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Sustainable Estates for the 21st Century
This thesis forms part of the wider ‘Sustainable Estates for the 21st Century’ project, funded
by the Henry Angest Foundation and based at the Centre for Mountain Studies (CMS), Perth
College, University of the Highlands and Islands, Scotland. The project aimed to understand
the decision-making process of estate owners and managers in upland Scotland to support the
various stakeholders and policy makers to work together to enhance overall sustainability.
To ensure on-the-ground and policy relevance, an advisory board included representatives
from the Scottish Rural Property and Business Association (now Scottish Land and Estates),
Scottish Government, Scottish Environment LINK, Cairngorms National Park Authority and
the Knoydart Trust. The projects were supervised by Professor Martin Price (CMS, University
of the Highlands and Islands), Dr. Charles Warren (University of St. Andrews) and Dr. Alister
Scott (Birmingham City University).
The overall project consists of four individual areas of research, this thesis being one; the
other three are:


McKee, A. (2013)): The role of private landownership in facilitating
sustainable rural communities.



Glass, J.H. (2011) The power of the research process: Co-producing
knowledge for sustainable upland estate management in Scotland.



McMorran, R. and Scott, A. (2012) ‘Re-claiming the land in the name of
sustainable rural development’, Key benefits and impacts and impacts of
community estate ownership in the Scottish Highlands and current constraints
on sustainability – the participant perspective.

A synthesis phase following completion of the individual projects included workshops and
practitioner publications as well as the academic outputs, including a book entitled Lairds,
Land and Sustainability: Scottish perspectives on upland management, published by
Edinburgh University Press in 2013.
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Abstract
This study is part of the ‘Sustainable Estates for the 21st Century’ project, designed to
understand how best to manage the relationships between people, place and the economy in
the Scottish uplands. Large areas of these uplands are owned by private landowners who
make significant decisions on land-use. However, past research has provided little insight into
landowner decision-making: it is out-dated, inconsistent and offers limited explanation of
underlying motives and priorities. In order to address this, a large-scale structured survey was
combined with Q methodology and case study interviews on 11 estates.
The results indicate that most private landowners have strong economic priorities, but they are
not striving solely for instrumental goals of income or financial security. Those on purchased
estates are also motivated by personal ambitions: expressive goals. On inherited estates,
landowners are motivated by intrinsic motives: a strong sense of duty and attachment to place.
Time and money clearly impact significantly on private landowners’ motives and priorities
for estate management:


The fundamental priority underpinning estate management is economic; only when the
estate is financially secure are other issues considered to any significant extent.



Environmental priorities are most evident on purchased estates without economic
constraints.



Lengthy family ownership creates strong ties. An increased sense of duty and
commitment to social priorities comes with longevity of tenure.

Despite the strength of the underlying economic motivation, most landowners are ‘satisficers’
trying to balance multiple objectives in order to address the various challenges to
sustainability. This was particularly evident on large inherited estates where landowners take
a paternalistic role. Consequently, retaining such landowners appears to be an important
factor in building resilient communities.
Although grants still incentivise many landowners to provide public goods, their contributions
to all aspects of sustainability could be better rewarded. Government policy should improve
the alignment of landowners’ and public goals to achieve long-term sustainability in the
uplands.
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1 Introduction
1.1 Rationale for the thesis
The uplands of Scotland are predominantly owned by private individuals who make decisions
on land use that affect the community and the environment both locally and more widely.
The Scottish Government and other stakeholders are keen to enhance the ‘sustainability’ of
the Scottish uplands, and therefore wish to influence private landowners to engage in the
process of ensuring sustainable management of these iconic areas. Assumptions that rural
land is managed for agriculture often do not apply in upland areas, as landowners are not
necessarily directly engaged in farming. Therefore, reliance on incentives provided through
the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) may not be universally successful.
A review of the literature relating to the motives and priorities of landowners of Scottish
upland estates reveals that the research in this field is incomplete and out of date. On that
basis, this thesis presents detailed information on the motives of landowners in upland
Scotland and investigates their priorities for the future management of their estates.
Additionally, the thesis explores the challenges to estate sustainability and probes
landowners’ views on how these can be addressed.
This research addresses many of the issues that affect landowners striving to build and
maintain sustainable estates, and provides further analysis of the contribution of private
estates to the overall sustainability of upland Scotland. The information obtained from the
survey of landowners, interviews and Q-sort should be of assistance in designing effective
policy to enhance the sustainability of private estates in the uplands of Scotland. This study
also forms an integral part of the ‘Sustainable Estates Project’ as a whole, which was designed
to explore how upland estates, whether private, community or NGO owned, may contribute to
a sustainable future for Scotland’s upland regions.
Disciplinary context
Given the broad scope of the questions addressed in this thesis, it is necessarily crossdisciplinary, with its roots in land economy. Chapter 2 provides the background to the
research area, mainly using literature from the field of land economy and rural studies and
also from the discourse on Scottish history. The discussion of the underlying principles of
landowner motivation explored in Chapter 3 encompasses literature from the disciplines of
both behavioural economics and psychology. Likewise, the discussion of sustainability in
16

Chapter 5 combines elements of agricultural and environmental economics, sustainable
development and human geography. Much of the literature in the field of rural studies is in
itself cross-disciplinary rather than grounded in any one discipline.

1.2 Structure of the thesis
The thesis is divided into the following chapters:
Chapter 2
Chapter 2 provides the context for the thesis. The nature and importance of the Scottish
uplands is discussed, followed by a concise description of private estate ownership in
Scotland. This chapter includes discussion of the literature in current areas of controversy,
such as absenteeism and land reform, that again provide further context for the thesis.
Chapter 3
Landowner motivations are explored in Chapter 3.

Following a brief discussion of the

importance of understanding motivation, there is an analysis of the research into the
motivations for ownership of Scottish upland estates. This is then broken down further into
the salient topic of motivation for field sports, followed by three sections relating to the
motives corresponding to the three elements of sustainability – economic, environmental and
social. The next section discusses the impact of motives on landowner decision-making, and
considers research into problems that face landowners making choices about land
management.
The final section of this chapter provides a summary of past research into landowner
motivations on private estates in Scotland and highlights the gaps in the literature that have
led to this work and provided the justification for its inclusion in the ‘Sustainable Estates
Project’. The outcome of this literature review supports the rationale given in Section 1.1 that
there is a lack of research into the motives and priorities of the owners of Scottish upland
estates.
Chapter 4
Chapter 4 outlines the aims and objectives of the thesis, based on the summary of the gaps in
the literature given in the previous chapter:

17



to explore the range of motives of landowners in upland Scotland and to gain an
understanding of their priorities for the future management of their estates



to identify the challenges to estate sustainability and obtain landowners views on how
these can be addressed

Chapter 4 also outlines and justifies the use of the research methods employed, the survey, the
case study and the Q methodology, to achieve its objectives, including the provision of robust
and repeatable research that could be extended geographically or chronologically in the
future.
Chapter 5
The methodology employed requires a detailed knowledge of the management issues that
arise on private upland estates in Scotland. The literature pertaining to the sustainability of the
Scottish upland estate is reviewed in order to understand fully the challenges to sustainability.
Following an introduction to the approach used, Section 5.1 explores the literature on
economic sustainability. The expansive literature on environmental challenges to
sustainability on upland estates is summarised in Section 5.2, and the final section of this
chapter addresses the issue of social sustainability for which there is less research relating to
landowners in Scotland.
Chapter 6
Chapter 6 gives more detail of the methodology introduced in Chapter 4. A full account of the
methodology employed in carrying out the survey, the Q-sorts and the case study interviews
is provided.
Chapter 7
The results of the survey sent to owners of multifunctional upland estates of more than 2,000
hectares (approximately 5000 acres) are given in Chapter 7. This chapter also details how
landowners’ strategic plans for the future were explored through case study interviews on
purchased and inherited estates chosen from those who responded fully to the survey. In
addition, it provides an analysis of the data from a Q-sort of the views of landowners on
priorities for the future of their estates.
Chapter 8
18

Chapter 8 provides further discussion of the results presented in Chapter 7 in the context of
the literature reviewed in Chapter 3 in order to address the first aim of the study – to explore
the range of motives of landowners in upland Scotland and to gain an understanding of their
priorities for the future management of their estates.
Chapter 9
Chapter 9 discusses the results in Chapter 7 in the context of the literature reviewed in
Chapter 5, in order to address the second aim – to identify the challenges to estate
sustainability and obtain landowners’ views on how these can be addressed.
Chapter 10
Chapter 10 concludes with a summary of the findings of this research in meeting the
objectives relating to landowner motives and priorities (Section 10.1) and challenges to
sustainability (Section 10.2). The chapter concludes a with a review of the limitations of this
work and recommendations for further research.
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2 The Scottish upland estate in context
2.1 The Scottish uplands
In order to place this thesis in context, Section 2.1 first delineates the ‘uplands’ before
exploring the discourse that explains why these areas are so important.

2.1.1 Defining the uplands
There are various definitions of the uplands (Glass et al. 2013a; Mansfield 2011; Fielding and
Haworth 2002; Price et al. 2002). The total land area of Scotland amounts to 7,710,000
hectares. Grasses and rough grazing account for 67% of this, forest and woodland 17%, urban
development 8%, crops and fallow 7%, and other agricultural land 2% (HM Government
2004). The Scottish uplands cover large areas of Scotland, but the term is often used without
clear definition. For example, according to the website of Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH),
mountains, moors, hills and heaths cover more than 50% of the land area, but there is no
explanation of how this figure is arrived at.
The upper limits of cultivated farmland in Scotland largely correspond to the boundary of
Less Favoured Area (LFA) designation (under EC Directive 75/276) shown in Figure 2-1.
LFAs in Scotland are classified as “in danger of depopulation and where the conservation of
the countryside is necessary” under Article 191 (EC Regulation 1257/1999) rather than being
classified as ‘mountains’ under Article 18 (Reed 2009a).
The criteria for assessing whether an area fell into an LFA were based on both social
indicators and farm performance measures in areas of marginal economic activity. Rather
than remapping, LFAs in Scotland were broadly based on the old ‘Hill Cow Line’ which was
an indicator of land only capable of supporting upland livestock (Smith 1985).

1

This category was defined by both social indicators and farm performance measures. The risk of depopulation was defined
as areas with a population density of less than 50% of the national average and below 75 inhabitants /km 2 or by a population
decline of 0.5% /year and by a minimum share of the agricultural labour force of 15%.Poor farming conditions were
indicated by yields of less than 80% of the national average and below the European Community average, stocking densities
of less than 1 livestock unit /ha and by land values below the national average, and by farming incomes or value added which
were 80% of the national average.
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Figure 2-1 Map of Less Favoured Areas in Scotland
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Schwarz et al. (2006 page 3) in their review of the LFAs state:
“Around 85% of Scottish agricultural land (and 64% of agricultural holdings) has LFA
status, and, of this, 98% is classified as Severely Disadvantaged (SDA) with the
balance being classed as Disadvantaged (DA). The total LFA area is about 4.6 million
hectares (excluding common grazings) which are spread over about 34,000 holdings”.
Agriculture and land use have changed considerably since the Hill Cow Line was first
conceived in 1943, and whether some of the EU criteria are being met by all areas within the
existing boundaries of LFA is debatable. Recent literature has suggested that a fairer policy
may be to incorporate the Macaulay Land Capability for Agriculture (LCA) classifications
into the LFA criteria, giving more weight to soil and climate considerations (Matthews et al.
2013).
Although much of the LFA land can be considered upland, some, particularly in the islands of
Scotland, is low lying, but these areas still share many of the characteristics that epitomise the
uplands of Scotland. However, for the purposes of this study, and to ensure compatibility
with the overall ‘Sustainable Estates Project’, the uplands are defined as land over 185 meters,
which broadly mirrors the existing LFA delineation in mainland Scotland (Glass et al., 2013)
shown in Figure 2-1.

2.1.2 Why are the Scottish uplands important?
The whole of the British uplands are nationally and internationally important for biodiversity
(Grant et al. 2012), as well as being of significant landscape, archaeological, recreational and
heritage value (see Glass et al. 2013b; Reed et al. 2009a; Swales 2009; Warren 2009; Acs et
al. 2008; Newell Price et al. 2008) and the uplands’ contribution to ecosystem services, as
shown in Figure 2-2, has been widely recognized (e.g. Whitfield et al. 2011; Bonn et al. 2009;
Hubacek et al. 2009).
Scotland is made up of working landscapes, fashioned by people throughout human history,
albeit a contested history as explained in Section 2.2.2 (Brooker 2011; Marrs 2011; Rackham
1986). Exploitation of the land for agriculture, timber production, field sports and more
recently, tourism and leisure has moulded the uplands into what they are today (Glass et al.
2013; Lindsay & Throp 2011; Ratcliffe & Thompson 1988).
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Figure 2-2 Ecosystem services provided by the Scottish uplands
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Adapted from Glass et al 2013b and Bonn et al 2009
Agriculture in upland Scotland is mainly confined to livestock production. Sheep and hill
cattle play a large part in defining the landscape of the uplands (Evans et al. 2003), with
grazing on open hills in summer and stone walls defining the in-bye land used in winter.
Scotland is renowned for its quality beef and lamb production, with Scottish cattle breeds
such as the Highland, Aberdeen Angus and the Shorthorn, and the Scottish Blackface sheep
being internationally recognised. Many upland estates contribute to the gene pool, with the
some of the best specimens of these breeds being exported worldwide (Wilkie 2005;
MacGregor & Stockdale 1994), an internationally important element of production
overlooked in Bonn et al.’s (2009) summary of ecosystem services. As explained in Section
2.1.1, the Scottish uplands are predominantly areas of poor agricultural value, and so food
production, which can provide ancillary benefits, often takes place alongside field sports (Hart
et al. 2011; Quinn et al. 2010).
Since the Victorian era, much of the land in upland Scotland has been used for field sports,
and the sizeable contribution of grouse shooting to the economy of rural areas and to the
Scottish economy as a whole is widely acknowledged (Fraser of Allander 2010). The role of
sporting estates in managing the upland environment for the benefit of wildlife and creating
public access benefits is much debated (see Sections 2.25, 3.4 and 3.5) and their involvement
often under-estimated by the public (Glass et al. 2013; Grant et al. 2011; Sotherton et al.
2009a; MacMillan & Leitch 2008). Moreover, the stags and grouse that are so prized in
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Scottish field sports are also the symbols that characterise Scotland and play an important part
in attracting both sporting and non-sporting tourists to the country (Fraser of Allander 2010).
Field sports also encompass fishing, and Scotland is renowned for its salmon and trout,
creating an industry that contributes considerably to the economy:
“Coarse and game angling in Scotland results in the Scottish economy producing
(after displacement) over £100 million worth of annual output, which supports around
2,800 jobs and generates nearly £50 million in wages and self employment into
Scottish households, many of which are in rural areas. The average annual number of
angler days in Scotland is estimated to be almost 1.4 million.” (Scottish Government
2008)
Scotland as a whole has over 50,000 km of rivers and more than 31,000 lochs, lochans and
ponds of at least one hectare, many of which are in the uplands (Scottish Government 2004a).
These upland waters ultimately supply urban areas with domestic water and therefore their
management is vital to people in the cities regardless of whether they venture out in to the
countryside or not (Newell Price 2008).

Upland management can also impact upon

downstream flooding (Dwyer 2011; Broadhurst 2003).
An increasing interest in environmental protection and conservation led to the designation of
two areas of the uplands of Scotland, the Cairngorms and Loch Lomond and the Trossachs,
being granted National Park status with a range of objectives. Sites of Special Scientific
Interest (SSSI), areas of land considered by Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) to be of national
importance for their fauna or flora or their geology or geomorphology, cover more than a
million hectares in Scotland as a whole (including 25% of the Cairngorms National Park), and
the uplands also include many National Nature Reserves (NNR), several National Scenic
Areas (NSA) and many areas designated as being of local importance (Glass et al. 2013b;
SNH 2013).
The uplands of Scotland have seen enormous growth in tourism and recreation in the last two
decades as the emphasis has moved away from agricultural production (Glass et al. 2013b;
Mather et al. 2006), and this industry constitutes the fastest growing economic sector (Price et
al. 2002) as more time and money are available for leisure, as predicted by Sheail:
“Properly appreciated and used, the countryside might enrich the culture of the nation.
In that sense, the use of land for promoting physical health and mental balance might
become even more important than food production.” (Sheail 1993 page 188)
It is now accepted that the general public, whether they are tourists or locals, appreciate the
beauty of the landscape; they can enjoy the benefits of walking in it, consume the lamb, beef
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and game produced from it, and enjoy the environmental and health benefits provided both
locally and globally (Fischer & Marshall 2010). However, despite the increased interest in
recreational activities and a greater appreciation of the environment, the continued role of
upland farming remains crucial. Affording upland areas LFA status, as explained in 2.1.1,
effectively recognises the importance of upland farming to Scotland and the Scottish
Government’s Land Use Strategy (2011c) reviews in detail how policy should support,
sustain and enhance all aspects of the environmental and social landscape, integrating the
interests of the wider public, the landowners, sportsmen, farmers and local residents (Glass et
al. 2013c; Jordan & Christie 2010). One of the aims of the ‘Sustainable Estates Project’ was
to feed into the Land Use Strategy (Glass et al. 2013c) and be part of the long-term strategic
process working towards a framework of regulation and incentives that will lead to multifunctional and ‘sustainable’ land management.

