the official ESA 
letter advising them that their farm is within the designated area.  Most of the farmers 
within the sample did not then search out more information. 
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TYPE OF DECISION:  
Most farmers within the sample viewed the ESA-related decision-process as being of 
management orientation; such a decision-process involved the “farmer only” and 
“farmer plus spouse”. 
 
INFLUENCE FROM OTHERS:   
Most of the farmers within the sample reported having discussed scheme 
adoption/non-adoption (such as the ESA) with other farmers.  Further, they reported 
being influenced in their decision process by family, other farmers, and landlord 
(where applicable). 
 
MAIN REASON FOR NON-ADOPTION:  
These include: 

• = This is a small farm; so there is little flexibility, especially with respect to 
grazing and possible restrictions on that. 

• = I did not want to lose control of my farm; I don’t want to be told what to do on 
my own ground. 

• = The amount of extra paperwork involved. 
• = Do the payments make up for all the hassle? 

 
 
FACTORS AFFECTING ESA NON-ADOPTION: 
These were highlighted as including farm size and intensity (both relating to 
flexibility), and specific circumstances relating to tenureship arrangements (and how 
the scheme is perceived as having been designed with the landlord, rather than the 
tenant, in mind). 
 
 
 
POLICY SCENARIOS: MECHANISMS ON THE GROUND. 
 
MENU SYSTEM/FARM PROJECT 16. 
The majority of farmer expressed a preference for Farm Project.  The reasons 
included: 

• = Each farm is an individual business; this option relates to that. 
• = You cannot pick and chose [from a Menu] here, because our options are very 

limited, so I would need a scheme that would suit me and my situation. 
• = The AEM would need to be relevant to my farm and to how I farm it. 

 
 

PARCELS/WHOLE FARM 17. 
Most farmers within the ESA non-adopters sample preferred that Parcels option, their 
main reasons being: 

• = Only certain parcels are suitable, for example, for tree planting; it is stupidity 
otherwise. 

• = Little bits – they put value on the farm in the end, and it does not interfere with 
the farm. 

• = More freedom [than whole farm]. 
• = Easier to handle/manage, and the less paperwork, the better. 

 
 

                                                      
16 See definitions on pg. 3. 
17 See definitions on pg. 3 
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METHODS/RESULTS 18. 
Within the ESA non-adopters sample, there was preference for both the Method and 
for the Results options.  The reasons are summarised below. 
 
Method: 

• = Farmers should get paid for trying, not just for results which are not really the 
farmer’s business or concern. 

• = You cannot guarantee that it is going to work in this sort of environment; so 
you would have to be paid by method. 

 
 
Results: 

• = With this option, you can do more of what you want to do yourself, using your 
own methods. 

• = This way is the way we have always done things as farmers. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
18 See definitions on pg. 4 