2.2 The Scottish private estate
2.2.1 How much of the Scottish uplands are privately owned?
In order to place the thesis in context, this section explores how private land ownership fits
into the overall picture of land ownership in Scotland. There is limited information available
on who owns land in Scotland. The Land Register, dating from 1979, is relatively recent and
therefore, in a country where much of the land has been under the same ownership for many
decades if not centuries, it remains incomplete (Wightman 2010). Private estates in the
uplands account for 43% of privately-owned rural land in Scotland (MacMillan et al. 2010).
Private ‘family’ landowners are the principal type of property rights holder; private property
is the dominant management regime throughout the uplands of the UK (Quinn et al. 2010),
particularly in Scotland. Wightman (2010) estimates that individual privately owned estates
of over 404 hectares (1000 acres) amount to approximately 4 million hectares, representing
more than half the total land area of Scotland2.
Other types of landowner include non-governmental organisations (NGOs) such as the
National Trust for Scotland (NTS) owning 78,000 hectares, the John Muir Trust (JMT) with

2

Wightman bases his figures on a total land area of Scotland (excluding inland water) of 7.86 million hectares
(Wightman 2010) whereas the UK Government figures used in Section 2.1 indicate an area of 7.71 million
hectares (HM Government 2004). I have not investigated this discrepancy.
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24,461 hectares, and the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) with almost 50,000
hectares (McMorran and Glass 2013; JMT 2012; NTS 2012). These organisations have
become some of the largest landowners in the country, as are some corporate landowners
including investment trusts, pension funds, and industrial corporations such as Rio Tinto
Alcan. Just 12% of Scottish land (including lowlands) is owned or managed by government
agencies such as Forestry Commission Scotland (FCS) 3 and the Ministry of Defence
(Wightman 2010). The Crown Estate in Scotland 4 owns 42,000 hectares of agricultural,
forestry, residential and commercial property and salmon fishing rights as well as over 50%
of Scotland’s foreshore and tidal rivers (The Crown Estate 2011) and the Queen’s trustees
own the Balmoral estate (approximately 8,000 hectares). Other landowners include many
private charitable trusts and, increasingly since the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003,
community trusts that now own in excess of 200,000 hectares (Skerratt 2011).
Wightman (2010), Callander (1998), Cramb (1996) and McEwen (1977) all stress the fact that
Scotland has a highly concentrated pattern of land ownership dominated by a small number of
very large privately owned estates. Callander (1998) pointed out that the United Nations has,
since its contribution to reforms in South America in the 1950s, recognised that concentrated
patterns of landownership can be an obstacle to economic development. However, it can
equally be argued that this has been a mixed blessing in Scotland, as long-term private
ownership may have prevented the worst excesses of short-term development in many areas,
as many landowners do not seek to maximise financial returns (Satsangi 2005).

2.2.2 A brief history of the private estate in Scotland
The history of Scotland over the last two centuries is entwined with that of the private
sporting estate. Such estates generate such emotive debates that to venture much commentary,
beyond placing Scottish private estates in context, would take more space than is available
here, and it is considered unnecessary because, as explained in Chapter 1, this thesis has its
roots in the discipline of land economy and is therefore concerned with the future of Scotland,
not its past. The history of Scottish estates has been well documented by writers such as Glass

3

The Forestry Commission for Scotland managed 660,000 hectares during the year ended 31st March 2013, but
their annual report does not specify how much of this is owned by them (FCS 2013). Wightman’s (2010 p.108)
statement that they owned 667,000 hectares (1,648,193 acres) is based on 2008-9 Forestry Commission data.
4

The Crown Estates are held for the financial benefit of the Exchequer, whereas trustees own Balmoral for the
private benefit of the Royal family.
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et al. (2013), Wightman (2010), Warren (2009), Smout (2003), Macmillan (2000), Callander
(1998), Hunter and Fladmark (1995), Lister-Kaye (1994) and Grant (1990).
Unfavourable economics, increasing commercialism and syndication of sporting activities, as
well as the forced sale of aristocratic properties to what Lorimer (2000) calls less
‘appropriate’ investors began in the inter-war years of the 20th century, but the image of the
Scottish landowner has not developed from “a very broad portrait of Highland Anglicisation
and nineteenth-century romanticism” (Lorimer 2000 page 406). Following the Second World
War, the monopoly of the landowning aristocracy was eroded through a combination of postwar austerity, taxation and changes in the political climate. “Their wealth withered and power
faded; their collective sense of identity and purpose gradually weakened” (Jarvie et al. 1997
page 8) leading to an aristocracy described as “at best ceremonial and anachronistic and at
worst plain irrelevant” (Cannadine 1990 page 707). The aristocrat has generally become low
profile, and displays of wealth, if such wealth exists, are much less typical than in earlier
generations, and the hereditary peerage is now arguably a hangover from a previous era, the
Macmillan earldom in 1983 being the last created. These vestiges of the old order, sometimes
unfairly vilified as monoliths (Lorimer 2000), have now taken on the role of guardians of our
national heritage, as cultural custodians, in what is considered to be an appropriate adaptation
of their position within the old Empire allowing them to merge their own history with that of
the nation (Stewart et al. 2001; Jarvie & Jackson 1998; McCrone 1997).
Put simply, a landowner is defined as an owner of rights in land. However, landownership in
Scotland comes with a powerful set of cultural and political expectations. The obvious
caricatures of double-barrelled names with double-barrelled guns, and the stereotypical image
of the aristocratic landowner are difficult to escape (McCrone 1997). In Scotland, the term
for a landowner is ‘laird’, but it would be a mistake to equate this title to that of an English
‘lord’ as it does not confer any real political standing. The fact that many of Scotland’s lairds
are English ‘lords’ can confuse the outsider.

McCrone points out that although an

‘Englishman’s home is his castle’ to suggest that a ‘Scotsman’s home is his castle’ would be
deeply ironic. An attempt by John MacLeod, head of the clan, to sell the Cuillins on Skye to
pay for a new roof for his castle outraged the public, demonstrating the strength of feeling that
land should still be held for the heritage of the clan, reflecting the fact that prior to Culloden
in 1746 there was no individual ‘ownership’ of land (Ross, 2003; Moffat, 2000). Phillips
(2007) explores the class complexion of the English and Welsh countryside with particular
focus on the existence of a notional ‘middle class’, but notes that these ‘bonnet lairds’ do not
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exist in Scotland. A landed middle class has not developed; Scotland’s landscape is a
consequence of its historical two-tier class system and is markedly different from that
depicted by Cannadine (1990) across the border.
The impact of the last two hundred years of history is still evident in the strength of feeling
that surrounds the whole concept of private land ownership in Scotland. Writers from
McGrath, remembered for his play The Cheviot, the Stag, and the Black Black Oil (1973), to
Wightman in his book The Poor had No Lawyers (2010), continue to express their frustrations
based on their perception of the power and continued dominance of the land-owning
aristocracy, leading to the land reform debates that are discussed in Section 2.2.5.

2.2.3 Who owns private estates?
Wightman (2010) offers extensively researched statistics on the ownership of land in
Scotland, showing the concentration of ownership of large areas of land in the hands of
relatively few landowners. This follows previous research by other land reformers: see
Higgins et al. (2002) who calculated that just 340 estates cover 2.1 million hectares.
Wightman (2010) estimates that at least 25% of estates over 1000 acres have been held by the
same family for over 400 years, although most of these were originally lowland-based, as
many long-standing upland landowners were bankrupted by the end of the nineteenth century.
Based on Wightman’s estimate of land in Scotland totalling 7.86m hectares, these 100 largest
estates represent slightly less than 18% of Scottish land (Table 2-1). His list of these
landowners reads like a ‘Who’s Who’ of Scotland’s elite including numerous old Scottish
names, English aristocrats and well-known banking families interspersed with newer
additions. Foreign ownership of land, another controversial issue, accounts for around 80
estates totalling over 365,000 hectares (Wightman 2010) representing less than 5% of Scottish
land. Just twelve of these foreign-owned estates fall into the top 100 shown in Table 2-1, most
of which are ultimately in the hands of UK resident beneficial owners. For example,
Coignafearn Estate is listed as in foreign ownership, but beneficial owner Sigrid Rausing, a
well-known environmentalist, philanthropist and book publisher, lives in Sussex when not on
her Scottish estate (Cramb 2011). Her sister Lisbet owns Corrour Estate, also run with a
conservation agenda (Crichton & Wightman 2003). A significant interest in Letterewe Estate
was left to Caroline Tisdall, English resident and former Guardian art critic, by the Dutch
conservationist and supporter of public access Paul van Vlissingen (Rayner 2007; Wightman
2004; Milner et al. 2002) and Balnagown and Invercassley Estates are owned by UK resident
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Mohamed Al Fayed who is renowned for the amount of funding he has provided to boost the
local economy (Robertson 2006). Urs Schwarzenbach, Swiss-born financier and polo player,
owns Loch Ericht Estates, but lives with his family in England (Nicoll 2004).
Table 2-1 Largest 100 estates in Scotland by area
Estate size in acres (hectares)

Number of
Estates

Total land in
acres

Total land in
hectares

Over 100,000 acres
(40,469 ha)

4

603,946

244,408

50,000 to 100,000 acres
(20,234 to 40,469 ha)

23

598,984

242,400

25,000 to 50,000 acres
(10,117 to 20,234 ha)

50

1,747,536

707,203

21,429 to 25,000 acres (8,672 to
10,117 ha)

23

541,551

219,158

Total

100

3,492,017

1,413,169

Source: Based on data derived from Wightman (2010) pp.115-120

Wightman’s (2010) inference that nationality and country of birth, rather than place of
residence, are relevant is highly controversial. Wightman’s nomenclature groups ‘foreign’
landowners, such as the Sultan of Benin (Glenavon and Braulen Estates) and the Prince of
Dubai [sic] (Killilan, Inverinate, West Benula and Glomach Estates), along with estates
beneficially owned by UK residents through offshore holding structures. However, Wightman
himself admits that this misunderstanding of offshore structures often creates distrust
(Crichton & Wightman 2000).

Trusts, for example, are generally viewed with some

suspicion, but were often formed for legitimate reasons. For example, in the 19th century, the
Duke of Gordon’s estate was ‘entailed’ to avoid the excesses of his sons who had already
forced the sale of land to pay outstanding debts (Dick 2003) and the practice remains common
today, although in the 21st century the concept is more likely to be embraced to avoid
dissipation of the estate through divorce settlement rather than gambling debts. Individuals
not domiciled5 in the UK, whether resident or not, would always be advised against investing
directly in any UK assets as this would potentially give rise to substantial unnecessary tax
liabilities (Booth & Schwarz 2012).

5

Domicile is a common law concept reflecting a persons parentage, habitual residence and intention rather than
nationality or residence.
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2.2.4 The case for and against absentee ownership
Foreign ownership is only part of the story. The unfavourable economics of upland areas, as
mentioned in Section 2.1.1 (and discussed further in Section 5.1.1), have contributed
significantly to the ownership structure, often causing estates to be held by absentee
landowners (Glass et al. 2013; Macmillan & Leitch 2010; Warren 2009; Armstrong 1986).
Many landowners are seeking alternative revenue streams in their quest for their estates to be
financially viable but, despite attempts at commercial exploitation, most estates remain
unprofitable and need to be subsidised by income from elsewhere, whether it be farming in
the lowlands or industrial, commercial and property interests in urban areas (Fraser of
Allander Institute 2010; Richards 2004; Wightman et al. 2002; Higgins et al. 2002; Stewart et
al. 2001; Wigan 1991).
Armstrong (1986) reported that four-fifths of the owners he surveyed in the North West of
Scotland derived their income from elsewhere and therefore needed to be elsewhere for much
of the time. More recently, Higgins et al. (2002) report that two-thirds of the 85 private estates
in their survey were unprofitable. Macmillan et al. (2009), based on the same survey, report
that ‘work’ was the most frequently cited reason for absence from the estate. Similarly, a
report based on semi-structured interviews on estates in 2001 (as part of a larger project on
‘Scottish Elite’ encompassing 63 interviews with landowners and farmers across three areas:
the Highlands, the Borders and the North East) confirms that landowner justification for their
absentee ownership is based on the economic fragility of their estates (Stewart et al., 2001).
Wightman (2010) and Cramb (1996) both note that large areas of commercial forestry are
often owned by pension funds or corporations, which are also effectively absentee
landowners. For example, UPM Tilhill and Savills (2012) report that in 2011 a single block of
over 5,500 hectares of commercial forestry in Scotland was purchased by a UK-based
investment fund for between £30 million and £40 million (a price of between £6,400 and
£8,500 per hectare). NGO landowners such as the NTS, JMT and the RSPB could also be
described as absentee.
Although there is no evidence linking absentee owners with poor-quality management
(Warren 2009), the issue remains contentious, particularly as a few cases of neglect or
exploitation by foreign owners have been given a high profile (McKee et al. 2013; Wightman
1999). It is the objectives and motivations of the landowner that need to be examined rather
than their place of residence. However, regardless of the ownership of the estate, Higgins et
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al. (2002) suggest that, when absenteeism is combined with non-resident professional agents,
social or community roles are more likely to be neglected (see also Bryden & Geisler 2007;
McIntosh 2001).
In contrast, the benefits of absenteeism come through the input of funds into the local
community (Price et al. 2002; Ali & Paradis 2006), and particularly when this is combined
with a resident factor, it can provide substantial benefit to an area. The priority often given to
field sports and the aesthetic considerations of absentee landowners can result in less
intensive farming and a lack of development in line with conservation objectives. Although
little publicised, there are many examples of excellent absentee landowners (McKee et al.
2013; Andrew Raven Trust 2010; Osborne 2007; Milner et al. 2002; Price et al. 2002), and
appreciation of good absentee landowners is often found within the local community (McKee
2011; Fawcett and Costley 2010), which illustrates that the much-publicised negative impacts
are neither universal nor essentially linked.
The question of absenteeism in Scotland goes beyond the landowning classes; similar issues
are discussed on a regular basis by the Crofting Commission as similar economic factors,
albeit on a different scale, force crofters6 to abandon residence on their land (Reid 2002). It is
recognised, for absentee landowners and crofters, that the financial implications of legislating
against absenteeism would have very serious economic implications for rural areas, and could
result in considerable intensification of the land as residents seek to attain integral economic
sustainability.
The issue of absentee landownership is just one aspect of landownership in Scotland that is
fraught with controversy (McKee et al. 2013; Wightman 2010; Warren 2009; Jarvie &
Jackson 1998) but often “distorted and obscured not only by ignorance of the basic facts but
also by history, prejudice and legend” (Lord Cameron quoted in Armstrong 1980).

2.2.5 The land reform debate: is private land a misnomer?
The question of who should own large acreages of upland Scotland, and whether ownership
matters, remains a subject of considerable debate (Glass et al. 2013; Warren & McKee 2011;
Warren 2009; Wightman 1999). Almost half a century has passed since Denman (1965) first
explored the consequences of restricting land sales to exclude purchase by ‘aliens’ or a
restriction on the size of holdings, as is the case in Denmark, but his conclusion, that these
6

A Scottish form of secure tenancy which includes a small area of land and an interest in common grazing land
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methods would have created a barrier to investment in farming (see Section 2.2.6), is still
relevant in the 21st century. More recently, Munton (2009) considered the relationship
between land ownership and land use in the context of the United Kingdom as a whole,
particularly the option of taxation as a constraint on foreign ownership, but again concluded
that this would undermine the viability of such estates.
There are those who believe that the Scottish uplands should be held for the benefit of the
public rather than privately owned (e.g. Wightman 2010), whereas others claim that clear
vested property rights are the most effective strategy for land management (see Rodgers
2009). McKee (2012) and Warren (2009) provide detailed accounts of how the long history of
a claim to rights in Scottish land for the Scottish people, by protagonists such as Hunter,
McIntosh, Wightman and Callander (see Section 2.2.2), culminated in the Land Reform
(Scotland) Act 2003 (LRSA) and the abolition of feudal tenure. The act provided ‘right to
buy’ legislation for crofters and support for community land purchase (using a pre-emption on
land coming to the market) making a symbolic rather than catastrophic impact on most
landowner’s property rights; its main impact has been on crofting estates and even then, it has
been used considerably less than some landowners feared (McKee et al. 2013; Warren &
McKee 2011; Sara 2007). Although these moves did go some way to placate the reformists
with its promise of enhanced social justice (MacKenzie 2006), issues of land reform continue
to be widely debated and, in 2012, a new Land Reform Review Group was set up to
reconsider the matter.
Beyond the concept of ownership, the LRSA also formalised, in law, the public right of
responsible access to private land, although prior to the Act, there was no legal recognition of
the concept of trespass in Scotland, so in theory, as well as in practice, the position was little
changed (Sara 2007). There are, however, concerns that the current drive for encouraging
public access and activity in the uplands for financial exploitation may cause further
ecological harm (Higgins et al. 2002; Brandth & Haugen 2011) but the rights must be
exercised responsibly in accordance with the Scottish Outdoor Access Code so the potential
for damage should be limited.
The LRSA was a radical and controversial piece of legislation that created a particularly
active wider debate over land ownership and use in Scotland (Sara 2007; Wightman et al.
2003). “All members of society have an interest in land, even if it is a moral rather than a
legal interest, leading to debates about ‘whose land is it?’ (Munton 2009 page S54). Aside
from the issue of ownership, use of land is also addressed in the land reform debates outlined
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above on tenants’ rights and the right of access, leading to the question: ‘Is private land a
misnomer?’.

2.2.6 Elements of value in the private estate
Today, most private estates are multi-faceted, with field sports (e.g. grouse shooting, deer
stalking and fishing) usually taking place alongside agriculture and forestry as well as a range
of other diversified activities. Land is expected to offer multiple benefits rather than being a
single-purpose investment (Munton 2009).
Although often only offering poor returns, agriculture remains an important element of estate
land use in the Scottish uplands. In 2010, there were over a million beef cattle and 6.7 million
sheep in Scotland as a whole, many of which are bred in the uplands (Scottish Government
2010b). The numbers of sheep were down from over 8 million in 1982 due to reductions in
stock numbers in accordance with the conservation objectives designed to counteract the
historical problem of overgrazing. Upland farming was historically carried out by tenant
farmers, with large estates generating a significant proportion of their revenue from rental
income. The LFA area in Scotland encompasses 34,000 agricultural holdings (Scottish
Government 2005). However, the ratio of rented to owner occupier land has decreased
significantly in the last three decades (Table 2-2). In 1982, rented land amounted to
approximately 40% of all agricultural land; by 2010, the percentage was only 25%.
Although the area of owner-occupied land has increased, the number of full-time farming
occupiers has decreased from 14,493 in 1982 to 9,486 in 2010 (Scottish Government 2010a)
which, taken in isolation, may suggest that holding size has increased for those that have
remained in farming. However, the total number of occupiers (full-time and part-time) has
remained relatively constant, supporting the work of Dickey & Theodossiou (2006), Gasson
(1996) and Shucksmith and Smith (1991), who suggest that many farmers are seeking
alternative sources of income to supplement their farming activities.
It has been well documented that returns from agriculture in the uplands are low (Warren
2009; Higgins et al. 2002), so financial returns do not justify the investment in land for
agriculture alone. Denman (1965) claimed that the Ricardian theory of rent (Ricardo 1817)
was insufficient to explain the disparity between the price of land and the level of agricultural
returns. Historically, the system of landlord and tenant has allowed land prices to reflect both
the agricultural value, paid for by the tenant, and the remainder, paid for by the landlord.
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Table 2-2 Rented and owner occupied land in Scotland

Rented land (ha)
Owner occupied land (ha)
Total agricultural land (ha)

1982

2010

952,150

587,660

1,395,869

1,718,840

2,348,019

2,306,500

Based on statistics provided by Scottish Government 2010a

In the Scottish uplands, the landlord’s premium, the amount paid over and above agricultural
value, includes the value of the sporting rights as well as non-pecuniary benefits (see Figure
2-3), allowing agricultural rents to remain at realistic economic levels. For example, driven
grouse provides capital value of £4000/brace, with walked up grouse being valued at half that
(d’Angers Willis 2011). In 2008, the Scottish average for a grouse moor was 33 brace/100ha
(GWCT 2011b) giving an average value (based on driven grouse) of £1320/ha and an annual
value (assuming £150 per brace for shooting) of £49.50/ha. In contrast, average grazing rents
for Grade 5 land only achieved £29.65/ha (£12 per acre/annum) (Smiths Gore 2011).
Figure 2-3 Elements of land value

Agricultural
value
Reflected in
the rent paid
by the tenant

Sporting
value
Based on the
game bag

Nonpecuniary
benefits

Unquantifiable

Total
land
value

Based on Denman (1965)

Wightman (2010) states that about 1.8 million hectares7 were managed for sport in 2002, but
recognises that this is likely to have decreased subsequently as more land has been purchased
for conservation and recreation (see also Robertson et al. 2001). Without taking into account
any decrease, this suggests that 45% of private land is managed for sport (deer, grouse,

7

Although quoted as 2002, this appears to be based on old data taken from surveys pre-dating Wightman (1996)
as the same figures were quoted at that time.
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pheasant and other game). Grant et al. (2012) put the figure managed for grouse much lower,
suggesting between 0.5m and 1.7m hectares throughout the UK. It is difficult to distinguish
between grazing land managed for agriculture and land managed for sport, as the sporting
rights to land are retained by the landowner whilst often that same land is used for agricultural
purposes, traditionally by an agricultural tenant. Although there can be conflicting demands,
such as competition for grazing from the high deer numbers historically encouraged by
landowners (Holland et al. 2008), this relationship can more often be symbiotic. For example,
the use of sheep to control the number of ticks, a major concern on grouse moors, has
demonstrated the strength of the beneficial relationship between farmers and sportsmen
(Grant et al. 2012; Phillips et al. 2001). Grant et al. (2012) note, however, that there is a lack
of detailed information on sheep and deer densities, and grazing practices on grouse moors.
Although much of the literature relating to Scottish estates focuses on the land itself, another
important facet of the Scottish upland estate is its buildings. The range of buildings on
private upland estates encompasses historic castles and vast Victorian country houses, farm
cottages and barns, holiday cottages and commercial premises. A significant proportion of all
Scottish listed buildings are found on private estates (Scottish Land and Estates 2013). These
properties can be very valuable to their owners, producing rent or alternative diversified
sources of income, but they can also be liabilities requiring substantial financial investment in
maintenance. Hills and Worthing (2006) suggests that encouraging owners to prioritise
conservation of the built heritage in England will require financial incentive as well as
policies for raising awareness. There appears to be no research into these issues on
comparable Scottish estates.
In addition to tangible financial returns from agriculture, sport, property rental and other
diversified activities, wealthy individuals are willing to pay to consume the non-pecuniary
benefits of land ownership (Figure 2-3) and, in doing so, they place a value on land far in
excess of its economic value (MacMillan et al. 2009; Jarvie et al. 1997; Denman 1965). The
notion of a landowner’s premium over and above the underlying economic value of the land
is also promulgated in Wightman et al.’s (2002) suggestion that a sporting estate is a complex
social phenomenon which has very little to do with the rational exploitation of the hunting
economy; thus, its relationship with deeply embedded landownership and social structures
confuse and frustrate public policy. Further literature regarding the non-pecuniary benefits of
landownership is explored in the discussion of landowner motivations in Chapter 3.
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3 Landowners’ motives for ownership and priorities
for the future management of their estates
There is a large volume of literature on motivation and decision-making spanning various
disciplines (see Garforth et al. 2006), but little that refers specifically to landowners or to
upland Scotland. In this chapter, following a brief introduction to some of the main principles,
Section 3.1 considers the small body of existing research into what motivates landowners to
own estates in the Scottish uplands. The following sections then look in more detail at the
literature discussing landowners’ motivation for field sports and their motives for prioritising
economic, environmental or social objectives.
Before looking specifically at landowners in Scotland, it is necessary to briefly consider the
wider debate, taken from the discipline of psychology, on the role of human motivation in
decision making. Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) explain that motivation is driven by values,
beliefs and attitude. Values tend to be deep-rooted and are intrinsically linked to beliefs,
although beliefs can be easier to change. Attitudes represent the established response an
individual makes to a situation, based on values and beliefs. Shane et al. (2003), in their work
on entrepreneurial motivation, and Locke and Latham (2002), known for their goal-setting
theory, all hold that the character and attributes of the decision maker are of paramount
importance in understanding how that individual will reach a decision. Another broad area of
literature that covers business motivation and strategy is known as ‘entrepreneurial
orientation’, a concept identified as being primarily made up of the three dimensions of
innovativeness, risk taking and proactiveness (Rauch et al. 2009). These three attributes are
strongly linked to sustainability by Glass (2013d) who suggests that a willingness and
flexibility to deal with change are some of the prerequisites for a sustainable estate.
Other researchers believe that social networks have a stronger influence on behaviour
(Aldrich & Zimmer 1986; Grannovetter 1985) and Carroll & Mosakowski (1987), in their
study of entrepreneurs, suggest that parental example and influence are strongest. Dietz et al.
(2005) in their discussion of environmental values in the U.S.A., conclude that attitudes that
influence risk, pursuit of leisure and commercial decisions can depend on personal
characteristics as well as class, culture and background.
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Locke (2000 page 5), suggests that: “All action is the result of the combination or integration
of motivation and cognition”. Shane et al. (2003) provides the explanation that motivation
includes the need for achievement, control, vision, passion, drive and the desire for
independence whereas cognition encompasses the more definable attributes of knowledge,
skills and abilities.
Motivation is often divided into two typologies, intrinsic and extrinsic. The intrinsic motives
are those that value the activity in its own right, whereas extrinsic goals are more physical,
contingent rewards, such as income, security, relationships and personal fulfilment. The
intrinsic goals are generally viewed as stronger, and there can be conflicts between the two
(Benabou & Tirole 2003; Deci 1976).
The present study is based in land economy and it is therefore logical to accept the basic
epistemological assumption from the field of economics, that man lives "with his own
happiness as the moral purpose of his life" (Rand 1957, About the author; Rand & Branden
1964) as the dominant paradigm to provide the starting point for exploring the concept of
motivation in research on landowners in Scotland. It should, however, be noted that this
approach has given rise to criticism from researchers, particularly those in psychology who
suggest that this concept is too reductive (for example, Orchard & Stretton 1997).
The basic concept of motivation based on self-interest is broken down by Maslow (1954) in
his theory of the hierarchy of needs. This is often depicted as a pyramidal model (Figure 3-1)
illustrating the goals that are climbed to reach the pinnacle of self-fulfilment. The theory
suggests that basic human needs must be met before further goals will be considered, and that
only ungratified needs can motivate. Although Maslow’s theories are somewhat dated, the
basic principles are well-established and other commentators (such as Rothlisberger & Dixon,
Herzberg, Maclelland and Aldefer) expand or elaborate on the topic at a level of complexity
that is beyond the scope of this research (See Handy 2007).
Gasson and Errington (1993), in their study of English farmers (rather than landowners per
se), found that human behaviour is goal-orientated, with the goals being constructed from a
combination of personal beliefs, values, attitudes and motives. They conclude that the relative
importance of each goal varies between each individual, and within individuals over time,
depending on circumstance and social position. For example, if the income need is met, as it
often would be in the case of an estate purchaser, then there is a desire for securing the future
and ensuring succession. Further up the hierarchy comes the desire for reputation within the
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community and other social objectives and, ultimately, for personal satisfaction and self
fulfilment.
Figure 3-1 Simplification of Maslow's (1954) hierarchy of needs

Self fulfilment
Social
Security
Income

Both Ilbery (1983) in his study of farmers in England, and Gasson & Errington (1993)
classify the dominant values into four groups, the first three representing the extrinsic goals
and corresponding closely to Maslow’s pyramid:


Instrumental (a means of obtaining income and future security);



Social (interpersonal relationships);



Expressive (valued as a means of self-expression or personal fulfilment) and



Intrinsic (valued as an activity in its own right).

Wealthy landowners, for example, are likely to place greater emphasis on expressive and
social values than those dependent on earning a living from their land and driven by economic
need. The instrumental values, representing the equivalent of the lowest level of needs in
Maslow’s (1954) hierarchy, are particularly relevant in the discussion on economic priorities
for management (Section 3.3.1), and the social values, higher up in the hierarchy, are clearly
recognised in the section on social priorities (Section 3.3.3). For some landowners, owning an
estate fulfils personal sporting ambitions and thus landownership for them is based on the
hierarchy’s top level, the expressive values. For other landowners, the expressive values may
translate into the environmental priorities explored in Section 3.3.2.
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The intrinsic or internal values are more difficult to categorise than the extrinsic goals which
offer a physical outcome, but they accurately describe the over-arching desire to be connected
to the land that is evident in much of the literature on landownership in Scotland. For
example, Denman (1965, page 209) concluded that landowners in Scotland were, on the
whole, not primarily interested or engaged in farming but moved by “a sense of inheritance,
social obligation or simple love of the land”, and similar emotions have been expressed by
landowners in much of the research since (e.g. McKee et al. 2013; MacMillan 2009). These
intrinsic goals are thought to be more powerful, as emotion is a more powerful motivator than
logic.

3.1 Landowner’s motives for ownership of their estate
In order to understand the motives for ownership of a Scottish upland estate, it is necessary to
understand the wide range of landowners who own these estates. Errington and Gasson (1994)
proposed that the nature of a farm business can only be understood in the context of the
family that operates it. Although there is no comparable literature on estate landowners,
based on the premise that many landowners are involved in farming, it could be similarly
proposed that the motivation for retention of an estate will reflect the attitude and
characteristics of the landowner.

Armstrong and Mather (1983) suggest that there is a

continuum of landowner types across a range:


Landowners who were born into the ownership of their estate, which had been within
the family for many generations, and possess no other source of income.



Landowners similarly born into ownership, but having considerable resources beyond
their upland estate and therefore not dependent on it for their livelihood.



Landowners who have purchased an estate using funds earned elsewhere and not
reliant on it for their livelihood.

Simple economics dictate that purchasers of Scottish estates are wealthy individuals
(MacMillan et al. 2009); MacGregor and Stockdale (1994) found that, for over half of the
Highland estates surveyed, the estate value constituted less than 25% of the owner’s overall
capital. Part of the attraction for some wealthy purchasers of a Scottish estate is escapism,
and therefore these individuals often guard their privacy jealously, meaning that gaining
access to records of fact, let alone talking to these very private individuals about their motives
and opinions, has been a barrier to detailed research on their motivations. Consequently,
literature on this topic is sparse.
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There is a small body of literature into the motives for purchase or retention of Scottish
upland estates, but little is recent. Table 3-1 shows the results of surveys carried out by
researchers since Armstrong’s 1976 survey (responded to by 56 landowners in the
Highlands). Armstrong (1985) reports that only 28% of landowners stated sporting interests to
be their primary objective, while 38% of respondents were profit-seeking, often through the
letting of commercial sporting interests in conjunction with other facilities as a package or
‘country club’ experience. In Armstrong and Mather’s (1983) report, which appears to be
based on Armstrong’s 1976 survey (although there are some differences in the figures),
family continuity was the most widely quoted primary reason for continued land ownership
and was given greatest priority by the owners of inherited estates. For these landowners,
long-term sustainability is likely to be conceived in terms of ‘family continuity’ rather than
‘livelihood’, or ‘capital investment’ which were ranked lower as a motivation for ownership
in the more recent survey by Higgins et al. (2002) and also used by MacMillan et al. (2009).
The approach of researchers such as MacMillan et al. (2009), Higgins et al. (2002),
MacGregor and Stockdale (1994), Armstrong and Mather (1983) and Armstrong (1985) has
been to offer landowners a tick list of possible answers to ascertain the motives for ownership
of an estate leading to results such as those shown in Table 3-1. Unfortunately, these
researchers all used different classification systems for their rankings of reasons for
ownership, and therefore meaningful comparisons are limited.
Although MacMillan et al.’s (2009) results, based on a 2002 survey, provide the most recent
indication of landowners’ motives – including interesting references to capital investment,
livelihood, nature conservation and local jobs which are discussed in more detail in Sections
3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 – they do not provide any insight into or interpretation of the reasons given
for ownership or discussion of the impact of the listed motives on estate management.
Higgins et al. (2002) and MacMillan et al. (2009), based on 85 responses to a postal survey in
2001/2, indicate that 97% gave sporting interests as a reason for ownership, contrasting
strongly with the findings from MacGregor and Stockdale’s (1994) interviews (on 26 Scottish
estates, 14 of which had changed hands in the previous decade), in which typically the most
important motive for ownership was private enjoyment: divided between the categories of
sport and ‘other’ each scoring equally highly. However, the 2002 survey also elicited an
equally high 97% for maintaining employment, and 95% for ‘a place for family and friends’
representing a score equal to that of sporting interests.
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Both Mather et al. (2006) and Higgins et al. (2002) use the term ‘lifestyle buyers’ to refer to
those who are seeking an alternative to ‘city living’ - looking for escape, the clean air, space
and solitude offered by the large estates of Scotland. The pursuit of a rural lifestyle, or
‘lifestyle choice’, is frequently cited as a significant motivation for ownership of a Scottish
estate (MacMillan et al. 2009; MacGregor & Stockdale 1994; MacGregor 1988; Armstrong
1980). The results for livelihood are remarkably similar in Armstrong and Mather’s survey to
those of Higgins and MacMillan but any reduction in the figures over the period, as indicated
by the reduction in MacGregor and Stockdale’s ‘working asset’ score over the 10 years from
1980 to 1990, may derive from the differing approaches.
The literature explored above indicates that sport features highly amongst the motivations of
Scottish landowners. However, as discussed, personal sporting motivations may not be quite
as dominant as they first appear. Sporting motives were ranked very highly in MacMillan et
al.’s (2009) and Higgins et al. (2002) survey (Table 3-1), which asked respondents for all
reasons for ownership: 95% included sporting interests. However, it is not clear, as no
discussion is provided, whether the sporting motive was for personal enjoyment or investment
purposes. MacGregor and Stockdale (1994) reported that many of the owners in their
interviews saw field sports as the most important working asset, scoring above agriculture,
forestry and tourism. However, they also report that personal sporting interests were high on
the agenda, with more than two-thirds of owners participating in shooting deer. In contrast, in
the earlier surveys by Armstrong (1985) and Armstrong and Mather (1983) which asked for
primary reasons for owning a Scottish upland estate, the resulting scores for field sports were
much lower and, on the question of why landowners bought their land, Armstrong (1985)
reported that just one in three of the estates he studied in north west Scotland were purchased
to satisfy the owner’s sporting interest. One explanation for the wide range of results could be
that personal involvement in field sports, whilst important, may not have been a primary
reason for ownership of an estate in many cases, as indicated by the two sets of percentages
provided by Armstrong and Mather (1983), but was a lower priority for many landowners,
accounting for the 95% score achieved by MacMillan et al. (2009).

41

Table 3-1 Comparisons of reasons given for ownership of a Scottish estate
Source

MacMillan et al. (2009) and
Higgins et al. (2002)

Basis of calculation

Very important
%

Survey or interview year

Quite or very
important %

2001/2

MacGregor and Stockdale
(1994)

Armstrong
(1985)

Average points score

Primary reason
- given as %

1990

1980

Armstrong and Mather
(1983)
All significant
reasons - to
nearest %

Primary reason
- rounded to
nearest %

1976

Sporting interests

97%

65%

2.3

2.1

28%

61%

30%

Investment

52%

18%

1.5

1.3

38%

39%

17%

Taxation

0.2

0.5

Working asset

3.7

4.6

Livelihood

36%

20%

35%

20%

Family continuity

78%

54%

55%

37%

32%

11%

12%

6%

Holiday home
A place for family and
friends
Other private enjoyment

95%

Other recreation

86%

33%

Nature conservation

93%

52%

Maintain employment

97%

59%

Other

3%

15%

72%
2.3

2.2

Percentages do not add to 100 because more than one reason was sometimes given
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Section 2.2.6, particularly Figure 2-3, explained how the sporting element is a
component of the price of land in upland Scotland, reflecting the importance of field
sports to many purchasers of Scottish upland estates. This strong demand for land
which can provide field sports is supported by the literature (Strutt & Parker 2007;
Robertson 2004). Strutt and Parker (2007) demonstrate how agents use the sporting
‘package’ as a marketing tool, and writers such as Robertson (2004) and McCarthy
(1998) point out that the size and nature of the ‘game bag’ dictate the price of the
land.
In addition, the role of the sporting estate as a status symbol cannot be ignored; it is
one of the causes of the debate over ownership that attracts much attention. The term
‘conspicuous leisure’ was first used by Veblen (1908) to refer to activities undertaken
for the sole or primary purpose of obtaining higher social status as opposed to making
money, and his work posits businessmen as principal examples (Heley 2010; Diggins
1978). Country sports have been fashionable since the Victorian era, and landowning
entrepreneurs rely on ‘patronage’ from the city, reinforcing the link between power,
money and game (Heley 2010). Shooting has a long association with the landed
gentry at leisure, and is also important as a medium through which to secure and
conduct business (Heley 2008). Significant numbers of businessmen enjoy the
networking opportunities provided by the sporting calendar; a weekend shoot remains
high on the list of corporate entertainment activities (Thompson 2001) and, over 160
years since Queen Victoria’s acquisition of Balmoral in 18528, the epitome of success
in such circles is still a shoot of one’s own:
“Everybody who was anybody in 1850 wanted a Highland sporting estate.
There were plenty of takers in the Victorian world of burgeoning industrial
capitalism - an emergent class of nouveau riche, redolent with competitive
snobbery, desperate to emulate a traditional land-owning aristocracy” (ListerKaye 1994 page 13).
The idea of a sporting estate as a place of private indulgence continues to arouse
strong feelings, and challenges. Cannadine’s (1990) assumptions on the downfall of
the English elite do not apply in Scotland where sport was, and still is, a meaningful
8

Technically, the estate was purchased by Prince Albert to ensure it remained a personal asset of the
royal family rather than being subsumed into the Crown Estate.
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activity, often benefiting the community (Glass et al. 2013; McMorran 2009; Warren
2009) and not necessarily socially divisive or elitist. However, rural development is
rarely a high priority for a landowner, for whom sporting interests often take
precedence over the social and economic development of a region (Macmillan et al.
2009; Wightman 2004), although Wightman (2004) acknowledges that field sports
represent a dated but important element of the tourist industry. The following quote
remains valid in explaining how the image of Scotland is portrayed in much of the
tourist literature:
“The whole notion of the Highlands as a natural playground is itself a
constructed aspect of identity which sits alongside a much critiqued Scotland
as a brand of identities constructed through tartan, castles, mist, mountains,
golf, sporting estates, whisky and the Highlands of Scotland as Europe’s last
wilderness” (Jarvie & Jackson 1998 page 28).
The underlying individual motivation for ownership of a Scottish upland estate may
be derived from the motivation for the sport itself. Lorimer (2000) explores the way
in which field sports are validated through a combination of rational, scientific
knowledge and irrational sensual experience. He paints a vivid (if controversial)
picture of man’s basic need for masochistic pleasures and his respect for the power,
athleticism and virility of the stag, providing an interesting study of the baser
motivations for indulgence in blood sports – the connection between stalking and the
colonial empire, the mastery of gun and terrain, fulfilling the male desire to become
some iconic mythical hero. Such passion for deerstalking has provided the impetus
for herd improvement, detailed ecological and taxonomical study and disease
eradication. It is one of the factors explaining the retention of the ‘empty’ landscapes
of the Scottish uplands of today (Warren, 2009).
Lorimer’s (2000) work is clearly based on the assumption that landownership in
Scotland is predominantly male, and he suggests that female participation was
discouraged in the early 20th century.

Martin (2009) explores these persisting

constructs of Scottish masculinity and, although there have always been some female
landowners, the percentage remains small: just 6% in the survey reported by
Macmillan et al. (2009) and Higgins et al. (2002).
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3.2 Translating motivation into action
Decision-making for effective land management is complex; decisions are not made
on the basis of perfect knowledge, as although many resources of modern policy
makers are targeted at improving knowledge, it can never be complete, so individuals
(including policy-makers) will seek adequate and acceptable outcomes framed by
Simon’s (1957) concept of bounded rationality. The theory of behavioural economics
recognises that individuals are not utility maximisers (e.g. Venkatachalam 2008;
Kahneman 2003) and, in contrast to most businesses, not all landowners’ decisions
are made solely on the basis of economics (Burton & Paragahawewa 2011; Schneider
et al. 2010; Wallace 1998). The ‘satisficing’ concept allows for the simultaneous
pursuit of multiple objectives within the overall constraints of available resources and
intellectual capital (Dietz et al. 2005).
Both Gasson (1993) and Armstrong (1980) recognise the ‘satisficer’ concept which
provides for several goals which need to be met simultaneously, each goal needing to
be ‘satisfied’ rather than a single goal being relentlessly pursued. Gasson and
Errington’s (1993) research shows that English farmers do not focus entirely on one
goal, but trade-off multiple goals in different circumstances. Comparably, although
economic considerations may be important to private landowners in Scotland (Miller
et al. 2009), it is also necessary to recognise that government policies based on
financial incentives are not always successful (MacGregor 1988).
There is no standard methodology within the literature for assessing the optimum
balance of various alternative and complementary land uses, partly because what is
judged ‘optimum’ will depend on aims and objectives (see Glass et al. 2013c & Glass
2013d). As discussed in this chapter, these objectives may include income generation,
capital growth, other financial considerations, personal enjoyment, obligations to the
local community, social status, stewardship and succession. Additionally, the relative
importance of each objective will vary between individuals, and within individuals
with time, circumstance and social position (Gasson & Errington, 1993). Furthermore,
Kings and Ilbery (2010), in their work on the environmental behaviours of English
farmers, suggest that decisions are not necessarily made on the basis of reality, but on
an individual’s perception of that reality.
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A review of the wider literature on motivation demonstrates that decision-making by
individuals is based on a combination of motivation and cognition within the
constraints of existing resources (Locke & Latham 2002). In turn, motivation is
driven by values, beliefs and attitudes (Fishbein & Ajzen 1975) as illustrated in
Figure 3-2 depicting the central role of motivation in decision making.
With many competing objectives, the landowner will need to take many factors into
account – not simply land suitability, economic returns or social factors – when
making land management decisions. For example, SNH (2012b) suggest that the
choice of land use enterprise by landowners across Scotland will be influenced by the
various factors shown in Table 3-2, which include economic, environmental and
social considerations. This list of factors that influence choice includes elements of
cognition, motivation and resources. Land managers on higher-quality land have more
choice than those on the marginal land more typical of the uplands, where livestock
grazing, forestry or recreation (including field sports) may be the only options (SNH
2009; Wilson, 2008).
Figure 3-2 The elements of decision making

Schematic based on information provided by Fishbein & Ajzen (1975) and Locke & Latham (2002)
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Table 3-2 Factors that influence choice of land use enterprise
Land
suitability

Are soils, climate, landform and drainage suitable?

Investment
potential

Will the land use enterprise provide a realistic return on the money
invested in it?

Social
acceptance

Is the land use acceptable within planning policy guidelines; are
there problems with pollution/impact on nature conservation
interests? Does “society” accept it?

Individual
motivation

Does the farmer/land manager have the necessary skills? Does it
satisfy his/her ambitions? Is it acceptable to other members of the
household?
Source: MLURI quoted in SNH (2012b).

Table 3-3 Cross-sectorial land manager typologies in Scotland
Typology

Priorities

Respondents

Land area

Economic land
stewards

Economic and environment

19%

3%

Ecological land
stewards

Ecology and environment

4%

0.2%

Multi-functionalists

Economic, environment and
community

26%

48%

Community
stewards

Strong community/social

39%

28%

Other

Notionally passive - no
strong attitudinal response

12%

21%
Based on Sutherland et al. (2010)

In a recent analysis of land use decision-making by managers on private, public and
charity-owned land in rural Scotland (Sutherland et al. 2010; Miller et al. 2009), five
types of land use decision-maker were identified (Table 3-3). These typologies were
developed in response to the lack of cross-sectorial analysis in Scotland and included
crofters, hobby farmers, horticulturalists, non-commercial operators, farmers and
foresters. The findings of this study suggest that economic issues were important for
many land managers, although these objectives could not be isolated from the
environmental or social responsibilities. Wightman (2010) suggests that control is
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often more important to landowners than monetary reward; this has been particularly
evident in the debates over public access to private land (as discussed in Section
2.2.5) and tenancy (Section 2.2.6) but has not been researched.

3.3 Landowner priorities for the future management of
the estate
In order to understand the impact of landowner motivation on the management of
private Scottish upland estates it is necessary to explore how motivation translates
into priorities for estate management. The next three sections review the literature on
landowner motives for management based on a tripartite split between economic,
environmental and social priorities. This arbitrary split is used to facilitate the
discussion and enable consideration of the results of others (e.g. Sutherland et al.
2010 – Table 3-3) whilst bearing in mind the considerable overlap that occurs
between these three areas.

3.3.1 Economic priorities for management
Table 3.1 indicates that capital investment and livelihood were considered the least
important motives by the respondents to Macmillan’s (2009) survey and
predominantly economic land stewards accounted for only 19% of Sutherland et al.’s
(2010) land managers. MLURI (2012) suggest that obtaining a realistic return for
funds invested is just one of several factors that influence land-use decision makers.
Several researchers on landowner motivation in Scotland conclude that non-economic
factors take priority, but also highlight the differences between traditional private
sporting estates and ‘other’ estates which were agriculturally based and more likely to
be home to a resident landowner dependent on the estate for a livelihood (MacMillan
et al. 2009; MacGregor & Stockdale 1994; MacGregor 1988; Armstrong 1980).
Armstrong (1980) suggested that, on purely sporting estates, financial goals were
often secondary to social and ideological goals, and were frequently found to be
incompatible with sporting objectives. MacGregor’s (1988) survey of estates in North
West Sutherland found that, for 12 of the 14 estates that provided information, the
estate itself contributed less than 10% of the owner’s income. Although this may be
unsurprising, as MacGregor (1988) points out the capital value of the estate is often
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just a fraction of the owner’s total wealth, it does reinforce the suggestion that
ownership of such estates was not economically driven. The sporting estates in
MacGregor and Stockdale’s (1994) survey were predominantly loss-making, whereas
‘other’ agriculturally based estates were more likely to show a profit MacMillan
(2009) notes that, although sporting landowners were mindful of expenses,
profitability was rarely the main priority.
Although MacGregor and Stockdale (1994) show that non-sporting estates provide
better returns for the landowner, the profitability of farming sheep and raising cattle in
the uplands is limited, as animals entering the food chain usually need to be finished
on better land (Hubacek et al. 2008). Agriculture, albeit a way of life for a dying
breed of ‘dog and stick’ upland farmers, does not offer a sustainable living from an
economic perspective without subsidy (Glass et al. 2013b). MacMillan et al. (2009)
notes that the landowner’s motive for sheep farming was often non-financial, giving
the example of sheep being kept merely to help cover the costs and justify the
employment of a full-time stalker. Porter and Mackie (2001 page 3), in their report on
country estates in England, similarly comment that “Traditional assumptions of the
dependency of the rural economy on agriculture are unfounded”. However, although
many landowners may not be farming in-hand, the rent roll from farming activities is
expected to contribute to the economic sustainability of the upland estate.
Although opportunities for commercial diversification may exist, these potentially
profitable activities are not often exploited. MacMillan et al. (2009) conclude that
many landowners are very traditional in their approach to land management:
“A striking feature of the study was the uniformity of views and actions, with
virtually all owners maintaining a rigid adherence to ‘the romance’ of
traditional sporting management aims and practices. Innovations were largely
frowned upon and there appeared to be little enthusiasm for change of any
kind as it may undermine a comfortable and reassuring status quo.”
(MacMillan et al. 2009 page 21)
As mentioned earlier in this Chapter, Gasson and Errington (1993), in their study of
farmers in England, suggest that Maslow’s (1954) hierarchy of needs is climbed as
age progresses. They assert that motivations are influenced by time; longer time
horizons allow for lower short-term returns. Conversely, assuming time corresponds
to age, the young can afford to be more entrepreneurial because they are rich in time.
Hutson (1987), in his study of family farms, suggests that where the prime objective
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is succession, the heavy moral pressure will influence the level of risk, and therefore
older farmers will be more risk adverse. This would explain why MacMillan et al.
(2009 page 1) found landowners with “little enthusiasm for change”.
In another study of English farmers, Ilbery (1983) suggests that an alternative visual
metaphor is the ‘onion’ theory of values; outer layers representing the values of
society and the core representing those values that the holder will only admit to
himself. Reflecting the theories of changes in value corresponding to age (Gasson &
Errington 1993), the outer values are internalised over time and new layers appear.
MacGregor and Stockdale (1994), who found the average age of landowners to be 54
years, also support the theory that the age of the landowner is relevant in
understanding the lack of motivation for commercialisation and development. Given
the age profile of most landowners in Scotland (MacGregor & Stockdale 1994;
Armstrong 1980), this is a logical conclusion.
Over-commercialisation is often seen as undesirable (Macmillan et al. 2009; Stewart
et al. 2001) and the pursuit of profit alone would be considered “curiously distasteful”
in traditional sections of the landed classes (Armstrong 1980 page 62). Stewart et al.
(2001) who interviewed landowners across the whole of Scotland, comment that
entrepreneurship, associated with the exploitation of land for maximum profit, can
lead to extensive development and the break-up of estates.
Making a similar point from the perspective of private estates with forests in the
Cairngorms, McMorran (2008 page 149) showed that half of all the landowners
surveyed did not consider their woodlands to be sources of income, and only 34%
confirmed that their woodlands were financially viable, leading him to conclude that
the importance of woodland was not “directly linked to economic gain but rather to
personal interest”. He confirms that the key management driver for forestry is the
personal preference of the landowner, taking priority over forest managers, land
agents, contractors or consultants and over views of the public, policy regulation or
financial incentives.
Thus, the overall conclusion from the literature on the economic motives of
landowners on Scottish upland estates suggests that they do not place strong emphasis
on financial goals and, when economic considerations are taken into account, making
a profit appears to be just one of several goals. On the basis of Gasson and Errington’s
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(1993) analysis of Maslow (1954), this would suggest that instrumental goals have
often already been met, that the average age of the landowning class is high, and
therefore succession goals limit risk taking. Further research is required to update
that which is already available, to gauge how much emphasis landowners put on the
economic objectives of estate management in upland Scotland.

3.3.2 Environmental priorities for management
In sociology, post-materialist theory suggests that modern society is moving away
from the materialist values of economic and physical security to the expressive goals
associated with ecological sustainability and concern for the environment, higher up
on Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (Dietz et al. 2005; Inglehart 1995; Dunlap et al.
1975). Islam et al.’s (2013) study of Scottish dairy farmers followed Inglehart’s
(1971) American study in finding that the younger generation were more likely to
hold environmental values than the older generations, appearing to conflict with the
theories of Maslow (1954) and others (including Gasson & Errington 1993) who
suggested that the hierarchy was climbed with age. Inglehart (1971) hypothesises that
the younger generation in an affluent society take economic security for granted and
therefore cannot be motivated by economic goals. Indeed, Van Liere and Dunlap
(1980) observe that individuals with pro-environmental values are likely to be
wealthier than those without.
The study by Van Liere and Dunlap (1980) is just one example from a large body of
sociological literature focused on public motivations for alignment

with

environmental issues. Another area of debate is illustrated by Dietz et al. (2005) who
provide a good summary of the concepts and theories underpinning the sub-discipline
of philosophy dealing with environmental values. They also debate the concept of
altruism at length, arriving at the conclusion that, although of theoretical importance
in influencing values, pure altruism is rare, with most human behaviour being highly
goal-orientated (see also Nadelhoffer et al. 2011).
Dietz et al. (2005) point out that, whilst conservation may appear to be an altruistic
motivation, the concept of psychological egoism (May 2011) would suggest that,
although behaviour can be altruistic, motivation cannot, as anthropocentric
understanding suggests most humans are motivated by rational self-interest. In a study
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of ‘responsible, sustainable consumers’ in Canada, Marchand et al. (2010) suggest
that self-interest rather than altruism is the paramount motivational driver for
sustainability, supporting the fundamental principles underlying the economics of
capitalist society based on the theories of philosophers such as Adam Smith and John
Stuart Mills, as well as those of Rand (1957) presented earlier in this chapter. In the
words of François de La Rochefoucauld (1665): “We would frequently be ashamed
of our good deeds if people saw all of the motives that produced them”.
Although landowners do often suffer significant costs in pursuit of environmental
‘public good’ outcomes, psychological egoism or self-interest is therefore likely to be
a factor in their motivation. Sometimes landowners may receive financial benefit for
their work, but even where this is not the case, there may be other, more immaterial
rewards. Conservation features highly as a motive of amenity, and lifestyle buyers
across the United Kingdom are often keen to improve the quality of the land for
wildlife (Ward & Manley 2001).
Wealth has historically allowed estate owners to pursue more environmental goals;
for example, Sir John Stirling Maxwell of the Pollok Estate near Glasgow
experimented with high-altitude forestry and was considered influential in the setting
up of the Forestry Commission (Dick 2003), as well as being better known for his role
in the founding of the NTS. Similarly, the driving force behind the establishment of
the Wildlife Trust partnership in 1912 was a member of another well-known
landowning family, Charles Rothschild.
Although many landowners argue that their custodianship is imperative in ensuring
protection from harm caused by the “naivety and lack of concern of ordinary people
and bureaucrats” (Church & Ravenscroft 2008 page 4), their environmental motives
are often passive. Quinn et al. (2010) in their work on property rights in Northern
England and the Southern Uplands of Scotland found that a landowner has the power
and control necessary to create, maintain or enhance the landscape and the
environment. Stewart et al. (2001) differentiate the long-term negative impact of what
are termed ‘commodity buyers’ who are seen as being more likely to asset strip as
they are ‘less connected’ to the land from the traditional landowner.

An

unwillingness to develop estates, particularly those held primarily for private
enjoyment, as explained in Section 3.3, often results in the land remaining in low-
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intensity use consistent with conservation objectives. For example, Satsangi (2005)
claims that landowners exercise control over the housing provision in rural Scotland,
benefiting both the public and the environment. Munton (2009) contrasts these still
relevant but old-fashioned attitudes with those of the more dynamic and innovative
owners of many large English estates. Nevertheless, others point out that even the
more enlightened landowners’ attitudes to conservation may still not correspond to
those of government and its agencies (Petrzelka et al. 2012; Macgregor & Warren
2006).
Environmental and conservation policies may only work where public and private
objectives coincide (see MacGregor 1993). McMorran’s (2008) research shows that
the most common primary objective of landowners with forests in the Cairngorms
was conservation and biodiversity (89% by area), despite only 6% of owners (by
number and percentage of land held) being NGOs.

Most owners considered

landscape, timber and sporting uses as the other key objectives. With most forestry
management decisions being undertaken by the owner, this supports MacGregor’s
(1993) contention that private landowners are highly influential rural decisionmakers.

The role of government intervention in such stewardship, and whether

financial incentives are necessary or indeed desirable as a motivator, was questioned
by MacGregor (1988) who concluded that government agencies, except those
associated with grants and subsidies, had little influence on management. Grants and
subsidies, however, can be influential, as evidenced by the withdrawal of agricultural
production subsidy; the end of headage payments has dramatically reduced numbers
of sheep in the uplands (Waterhouse et al., 2008) providing improvements in habitat
for wildlife.
Wightman (2010) contends that much of Scotland’s land is in the hands of wealthy
landowners who do not have the time or inclination to take a detailed, ‘hands on’
interest in the management of their land. McMorran (2008) found that amongst
landowners in the Cairngorms (owning approximately 265,000 hectares), agricultural
rents were the most frequent source of income, though tourism and non-agricultural
rents provided higher potential income. Thus, a landowner often wishes to retain
control of the land, including the sporting interests and the long-term capital
appreciation, whilst not being responsible for its day-to-day management. Where
tenant farmers are in occupation, the financial benefits of grants may incentivise the
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farmer, but are unlikely to motivate the landowner. However, in this post-productivist
era, with less land being rented to farming tenants, and increasing numbers of lifestyle
buyers taking on land holdings of all sizes (Mather et al. 2006), it may be possible to
incentivise the new generation of amenity consumers in line with changing societal
values. In support of this, research in Australia and the United States, as well as the
United Kingdom, has shown that landowners not dependent on farming as a
livelihood were more likely to adopt conservation-compatible practices, although the
uptake of conservation schemes was greatest amongst those whose objectives
coincided with the voluntary schemes, rather than those who perhaps have land most
in need of conserving (Moon & Cocklin 2011; Lambert et al. 2007; Potter & Gasson
1988).
The implications from the literature are that the reductions in tenant farming noted in
Section 2.2.6, coupled with a new generation of younger ‘lifestyle’ buyers with
stronger environmental motives as described by Inglehart (1971), could be beneficial
to the ecology of the uplands. However, only 4% of Sutherland et al.’s land stewards
prioritised ecology and the environment, and there has been no other research to
confirm the level of environmental motivation amongst landowners since the survey
undertaken by Higgins et al. in 2002.

3.3.3 Social priorities for management
The theories outlined at the start of Chapter 3 indicate that social motives develop
once the goals of income and security are met. With regard to landowners, this points
to wealth and inheritance as being significant in developing strong social ties. In
keeping with this proposition, Ilbery (1983) showed that farmers in England who
inherited land attached far greater importance to belonging to the community, the
social value, than those who did not have the family tradition. He found that these
expressive values were high among farmers with more diverse and multifunctional
farms but, in all cases, the intrinsic values were most important (Ilbery 1983).
Similarly, Moxnes Jervell (1999) found that Norwegian landowners who inherited
were less likely to sell or move away from the farm in hard times, demonstrating the
significance of inheritance as a factor creating a value of attachment. Sutherland et al.
(2011), in their cross-sectoral study of land manager typologies in Scotland, found the
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highest level of inheritance (71%) amongst land managers who gave priority to
community and social themes (39% - see Table 3-3).
In many farming families, children are socialised into the traditional farming and
land steward role, and the values of the family farm are internalised from an early age
(Riley 2009; Gray 1998; Gasson & Errington 1993). The strength of traditions and
values in landowning families is particularly strong (Armstrong 1980) and overrides
the fact that land management was not necessarily the first choice of profession
(Moxnes Jervell 1999), supporting the theories of Carroll & Mosakowski (1987) that
suggest parental influence is also significant in developing motives.
In Scotland, MacMillan et al. (2009) and Higgins et al.’s (2002) survey (Table 3.1)
highlighted that estate landowners rated local jobs as an important motive for owning
an estate. Although these authors do not clarify how ‘local jobs’ can be classified as a
motive for ownership, this does provide another indication of the high level of social
responsibility assumed by landowners. The expectation is that landowners have a
responsibility for a community on the estate. How far that ‘estate community’ extends
is a much wider debate (see McKee 2012).
The theory suggested by Granovetter (1985) and mentioned at the start of Chapter 3,
is that individuals do not operate in isolation but are influenced by their social
networks, which serve to shape expectations, and opportunities that differ from the
economic logic of market behaviour. In line with this, work by Atterton (2007) in
Scotland shows that ‘over-embeddedness’ of business owners, arising from strong
social ties and community closeness, can in fact, hinder entrepreneurial development
and business growth within the wider economy.
In influencing how land is used, the landowner can be seen as a de facto rural planner
(MacMillan et al. 2009; Wightman et al. 2002; Armstrong 1980). Although, as
explained in Section 3.4, this can bring about landscape and environmental benefits,
one criticism levelled at landowners has been their lack of action and the fact that they
have not instigated change (Lovett 2010; Hart 1977). Bird (1982) found this evident
when she explored the effect of large-scale private landownership on social
development in a Scottish rural parish. As the ownership of much of Scotland’s land
is concentrated in the hands of relatively few landowners, their decisions have a
significant impact on potential for growth or decline in Scottish rural settlements, in
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spite of powers accorded to local and nationally appointed bodies (Miller et al. 2009).
Shucksmith et al. (1993) and Shucksmith and Winter (1990) looked at the importance
of landowners’ attitudes and objectives in land release for rural housing, and
recognised economic and non-economic motives, including “kinship, social status and
class” (Shucksmith et al. 1993 page 248).
MacGregor (1993 Sec. 2.4) states that “change can be facilitated or prevented by the
power structures in society”, and the land reform campaign was built on this premise.
Wightman (2010) concedes that the whole issue of land reform is about power, rather
than the distinct issue of how land is used or abused. However, if the landowner is
perceived by the public as culpable for lacking the motivation to instigate change and
encourage growth in the local community, this implies that the landowner has the
responsibility to foster a spirit of community and take some form of paternal or
facilitatory role in local society. The rural debate is summed up by Satsangi (2005)
who refers back to Newby’s (1979) discussions on paternalism, based on the concept
that the rich should be in loco parentis to the poor. Today it is often not clear how the
landowner fits this role – if indeed s/he should; a patriarchal role may be wholly
inappropriate, and the landowner’s social inclusion within the community confused or
impractical:
“Some owners were seen as acceptable and others not, and a key factor in this
concerns their social background and particular style of ownership.” (Stewart
et al 2001 page 396)
The question remains as to whether the landowner’s presence or absence makes a
difference, and whether social inclusion within the community is a significant
consideration for landowners. Although the theories discussed above imply that
inheritance, as found by Ilbery (1983) in his study of farmers, may play a role in
shaping the values of the landowner, the specific issue of what motivates the
landowner to take on the community stewardship role, with or without the powerful
symbolic significance suggested by Bryden and Geisler (2007), remains to be fully
addressed by research.

3.4 Summary
The first part of this chapter also explored Maslow’s (1954) hierarchy of needs and
the consensus in the literature that the extrinsic motives of income, security, social
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standing and personal fulfillment have traditionally been seen as a pyramid whereas
the stronger intrinsic motives are more difficult to define (Gasson & Errington 1993).
Section 3.1 outlined the results of the most recent research into landowner motives for
ownership of their estates (MacMillan et al. 2009; Higgins et al. 2002; MacGregor &
Stockdale 1994; Armstrong 1985 and Armstrong & Mather 1983). The discussion
concluded that these studies are out of date, and the results are inconsistent, with little
explanation (Table 3-1).
The discussion continued with an exploration of the literature relating to landowner
motives for field sports, finding that there was insufficient explanation in the more
recent research (MacMillan et al. 2009; Higgins et al. 2002) to distinguish whether
estates were owned to satisfy the landowner’s passion for field sports or whether the
contribution of field sports to the economic sustainability of the estate meant that the
motivation was more commercially based.
Section 3.3 explored how landowner motivations translate into action. It was noted
that decisions taken by different landowners, or even the same landowner at a
different time, can result in diverse outcomes. The concepts of decision making were
reviewed, including the idea that individuals do not always make rational decisions,
and may pursue multiple goals simultaneously, resulting in trade-offs being made.
Cross-sectorial analysis of land managers across Scotland by Sutherland et al. (2010)
and Miller et al. (2009) identified five types of manager, most of whom demonstrated
multiple priorities; the MLURI (2012) study concluded that most landowners will
consider some mix of economic, environmental and social factors when making
decisions.
The discussion then moved on to look at priorities for management on upland estates.
The economic priorities were reviewed in Section 3.3.1, with the literature pointing to
the fact that economic motives were not paramount; they were not prioritized over
other aspects of management but may be one of several goals. The research suggested
that, given the wealth and age profile of most landowners (MacGregor & Stockdale
1994; Armstrong 1980), their income and security needs had already been met,
allowing them to evolve more social and expressive goals.
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However, in contrast to the economic literature, the discussion of environmental
priorities in Section 3.3.2 suggested that the younger generation were more likely to
hold environmental values and beliefs (Islam et al. 2013; Van Liere & Dunlap 1980;
Inglehart 1971). There has, however, been no research into the environmental motives
of landowners per se (rather than farmers) since the topic was briefly explored in
2002 (reported by MacMillan et al. 2009 and Higgins et al. 2002).
The discourse at the start of this chapter suggested that social motives, discussed in
Section 3.3.3, evolve with wealth and inheritance, as reinforced by the findings of
Ilbery (1983), Moxnes Jervell (1999) and more locally by Sutherland et al. (2010).
Questions arose regarding the impact of the residential status of the landowner, and
the desirability of the landowner’s role in social stewardship.
It is clear from this review that there are a number of areas in which current
understanding is limited and/or rests on out-of-date information, representing a clear
need for further research. The resulting aims of this study, and the ways in which the
research it comprises address these areas, are outlined in the next chapter.
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4 Aims and objectives: Where do we go from
here?
The ‘Sustainable Estates Project’ as a whole was designed to explore the concept of
sustainability on large upland estates “in order to understand how best to manage the
relationships between people, place and the economy” (Glass et al. 2013a page 4).
Shane et al. (2003) describe motivation as the bridge that spans the gap between
knowledge and behaviour and so it is therefore logical to seek to understand how to
bridge the gap, with the ultimate aim of motivating landowners to make decisions that
enhance the sustainability of their estates, and create a symbiotic relationship between
the private estate and society as a whole.
Understanding the priorities of today’s landowners is essential for the design of
effective policy. However, much of the available literature outlined in Chapter 3
relates to farmers rather than landowners; and often in England, rather than Scotland.
Throughout the United Kingdom, traditional assumptions of the dependency of the
rural economy on agriculture are considered inappropriate in the 21st century, as
many landowners are not primarily interested or engaged in farming (Porter &
Mackie 2001). Rectifying the lack of literature and research into landowner priorities
is the primary aim of this thesis:
The aim of this study is to explore the range of motives of landowners in
upland Scotland and to gain an understanding of their priorities for the
future management of their estates.
In order to address the weaknesses in the existing literature highlighted in Chapter 3,
the objectives of this research are to focus on the following:


Landowners’ motives for ownership of their estates



The impact of residence and inheritance on landowners’ motives



Landowners’ priorities for the future management of their estates

As discussed in Chapter 2, a small number of private individuals own a large
proportion of Scottish land (Wightman 1999) - and with the ownership of such large
areas of land comes the capacity through rights and power to have a strong influence
on land-use changes (Munton 2009).

It therefore follows that the motives and
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priorities of these private landowners are crucial to the ‘sustainable’ future of the
Scottish uplands. The effective alignment of government policy to engender
sustainability will depend on its ability to influence landowners and help them to
address the challenges to estate sustainability.
A further aim of this study is to identify the challenges to estate sustainability
and obtain landowners’ views on how these can be addressed.
In order to achieve this aim the research also focuses on:


Landowners’ perceptions of challenges to the sustainability of the estate



Landowners’ views on how challenges to sustainability can be addressed

In order to fully investigate these issues, the research analyses how landowners view
the concept of ‘sustainability’ and review their visions for the future in order to
provide a basis of formulating policy for Scottish upland estates to align landowner
and public goals of ‘sustainability’.
There is considerable debate at global and national scales on the definitions of
sustainability (see Glass et al. 2013a; Glass 2011; Barker and Stockdale 2008;
Dresner 2008; McKenzie 2004). It is often depicted as the integration of social,
economic and environmental interests – the three pillars of sustainability or ‘triple
bottom line’ combining the three diverse areas of economic, biological and social
sciences (White et al. 2009; Bruckmeier & Tovey 2009; Elkington 2006). However,
the approach does have limitations, particularly the need for trade-offs and
compromise, which means that achieving a positive balance can be a challenge
(Henriques & Richardson 2013; Gibson 2006).
Despite the limitations of the ‘triple bottom line’ approach, it does reflect to some
extent the tiers of Maslow’s (1954) hierarchy of needs. The instrumental goals of
income and security are represented by the economic element of sustainability, social
sustainability reflects the social goals in the pyramid, and environmental sustainability
may be one way to fulfil expressive goals. The three dimensions of sustainability –
economic, environmental and social – are therefore used, for the purposes of this
thesis, to explore the concept in terms of the Scottish private estate.
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This theoretical division facilitates the corresponding discussion in Chapter 5 of the
literature on sustainability of private upland estates in Scotland by discipline – land
economy for the economics of upland estates, ecology and conservation biology for
the environmental issues, and human geography providing much of the literature on
social sustainability – although inevitably there is considerable overlap and much of
literature is itself cross-disciplinary. Winter and Lobley (2009) point out that current
rural research is merging the boundaries of disciplines such as agriculture, science,
geography and economics – but in order to achieve a comprehensive review of all the
threats to the sustainability of Scottish upland estates, it is necessary to deconstruct
the concept first; hence the use of the ‘triple bottom line’ approach is deemed
appropriate.
It has been argued that geographers are not doing enough research that is relevant to
policy-makers and that consequently the discipline is in danger of losing out to others
in contributing to ‘policy research and discourse’ (Watts et al. 2009; James et al.
2004). For example, Miller et al. (2009 page 91) state: “The literature review
demonstrated the paucity of academic literature on ... land use decision-making by
individuals who are not farmers, reflecting to a degree, the difficulty in accessing
these populations”.
This research aims to contribute to remedying this situation by including interviews
with the landowners themselves rather than with their professional agents or
representatives who are more often targeted by researchers. Discussions on case study
estates reveal the motives and priorities of Scottish landowners that will be crucial in
designing Scottish rural policy for the future. The interviews with landowners
included discussion on various areas of policy, but particularly with emphasis on
exploring constraints to the sustainability of upland estates, a question originally
raised in the survey eliciting some salient comments. This aspect is discussed further
in Chapter 5 which highlights and discusses many of the main challenges to
sustainability on the upland estate, as these form the basis of much of the
methodologies presented in Chapter 6.
The gaps in the literature highlighted in Section 3.7 are addressed in this study
through a combination of quantitative and qualitative studies. Chapter 6 provides full
details of the methodology, including the landowner survey Q methodology and case
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study interviews, that as well as composing the different stages of the research (De
Vaus 2001) together form a triangulated approach (Flick et al. 2007) (Figure 4-1). A
behavioural approach to this research recognizes that landowners’ decision-making is
independent from that of government or other agencies involved. Traditional
structured survey and interview methodology have historically been used to
understand the landowner’s decision-making process (for example MacMillan et al.
2009; Higgins et al. 2002; MacGregor & Stockdale 1994; Armstrong 1985;
Armstrong & Mather 1983). Although these methods are useful in monitoring change
(Beedell & Rehman 1999) and have contributed widely to investigating the uptake of
agricultural policy, they can be inflexible and too simplistic to understand the
complexity of human behaviour (Burton 2004) sometimes leading to confusing results
such as those discussed in Chapter 3. Instead, this thesis takes a balanced approach
that combines qualitative and quantitative work to alleviate such problems (Kings &
Ilbery 2010). However, the work still incorporates quantitative methods that are
standardised and repeatable, and are therefore useful in monitoring change across
time or place (Beedell & Rehman 1999).
Figure 4-1 Triangulation of methodology
Landowner
Survey

Case study
interviews

Q
methodology

As well as providing useful data in itself, the results of the landowner survey are used
as the basis for the choice of case study estates, and the responses from landowners
enable the compilation of the Q-sort statements or concourse (Duenckmann 2010)
underpinning the Q methodology. Both the survey data and the results of the Q-sort
provide quantitative data that can be considered alongside the qualitative information
resulting from the semi-structured interviews; the qualitative information is also
essential in understanding the context of the results of the quantitative survey and Qsort.
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5 Challenges to sustainability on the upland
private estate
This chapter discusses the current literature surrounding some of the main challenges
to sustainability on Scottish upland estates. It provides the basis for the questions
raised in the landowner survey and the case study interviews as outlined in the
methodology in Chapter 6 and provides the background for the discussion of
landowner responses in Chapter 9. Chapter 4 referred to the global and national
debates on the definition of sustainability, with particular reference to the ‘triple
bottom line’ approach combining the three pillars of economic, environmental and
social sustainability (Elkington 1997). Despite the limitations of this approach, the
discussion of challenges to sustainability in the following sections has been broken
down into these three main areas to facilitate analysis, although it is acknowledged
that there is considerable overlap both in the literature and in reality.

5.1 Challenges to economic sustainability
Scottish upland estates are typically asset-rich and cash-poor, and therefore, as
discussed in Chapter 3, they do not fit comfortably with normative economic
principles as they are not necessarily owned for economic exploitation (MacMillan et
al. 2009). In fact, the lack of economic sustainability of the estate is often cited as the
‘reason for being’ of the absentee landlord (Stewart et al. 2001), a concept discussed
in Section 2.2.4. However, Armstrong and Mather (1983) point out that, although
private land in the Scottish uplands is often not held primarily for economic reasons,
the economic objective becomes paramount if financial pressures threaten its
ownership. A summary of the key challenges to economic sustainability on Scottish
upland estates is provided in Table 5-1 and each of these challenges is discussed
further in Sections 5.1.1 to 5.1.6.
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Table 5-1 Summary of key challenges to the economic sustainability of upland
estates
Key challenge
Field sports

Section in text
5.1.1

Notes
Although returns can be high, the volatility of grouse
numbers means that landowners need sufficient
resources to cover costs in poor years.

Agricultural

5.1.2

margins

Low productivity on poor quality land (LFA) leads to
low returns to those farming in-hand and low rents for
those with tenanted land.

Diversification

5.1.3

Diversification is often hailed as the key to economic
success but in remote areas, where incomes are
lowest, opportunities may be limited.

Taxation

5.1.4

Although the overall tax burden on upland estates is
low, the sustainability of the estate can be threatened
when faced with death duties or by the unintended
consequences of complex rules.

Grants and

5.1.5

subsidies

The abolition of production-based payments to
farmers has resulted in some environmental benefits,
but made many upland farms unviable and as a
consequence, reduced estate rental income. The postproductivist focus has been on agri-environment
schemes that do not offer an economic replacement
for farm incomes. Subsidies to alleviate hardship in
LFAs have created dependency amongst tenant
farmers but without such support they may be forced
to abandon land.

Heritage
buildings

5.1.6

The cost of maintaining many of these structures can
put a considerable strain on the finances of an estate.
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5.1.1 Field sports
Sporting interests may have potential to be commercially viable (see Section 2.2.6),
though they are often not run on a commercial basis (MacMillan et al. 2009).
Nevertheless, the financial contribution from sporting activity on private estates does
play a substantial role in the economy of not only the estate itself, but also the
surrounding area (Richards 2004). Grouse populations are cyclical, with numbers
fluctuating considerably from year to year. This means that estates need alternative
sources of income or capital to cover costs in bad years when income may be low or
even non-existent. However, the Fraser of Allander Institute (2010) indicated that
profitability on many estates had doubled since 2001, and that the contribution of
grouse shooting to the Scottish economy had increased by 37% despite grouse bag
numbers being halved over the same period. Johnson (2011) explains how market
forces can help to compensate by increasing prices to reflect the scarcity of red
grouse. Sporting activities including grouse shooting, deer stalking and fishing can
offer significant returns (MacMillan et al., 2009) and there is also a large gain to be
made on these activities from the capital value that they bring to the selling price of
the land (Warren, 2009) as illustrated in Figure 2-3.

5.1.2 Agricultural margins
As explained in Section 2.1.1, the uplands of Scotland largely comprise land above
the upper limits of cultivated farmland. They constitute areas of marginal economic
activity and therefore returns from agriculture are low. Waterhouse et al. (2011)
explain how non-economic farming systems operate on rough and common grazing
land, producing low incomes supported by LFA subsidies. Landowners may farm
these areas themselves, but more often the land is let to tenant farmers for minimal
rents while the landowner retains the shooting rights. The fragility of sheep farming in
the uplands is highlighted by Waterhouse et al. (2008) who provide an overview of
the economics of sheep farming in the Highlands based on averages for the years
2001-2007:
Table 5-2 shows that the average annual subsidy (£24,800) exceeds the income earned
from sheep sales (£17,402) and is considerable in excess of the average net profit
from sheep farming (£4,100) indicating the extent of the economic dependence on
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subsidy, a subject discussed further in Section 5.1.5. Whilst the rental income
received by the landowner has historically been low, in more recent years there has
been a trend of landowners paying farmers to keep sheep on the land – reversing the
role and further reducing estate income. The reason for the shift is that the sheep act
as ‘tick mops’, reducing the number of ticks that can otherwise have a serious
detrimental effect on grouse numbers (McMorran 2009). Overall, however, the low
returns from farming have meant that sheep numbers have dropped (See Waterhouse
et al. 2011; 2008) and therefore it has become necessary for landowners to review
their approach to tenant farmers on the basis of the wider benefits to be gained.
Table 5-2 Net Farm Incomes from LFA sheep
Source of net farm
income
LFA sheep

Direct income
£/annum

Subsidy
£/annum

Net farm income
£/annum

17,402

24,800

4,100
Waterhouse et al. (2008)

5.1.3 Diversification
As explained in Section 2.1.1, agricultural margins in the Scottish uplands are low,
and the potential for earning a living from a farming estate often depends on the
ability to ‘add value’ to production through diversification schemes. Whether the
landowner or the tenant enters into such schemes, they do have the potential to
radically alter the finances of the estate. There are many private estates that have
achieved a high level of economic sustainability supported by a combination of
traditional and innovative activities (Glass et al. 2013; Glass 2011; Midgley et al.
2008). However, in remote areas the opportunities for diversification can be limited
and income tends to be seasonal (Bergmann & Thompson, 2009).

5.1.4 Taxation
Low returns mean that most landowners are not challenged by high levels of taxation
in respect of their estates, and the rules in the United Kingdom are generally
considered beneficial in comparison to elsewhere in Europe (van der Veen et al.
2007). However, Hill and Blandford (2007) suggest that some taxation measures,
although seen as positive at inception, may now be detrimental to the economic
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sustainability of landowners. They comment that the array of taxation measures does
not appear to be the result of a carefully planned and consistent strategy, and suggest:
“… that they arise as ad hoc responses to particular policy problems and thus
tend to lack consistency and coherence with other parts of policy, even those
within those directed specifically at agriculture. Furthermore, they tend to
persist long after the initial problems they were intended to tackle have
receded into history, and are resistant to being dismantled in part because of
the economic rents they have helped to create.” (Hill & Blandford 2007 page
14)
The taxation system has evolved over time, with the potential to produce unintended
effects which then need to be legislated for through adjustments in future years. For
landowners, this has created a complex and frustrating set of rules leading to a need
for expensive professional interpretation (Hill & Blandford 2007); for example, the
VAT partial exemption rules. Further complications include the move to
diversification, which can trigger both tax-planning opportunities and tax pitfalls
(Butler 2011). When HMRC recently reviewed the game shooting industry, it worked
with representative organisations to educate members on the VAT implications of
organised shooting to encourage wider understanding and promote voluntary
compliance. Similarly, businesses that have diversified to exploit new income streams
may not always be alert to the numerous associated tax implications (SAC 2011).
The HMRC ‘Rural Diversification Project’ aims to highlight the need for full
awareness of the issues arising as a result of diversification (Butler 2011).
Although Inheritance Tax in the UK is higher than that in other parts of Europe (Van
der Veen et al. 2007), it can often be mitigated through the various reliefs available.
Problems can arise when deaths happen in quick succession or when a death is
unexpected and no prior planning has taken place. However this is rare, and most
larger estates use Trusts and other structures, as discussed in Chapter 2, to ensure this
does not happen.

These methods are evidently successful as Inheritance Tax

accounted for only 0.4% of total tax revenue (excluding North Sea oil revenues) in
Scotland in the 2009/10 tax year (Scottish Government, 2012b).

67

5.1.5 Grants and subsidies
The grant system with its periodic review and re-structuring is more adaptive and
user-friendly than the tax system, but is still labelled as too complex by its critics and
often gives rise to unintended consequences (Miller et al. 2009). The Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) aims to ensure, through grants and subsidies, that
conservation objectives are managed alongside commercial farming, but general
criticism of the system includes the argument that multi-functionality is an
insufficient justification for continuing trade-distorting agricultural policies, and that
many non-food benefits would be achieved with greater efficiency through nonagricultural policy instruments (O'Caithnia 2011; Bohman et al. 1999). Limiting the
scope of CAP to those who manage land for agricultural purposes means that there is
no financial support for other landowners.
The CAP is administered in Scotland through the Scotland Rural Development
Programme (SRDP) as shown in Table 5-3. This table shows how EU and Scottish
policy makers have attempted to resolve the tensions between agricultural support,
rural development and environmental protection by dividing the CAP funds between
two 'pillars': Pillar One for production support and Pillar Two for rural development.
Both pillars incorporate an environmental element, although the cross-compliance
required under Pillar One is very limited, requiring adherence to statutory standards of
land management relating to public, animal and plant health, environmental
protection and animal welfare (Rodgers 2009). Effectively, the cross-compliance
measures are in place to protect the rural environment from further degradation, while
the improvement or enhancement of farmland biodiversity is encouraged through the
agri-environmental schemes (Rodgers 2009) but again this limits financial support to
registered farming landowners.
In 2009, payments under the Single Farm Payment (SFP) scheme under Pillar One
were claimed on 4,354,660 hectares in Scotland (Buchan et al. 2010). The total
agricultural area of Scotland is 5.92 million hectares 9 when farm woodland is
excluded (Scottish Government 2009) meaning that subsidies were not claimed on
over 1.56 million hectares, representing more than a quarter of the agricultural land in

9

The total land area of Scotland is approximately 7,710,000 hectares.
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Scotland. However, many of those that do claim subsidies, rely on them, and
resistance to change and the lack of an alternative support system for the many
subsistence-level farmers (on mainly tenanted farms) in the uplands of Scotland has
led to a need to continue the out-dated payment system based on historic stock
numbers.
In Scotland, a major part of the Pillar Two funds are currently used for the Less
Favoured Areas Support Scheme (LFASS), the dominant scheme within the SRDP
(Swales 2009). A total of £61 million is distributed to around 13,000 beneficiaries,
giving LFASS more recipients than any other rural support scheme in Scotland, after
SFPs (Schwarz et al. 2007). The withdrawal of this support would seriously impact on
the rental income achievable for agricultural land and could lead to abandonment of
marginal land (Royal Society of Edinburgh 2008).
The current long-term EU budget runs from 2014 to 2020 (European Commission
2014). The major changes since the 2007 to 2013 budget (European Commission
2011), encompassing the period during which this study was carried out, include
reductions in the amounts of payments to farmers through the phasing-out of the SFP
providing direct income support to farmers and strengthening of targeted payments to
farmers for public goods. These recent changes have not yet had a chance to impact
on landowners so are not discussed in any detail here.
There are concerns that the loss of production support may have far-reaching effects
on marginal land but, providing sufficient funding is available to support agrienvironmental schemes, Acs et al. (2008 page 562) are hopeful that this should
encourage more environmentally-friendly practices through an increase in the uptake
of such schemes promoting “cost-effectiveness in the delivery of public
environmental goods on upland farms”. Although historically the CAP focused on
food production, it now holds a key role in ensuring the provision of public goods for
the future (Hart et al. 2011) and the value of the financial incentives offered is likely
to impact on upland landowners, despite the fact that many of Scotland’s upland
estates have only a limited direct involvement with agriculture.
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Table 5-3 Funding available under the EU CAP and the SRDP
EU Common Agricultural Policy
Pillar One:
Direct
support for
production

Pillar Two:
Support for rural development under EU Rural Development Regulation
encapsulated in Scotland Rural Development Plan
Other schemes (unlikely to be
available to estate landowners)

Single Farm
Payment
(SFP)

Less Favoured
Area Support
Scheme
(LFASS)

Rural Development Contracts
(RDCs)
Land Management Options
(LMOs)

LEADER funding

Payment
based on
historical
production
level (20002002)

To sustain
fragile
economies and
maintain
biodiversity and
landscapes

Non competitive and open to all
land managers registered with the
Integrated Administration and
Control System (IACS)

Bottom-up community based rural
development - Partnership working
see (Roth 2008)

Requirement
to retain land
in ‘Good
Agricultural
and
Environmental
Condition’
(a minimum
standard)

Paid on 85% of
land in Scotland
(Warren, 2009).

Modulation
shifting funds
to Pillar 2 will
reduce amount
paid year on
year

Axis 1 - Improving the
competitiveness of the agricultural
and forestry sector.
Axis 2 - Improving the environment
and the countryside.

See Figure 2-1.
Axis 3 - Improving the quality of
life in rural areas and
diversification of the rural
economy.

Forestry Challenge Funds
Woodlands In and Around Towns
and Forestry for People aim to
improve the condition of existing
woodland for the benefit of local
people

Rural Priorities

Crofting Counties Agricultural
Grants Scheme

Competitive, based on regional
priorities:

Assistance towards improving and
sustaining the viability of croft
business

Axis 1 - Improving the
competitiveness of agriculture and
forestry by supporting restructuring,
development and innovation.

Food, Processing, Marketing and
Co-operation Grant Scheme

Axis 2 - Improving the environment
and the countryside by supporting
land management.

To promote sustainable and
profitable food production

Axis 3 - Improving the quality of
life in rural areas and encouraging
diversification of economic activity.

Skills Development Scheme
Development and delivery of group
skills

This table is based on information extracted from Scottish Government (2008) and other sources referenced in the
table itself; further detail is available from the SRDP website
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/farmingrural/SRDP
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The tenant farmer, rather than the landowner, has traditionally carried on hill farming
in the uplands of Scotland, but even those landowners who let their land and have no
in-hand farming will still be influenced and affected by both European and national
agricultural policies. Although there is significant literature concerning the CAP
reforms in the UK generally (e.g. Jambor & Harvey 2010; Matthews et al. 2006;
Winter & Gaskell 1998) and their impact on Scottish agriculture (e.g. Acs et al. 2010;
Gray 2009; Reed et al. 2009), there is little literature that specifically addresses the
impact of de-coupling on the sustainability of Scottish upland estates.

5.1.6 Heritage buildings
The final challenge listed in Table 5-1 is the cost of maintaining heritage buildings on
the estate, already mentioned in Section 2.2.6. Cannadine (2005) and McCrone et al.
(1995) both explain how the old landed families fell into decline, particularly after
1945, as their grand houses became too costly to maintain and many landowners sold
to ‘new wealth’, building or moving to smaller, more economic homes themselves.
Inglis (2011) talks about the ‘Golden Age’ of castle rebuilding in the second half of
the 20th Century, reaching a peak in the 1990s, by private owners: individuals
prepared to take the necessary financial risks. Most major investment in old houses in
the 20th century came from new wealth, as Inheritance Taxes (see Section 5.1.4)
depleted the reserves of many estates.
In the 21st century, smaller heritage buildings are often improved to provide holiday
accommodation producing good financial returns (Inglis 2011), but low residential
rents have meant a lack of incentive as well as a lack of funds for landowners to
invest in tenanted property. This does lead to more affordable rents in rural areas, but
living conditions often fall below average modern standards (McKee 2012; Knox &
Cottam 1981). The Rural Homes for Rent initiative (Scottish Government 2008)
provided grants for affordable housing, and although aimed at producing new homes
rather than improving the old, was also available to convert historic farm buildings
into new residential units. Since this study was carried out, this scheme has been
superseded by the Affordable Housing Supply Programme (Scottish Government
2014a) and Empty Homes Loan Fund (Scottish Government 2014b).
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5.2 Challenges to environmental sustainability
Environmental sustainability on upland estates in Scotland encompasses a wide range
of global and local issues. Land ownership is widely understood to confer a duty of
stewardship (Munton 2009; Stewart et al. 2001). Lord Percy (2011) provides an
explanation of how this sense of stewardship benefits the upland environment:
“Many people who wish to enjoy the moors for walking or bird watching
cannot reconcile the shooting of live quarry, nor understand the need for
control of some predator species, yet the former is the driver that creates such
a huge diversity of habitat and protection for wildlife. Millions of acres of
carbon-locking heather moorland have been protected by grouse moor
management, unsubsidised and funded by people whose passion for
conservation goes way beyond shooting. The employment that grouse
shooting provides keeps rural communities thriving, schools open and hotels
in business.” (Percy 2011 page 6)
Similarly, Wigan (1991) commends landowners’ involvement in the maintenance of
Scotland’s rivers which often results from their dedication to salmon fishing, but
points out that over-fishing, fish farming and agricultural pollution pose serious
threats. Many upland estates practise active conservation, often through co-operation
with conservation organisations, but environmental processes are complex, and the
actions of landowners can also have negative impacts on habitats or species. The
Ecosystem Plan for Upland Ecosystems (SNH 2011b) considers the key challenges
for upland habitats. The complexity and inter-relationships of some of these issues,
and the challenges to environmental sustainability in upland Scotland, are presented
in more detail in Table 5-4 and discussed below.
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Table 5-4 Summary of key challenges to environmental sustainability on upland
estates
Key challenge
Overgrazing

Section in text Notes
5.2.1

Overgrazing has impacts on habitats in general and on
individual species. Often results from a combination of
sheep and high deer numbers supported by sporting estates.

Land

5.2.2

Withdrawal of support for agricultural production could

abandonment –

lead to abandonment of land by farmers. Although there are

wild land

some benefits in wild land, most research suggests land
needs to be managed to ensure the maintenance of
biodiversity.

Muirburn

5.2.3

Although muirburn offers benefits to many ground nesting
birds, it maintains heather moorland in preference to other
habitat types.

Species

5.2.4

protection

Species favoured by sportsmen can be given priority to the
detriment of others. However, legal restrictions on the
culling of some predatory species (e.g. ravens) may be
detrimental to others (ground nesting birds).
Planting of non-native species for commercial gain or
ornament has been detrimental to native biodiversity.

Tourism,

5.2.5

The increase in visitors to the uplands has the potential to

recreation and

put pressure on the ecology and biodiversity of the area.

access

However, visitor management can minimize the damage.
The use of land for recreational activities such as skiing
and mountain biking needs to be controlled and where
possible restricted in sensitive areas.

Planning and
development

5.2.6

New development of all kinds can be detrimental both
visually and in terms of habitat destruction.
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5.2.1 Overgrazing
The well-documented historical problem of grazing intensity, listed as a key challenge
in Table 5-4, remains a current issue on many private estates (Warren 2009; Reed
2009; Holland 2008). Headage payments historically made under the CAP
encouraged high stocking rates to increase food production (Acs et al. 2010; McCrone
et al. 2008; Warren 2008; Waterhouse et al. 2008; Holden et al. 2007; Winter et al.
2007), and a lack of understanding or disregard of basic principles, spurred on by
artificial financial incentives, produced a large-scale ‘tragedy of the commons 10 ’
(Hardin & Baden 1977), as the large numbers of tenant-owned sheep competed for
food resources with the deer herds encouraged by the sporting landowners (Nilson et
al. 2007).
Dodgshon & Olsson (2006) suggest that high sheep stocking rates are also to blame
for loss of heather moorland, the natural habitat of grouse and other species (see also
Midgley & Price 2010). Others argue that the grazing of the uplands by sheep and
cattle merely represents modern alternatives to the more ‘natural’ herbivores (Fenton
2004), and the corresponding increase in deer numbers (despite heavy culling) as a
result of the post-productivist reduction in hill sheep numbers supports this argument
(Rose et al. 2009; Holland et al. 2008; Royal Society of Edinburgh 2008; SAC 2008;
Waterhouse et al. 2008).
Detailed discussion of the debates surrounding deer management is provided by
Warren (2009) and Smart et al. (2008). A code of practice approved for deer
management (SNH, 2011c) supports voluntary policies previously applied to the
management of Scotland’s wild deer and recognises the need for a joined-up approach
from stakeholders, as deer do not respect estate boundaries:
“Wild deer are important to Scotland’s nature, culture and economy. Deer are
managed for many reasons including sport, the protection of agricultural or
forestry crops, conservation, public safety and for their own welfare.
Balancing these different reasons presents a challenge for everyone involved.”
(SNH 2011c page 1)

10

A ‘tragedy of the commons’ is a widely accepted term for the detrimental overgrazing that occurs
when individuals place their own objectives above those of the whole group using the same land. It is a
notable feature of common land systems and is often cited as the reason for ‘enclosure’ in 18th century
in Scotland (Douglas 2010).
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It also reinforces the message that The Deer (Scotland) Act 1996 (as amended) states
that SNH can intervene where this is considered to be in the public interest. The
debate as to how such a decision would be reached appears to be unresolved since it
was set out by Macmillan and Leitch (2008). They explain how the issues relate to
the ‘Tragedy of the Commons’, and contrast the conservationists’ argument that there
are too many deer with the landowners’ view that fewer deer will undermine
traditional stalking. They also consider the other groups, such as the tourism industry,
road safety campaigners and animal welfare lobbyists, who all have their own views
on what constitutes a sustainable deer population. Macmillan and Leitch (2008)
comment that the contemporary tragedy in the case of wild deer is that the main
protagonists in the debate seem unable to appreciate alternative perspectives on the
issue.
Conservation grazing, which seeks to manage the level and nature of grazing animals
for optimum pasture management and ecological biodiversity, is now widely practised
in England and is starting to gain recognition in Scotland (Quelch 2013; Chapman
2007). However, although conservation grazing can be ecologically beneficial, it
often does not offer much, if anything, in the way of economic returns to the
landowner or livelihood for rural communities, and therefore the tripartite goal of
sustainability remains elusive (Small 2010).
The introduction of a top predator such as wolves to control deer numbers is often
debated as a potential aspect of the re-wilding of more remote areas of the Scottish
uplands (Brown et al. 2011; Nilson et al. 2007). Such predators would not, however,
be selective in their diet, and therefore removing land from economic production,
whether this is agriculture, game or commercial forestry, is also advocated by
supporters of re-wilding as a legitimate conservation strategy (see Brown et al. 2011).
Others are less enthusiastic as, 250 years after the start of the Highland Clearances,
decisions on land use continue to have a significant impact on the potential for growth
or decline in Scottish rural settlements (Satsangi 2007) and thus touch on acute
cultural sensitivities. For example, Fairlie (1996) expressed concern that attempts to
set-aside land for re-wilding could be viewed as a modern day ‘Highland Clearance’.
The notion of re-wilding is also criticised for its tendency to want to preserve rather
than nurture through well-intentioned but backward-looking schemes that often ignore
the human aspect (Bowen & De Master 2011).
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5.2.2 Land abandonment – wild land
Research by Reed et al. (2009b) showed that a complete withdrawal of government
financial support for hill farming was not a popular scenario amongst stakeholders.
However, moving away from a basis of agricultural land use, a strong environmental
policy agenda coupled with a withdrawal of subsidies could lead to land abandonment
(MacDonald et al., 2000) and re-wilding (Potter & Goodwin, 1998; Brown et al.,
2011). Positive aspects of wild land include ecological, recreational and cultural
benefits (McMorran et al., 2008; Taylor, 2009).

Alongside this, wild areas are

considered to offer potential for the reintroduction of animal species such as beaver,
lynx and bears, that once roamed Scotland, although these ideas are highly
controversial (Warren, 2009) as mentioned in Section 5.2.1.
Re-wilding has taken place in the Netherlands (Vera, 2009) where public preferences
for wilderness have been studied. They show that socio-economic status, farming
background, and environmentalism all had a bearing on preferences. Farmers, older
respondents, and those with low levels of income and education displayed preferences
for managed landscapes, while younger respondents and those with high levels of
income and education displayed relatively high preferences for wild nature (Van den
Berg & Koole, 2006).
However, it may be unrealistic to suppose that biodiversity, landscape and cultural
qualities can be universally maintained without some type of state support (Soliva,
2007).

The maintenance of high levels of biodiversity often requires continued

management (Simpson et al., 1998; Chapman, 2007) and re-wilding generally ignores
the socio-economic aspects of land management, although there may be benefits from
nature tourism (Brown et al., 2011).
Opinions amongst the Scottish public towards upland landscapes included adjectives
such as open, wild, empty, bleak, desolate and hostile.

The lack of significant

responses to the socio-cultural aspects of landscapes (apart from a few references to
shooting) is notable: it is possible to put together a kaleidoscope of word images
which link with past and present human use of moorland, from standing stones to
field patterns, sheilings, crofting, peat-cutting etc., but few of them emerge in the
survey (Mackay, 1995 in Land Use Consultants and GHK Consulting, 2004). In the
Southern Uplands, respondents in another similar survey favoured more trees than
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were found in the heavily grazed existing landscape (Bullock & Kay, 1997). Land
Use Consultants and GHK Consulting (2004, page 27) following their own survey in
the English uplands, came to the conclusion that a more tutored understanding of the
land was required to appreciate the wildness “that is not held or not in the surface
consciousness of the general public”.
Similarly, in line with Leopold’s (1949, page 262) ‘Land ethic’ – “A thing is right
when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability and beauty of the biotic community” –
Parsons and Daniel (2002) ask whether the ecological needs of the land tell us what is
aesthetically appropriate, not the shallow affective responses of the ecologically
unenlightened.

There are many alternative visions of the future ecology of the

uplands of Scotland but, in the end, perhaps nature will be its own ultimate arbitrator
and “...traditional landscape assessment approaches will be challenged by the deep
ecology and green philosophy movements which advocate a strongly bio-centric
approach to landscape quality assessment where neither expert design principles nor
human perceptions and preferences are deemed relevant” (Daniel, 2001, page 267).

5.2.3 Muirburn
Another issue of concern to landowners is muirburn. Fire is used to maintain mosaics
of heather at different stages of maturity, protect against heather beetle and reduce
tick populations in order to benefit red grouse. It is also claimed that appropriate
burning of heather protects against wildfire risk by reducing the quantity of
combustible material. However, in some areas, long-term muirburn is accused of
converting blanket bogs into dry heather moorland and so reducing the diversity of
shrubs and the moss and lichen layer (Chambers et al. 2007). The practice is now
highly regulated in an attempt to prevent inappropriate or indiscriminate behaviour
(Rosenburgh & Marrs 2010; Hancock et al. 2009). SNH has issued guidance in the
form of a Code of Practice to help landowners cope with the plethora of legislation
and regulations dating back to the medieval period (Dodgshon & Olsson 2006), to
ensure that the burning is beneficial and that damage is limited (Cummins et al.
2011).
The impact of grouse moor management on breeding moorland birds is debated;
whilst heather burning benefits some species, other species with different habitat
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preferences may be disadvantaged (Sotherton et al. 2009b; Pearce-Higgins et al. 2009;
Hubacek et al. 2009). ‘Preservation’ rather than ‘conservation’ is sometimes the result
of ensuring the availability of habitat for grouse, but this can favour many groundnesting bird species (Sharp 2010; Loveridge et al. 2006). On some estates,
management for field sports can be more proactive, leading to positive effects on
biodiversity (Rosenburgh & Marrs 2010; Thompson et al. 1995); numerous studies
commissioned by the Game and Wildlife Conservation Trust (GWCT) have shown
the conservation benefits of shooting and predator control (Gibbons et al. 2007;
Oldfield et al. 2003; Tharme et al. 2001; Robertson et al. 2001; Thirgood et al. 2000a;
2000b) and the benefits to adjacent farmland, with game crops benefiting songbirds as
well as the intended quarry (Parish & Sotherton 2004a; 2004b).

5.2.4 Species protection
There is considerable legislation to prevent the persecution of wild animals and birds.
Part of the purpose of the policy on deer management is the protection of habitats for
other species. Whereas the Code of Practice on Deer Management ensures that deer
are protected from persecution, and the welfare of the deer population is of paramount
importance, the large numbers of deer mean that this population does not need
protecting at present (SNH 2011c). Some mammals are protected. Badgers and their
setts are protected by law in the Protection of Badgers Act 1992 (as amended) and the
general rule for forestry operations is that any works, including access, within twenty
metres of a sett entrance require a licence. Pine martens, otters, bats and other species
are also provided protection by the law.
For priority species, the focus is on improving habitat and preventing extinction
(SNH, 2006).

Black Grouse and capercaillie are examples where species

management action plans include increasing opportunities for the birds to avoid
predators through habitat management, reducing deer grazing, positioning deer fences
carefully to prevent collisions, and conducting reintroduction programmes.
All wild birds in Scotland are given protection under the Wildlife and Countryside
Act 1981 (as amended), although licences can occasionally be obtained to cull certain
birds of prey that are causing serious damage to livestock or other wild birds, and
there are specific provisions for game birds. This blanket protection is the cause of
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much controversy when it comes to predators of the red grouse. A long-standing
conflict exists between landowners who manage red grouse for shooting, and those
who support the protection of birds of prey. The high densities of grouse required to
maintain driven grouse shooting are threatened by predation on chicks (Sotherton et
al. 2009a; Redpath 2009; Amar et al. 2004; Baines et al. 2008; Fischer et al. 2007;
Warren 2009). Sometimes landowners have been criticised for favouring a single
species (Marren 2002). Despite legislation to prevent the killing of raptors, there are
still incidents of the illegal persecution of birds of prey on Scottish estates; there have
been several high profile prosecutions in recent years and the volume of literature on
the topic continues to grow (see Amar et al. 2012; RSPB 2012; Hanley et al. 2010;
MacMillan et al. 2010; Bonn et al. 2008; Gibbons et al. 2007).
However, these conflicts are not new: throughout history, debates regarding the
preference for one species over another have raged as illustrated by the following
quote:
“It is a common but erroneous notion that the Highlanders, like the
inhabitants of other wild countries, had at least an abundant supply of game.
But neither was this resource extensively available. The country swarmed
with foxes, eagles, hawks and at an earlier period with wolves. These animals
effectually prevented the breeding of game; even the deer being unprotected,
killed out of season, driven about and allowed no rest, were reduced extremely
in number, and in the seventeenth century were found only in the remotest
fastnesses of the country. So early as 1551 an Act of Parliament set forth that
deer, roe and wild fowl were clean exiled and banished from over
persecution." (Argyll 1866 page 509)
As an extension of the debate on species protection, another issue of environmental
concern is the spread of some non-native species of both animals and plants. The
Scottish Government sees removal of these invasive alien species as a priority
(RAFTS 2014) and this is reflected in the level of grants available for eradication.
Species considered invasive include, amongst others, plants such as rhododendron,
giant hogweed and Japanese knotweed. Mammals include the grey squirrel; brown rat
and American mink and birds such as the ruddy duck and Canada goose are also on
the list. Bremner & Park (2007) suggest that non-native invasive species are one of
the main threats to biodiversity and recommend urgent improvements in education
and awareness to mitigate their impact.
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5.2.5 Tourism, recreation and access
In the uplands of Scotland, tourism and recreation constitute the fastest growing
economic sector and, as more time and money is available for leisure, so threats to the
biodiversity of upland habitats are increasing (Midgely and Price, 2010; Warren,
2009).
For several decades, the benefits of outdoor activity have been recognised (Bowler et
al. 2010). For example, Sheail (1993 page 188) talks about the advantages:
“Properly appreciated and used, the countryside might enrich the culture of the
nation. In that sense, the use of land for promoting physical health and mental
balance might become even more important than food production.”
At present, most recreational pursuits are considered to be well within the carrying
capacity of the land, but this does not alleviate the need for care, as the Scottish
uplands are a fragile environment (Henton & Crofts, 2000).
In line with the corresponding surge in interest in the countryside, Scotland's
biodiversity strategy (Scottish Government 2004) and the newer 2020 Challenge for
Scotland’s Biodiversity (Scottish Government 2014c) seek to increase awareness,
understanding and enjoyment of biodiversity, and engage many more people in
conservation and enhancement. People in urban areas look towards the countryside
for leisure and recreation and have expectations:
“Leisure activities build on ‘selling’ certain images of the countryside. Thus,
the constructions of rurality held by potential consumers and the ability of
rural regions to stage these images of rurality have today become decisive
factors for rural development.” (Duenckmann 2010 page 286)
The debate over access was briefly considered in Section 2.2.5. The social
anthropologist Vergunst (2013) discusses at length the significance of Land Reform
(Scotland) Act and the Outdoor Access Code and in particular emphasises the
importance and tradition of walking as a way of connecting with landscape. Quinn et
al (2010) explore the question of why access should be free of the market forces
associated with property rights, particularly since principles of environmental
economics (the tragedy of the commons) tell us that a scarce resource freely available
to all can all too easily be exploited to the detriment of society. By creating rights of
access (albeit with responsibility) Quinn et al suggest that the LRSA has created a
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new commons, and that the pressure will be felt most by landowners near urban areas
or in national parks, particularly those close to ‘honey pots’ (see also Miller, 2012 and
Sara 2009). Although opening up access can bring benefits in the form of greater
appreciation of the countryside and this may have advantages in terms of enhancing
the commercial nature values of land (see for example Balmford et al. 2002; Holmes
& Crofts 2000; Smith 1999; Turner et al. 1994), the challenge for landowners is to
work alongside other stakeholders to manage the risks.

5.2.6 Planning and development
New development of all kinds can be detrimental both visually and in terms of habitat
destruction. Although much of the infrastructure required is controlled through the
planning process, it is a balancing exercise to ensure that proposals are not
ecologically damaging (Henton & Crofts 2000) and that any development serves the
public interest whist not stifling the progress that creates economically viable
alternatives to agriculture (Warren 2009).
Not all areas are suitable for development, and an area where special consideration is
required is wild land (Brown et al. 2011).

The National Planning Framework

acknowledges its importance, providing protection of sensitive areas from any form
of development or intrusive human activity. However, recognising that some areas
need enhanced protection, some observers point out that policy making for rural
development needs to be considered at a local scale, as national policies can be
inferior to local-level alternatives for protecting landscape, habitat and biodiversity
(Blandford & Boisvert 2002) with the proviso that rural populations, more interested
in their own economic welfare, are often less sensitive to major landscape changes
and give greater priority to development over landscape than their urban
contemporaries (Bergmann et al. 2006).
The economic disadvantages of the Scottish uplands, recognised by the LFA
designation, should not be overlooked, but the financial benefits of ski-lifts, car parks,
holiday homes, visitor attractions and even eco-tourism to their operators and the
wider economy can conflict with conservation objectives, not only at the landscape
level but also by increasing pollution, causing loss of vegetation, erosion and
increased flood risks. Warren (2009) and Price et al. (2002) note that threats to the
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biodiversity of upland habitats from a burgeoning leisure industry are increasing. As
explained in Section 5.2.6, the growth of outdoor recreation is having an impact on
the management of some areas, linked to the development of roads and outdoor
leisure facilities. For example, Varley and Medway (2011) and Holden (1998) provide
an indication of the sustainability issues concerning the ski industry in Scotland. The
challenge is to cope with the whole range of visitors, from the passive tourist who is
generally managed through ‘honey-pot’ techniques to the more physically active
sporting parties who ski, climb or walk across the Scottish uplands (Warren 2009;
Andrew 1998; Price et al. 2002).
Another area where planning can be an issue is housing. Although planning decisions
are often thought to be opposed by NIMBYism, the interests of the urban population,
many of whom would prefer to live in more rural areas if affordable housing were
available, also need to be taken in to account. However, it has been noted that rural
populations have been found to be less sensitive to major landscape changes than their
urban contemporaries (Bergmann et al., 2006).

5.3 Challenges to social sustainability
Understanding the human dimension of sustainability is important. Historically,
landowners have often had a paternalistic role in the local community, providing
housing, employment and other services (MacMillan et al. 2009; McKee 2013; Price
et al. 2002). With public policy now calling for upland estates to deliver both private
and public benefits, it is essential for landowners to ensure that their estates can
deliver social sustainability alongside their other objectives (Glass et al. 2013c; Kerr
2004). The main challenges are outlined in Table 5-5.
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Table 5-5 Summary of key challenges to social sustainability
Key challenge
Community

Section in text Notes
5.3.1

breakdown

Younger members of the community leave to seek
work. Incomers are often retired or commute to work
so less likely to use local services. Vital services such
as schools, shops and transport depend on a stable
long-term population of mixed ages.

Housing

5.3.2

Shortage of affordable housing due to a combination
of planning restrictions, higher prices and increase in
holiday homes. Much estate housing stock falls well
below modern standards and is environmentally
inefficient. The reduction in tenanted farms, and to
some extent residential property, reflects changes in
tenancy legislation.

Planning

5.3.3

Can stifle development and create tensions between
incomers and locals.

Rural industry

5.3.4

A lack of basic transport and communication links in
rural areas can hinder development of sustainable

and employment

businesses. A lack of jobs in rural areas and a lack of
opportunities for advancement add to issues of
community breakdown.
Recreation and
tourism

5.3.5

Some concerns arise over compatibility of leisure
pursuits with sporting objectives and there are
concerns that NGO focus on conservation and
landscape aesthetics are not always ideal for local
communities that may prefer an emphasis on
affordable housing, rural industry and community
infrastructure (linked also to planning – see Section
5.3.3).
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5.3.1 Community breakdown
Copus and Crabtree (1996 page 41) explain the concept of socio-economic
sustainability in terms of a self-sustaining economy as being one “which is able to
provide the population with an adequate quality of life on a long-term basis without
requiring substantial transfers from more prosperous regions”. In upland areas across
Europe, rural communities have proved highly resilient despite the severe pressures of
poor quality land; limited infrastructure, communication networks and public
services; aging populations, depopulation, over-reliance on tourism, and loss of
cultural heritage (Dax 2008). However, in many Scottish upland areas, the loss of an
economically active population, as people leave and those who stay grow old, remains
a real threat, alongside profound social, demographic and economic changes
(Mitchley et al. 2006) further threatening cultural heritage and regional identity
(Soliva et al. 2008). Árnason et al. (2009) suggests that the fundamental challenge in
creating sustainable rural communities is to manage the tension between change and
continuity.
In this regard, McKee (2012, 2013) considers the importance of rural businesses in
the uplands, whether agriculturally based or part of the leisure industry, in enabling
people to live and work in rural areas, and illustrates how landowners can be the
catalyst for the expansion of the rural economy. There are, however, criticisms of the
landowner’s role, particularly when there is a lack of interest in, or support for, the
community, causing rural areas to suffer from a loss of services, out-migration and
abandonment (e.g. Wightman 2010). Many commentators (McKee 2013, Glass et al.
2013c; Fraser et al. 2006) advocate a strengthening of the involvement and
engagement between the landowner and the local community to help alleviate the
tensions discussed by Árnason et al. (2009).

5.3.2 Housing
A shortage of affordable housing is one of the major threats facing rural communities
(see Table 5-5). An increase in the demand for holiday homes, linked to an increase in
house prices to levels that are unaffordable for most local people, is thought to be part
of the reason for out-migration (McKee 2012; Thomson 2012). The trend of counterurbanisation has given rise to increased demand for rural property across England and
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Scotland, resulting in a change in the nature of many rural communities (Hall &
Skerratt 2010; Heley 2010; Stockdale 2010 and 2006). Bevan and Rhodes (2005)
report on the prevalence of second homes in remote rural areas of Scotland, and
express concern at the implications for those who wish to remain in the community.
The importance of landowner control is also relevant in achieving a balance of
residential and holiday property (Munton 2009; Satsangi 2005). There are complex
and onerous regulations governing residential lettings which, when coupled with other
fiscal advantages, encourage landowners to let properties as holiday lets rather than
providing long-term housing to local residents.
Recent land tenure debates in Scotland have centred on the highly controversial issues
of community land purchase and crofting (Bryden & Geisler 2007), often ignoring the
wider issues of the landlord and tenant legislation. In England, the legal structure,
legislation, regulations and policy relating to landlords and tenants in respect of
farms, buildings and housing have been seen as a hindrance to rationalization,
modernization and development (Butler & Winter 2008). Winter (2009) expressed
concern that research on the impact of the nature of land occupancy had been
neglected, particularly in the light of trends for shorter term, less secure agricultural
tenancies and an increase in owner-occupiers using land for non-agricultural
purposes. Similarly, there has not been any recent comprehensive discussion of this
aspect of housing in Scotland. The Agricultural Holdings (Scotland) Act 1991 and the
Agriculture (Scotland) Act 1948 provide the legislative basis within which
imaginative lawyers have constructed a variety of forms of occupation and use in
attempts to circumvent laws designed to limit the landowner’s rights (Ilbery et al.
2010). However, as explained in Section 2.2.6, in 1982 more than 40% of Scottish
agricultural land was tenanted whereas by 2009 this figure had decreased to just under
26% (Scottish Government 2010a). Yet, there remains a lack of information and
therefore no analysis along the lines of the spectrum of tenure presented by Whatmore
et al. (1990), incorporating ownership, occupation and use.
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5.3.3 Planning
Linked to issues of affordable rural housing, the planning system has often been cited
as another of the main threats to social sustainability in upland Scotland. In his study
of northwest Scotland, Rohde (2004 page 199) elucidates some of the problems:
“Rural development is increasingly subject to rigid planning guidelines based
on notions of visual landscape aesthetics and imputed historical-cultural
values associated with the area's tourist industry. In the absence of strong
local democratic institutions, objectors and developers arrived at an uneasy
compromise after several years of dispute…”
Newby (1979 page 23) suggested that, in the minds of planners and members of the
public, "ideas about the countryside as a visual phenomenon and ideas about the
countryside as a social phenomenon have merged together. A locality which looks
right must also, it is assured, support a desirable way of life”. O’Riordan (1989) noted
that ‘sustainability’ had become a mediating term in an attempt to bridge the gap
between developers and environmentalists, in order to develop highly valued
landscapes over time to reflect cultural, socio-economic and other natural changes.
Partnerships between landowners and public investment are one way of pulling
together for the survival of the uplands and may overcome the recurring criticism that
the stakeholders often get involved too late in the decision-making process (Reed et
al. 2009a; Prell et al. 2009; Peel & Lloyd 2007). However, Lange and Hehl-Lange
(2010 page 229) question whether a decision “that is reached through the involvement
of all stakeholders is really a better decision or is it only the least [sic] common
denominator of all represented interests” which is similar to Rohde’s ‘uneasy
compromise’.
Scotland’s policy for sustainable rural communities (e.g. Scottish Government 2011a)
seeks to empower communities to envisage their futures, build capacity and develop
and implement strategies in pursuit of their future. Shucksmith (2010) argues that
sustainability necessitates keeping open the potential of rural areas to become
different in the future. Rural communities face the dilemma of wishing to attract inmigrants and return migrants (who bring new ideas, start businesses, and maintain the
viability of services) but fear an attendant displacement of local people and practices,
especially those fundamental to cultural and environmental sustainability (Skerratt et
al 2010; Shucksmith 2010). Stockdale (2010) found evidence of gentrification and
social transformation in Scotland; in describing similar gentrification in England,
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Fairlie (2001 page 11) accuses urban interests of “reducing ‘rural’ to a universal
prescription of “Tesco, televillages, tourism and the hygienic culling of foxes”. Large
areas of Scotland are perhaps still too remote for in-migrants to have this sort of
impact, but the more accessible areas, including upland towns such as Pitlochry, are at
risk of ‘clone development’ (New Economics Foundation 2004) .
In this respect, the integrated approach of policy within Scotland’s National Parks
specifically includes communities, showing an understanding of the concept that
communities are fundamental to conservation and that the socio-economic aspects are
equally valid (Warren 2009). More importantly, National Park Authorities do not own
land and therefore must develop productive partnership relationships with landowners
to ensure that their objectives can be met (Barker & Stockdale 2008). A balanced
approach is needed to avoid problems such as in Luss on the banks of Loch Lomond
(before the creation of the National Park), where planners, intent on preserving the
attractive designated conservation village, were also regarded as guilty of stifling
landowner development (Bird 1982). Planning reform has always been high on the
political agenda (Peel & Lloyd 2007; Scott et al. 2007) to ensure that the role of
planners is not entirely focused on visual criteria rather than housing need, which can
create social exclusivity in misguided attempts to prevent the negative elements of
development (Scott et al. 2007; Goodman & Redclift 1991), thereby generating
tensions between ‘incomers’ and locals (Stockdale 2006) or creating perceptions of
social exclusion (Shucksmith & Chapman 1998).
Beedell et al. (2009) consider that there is scope to encourage estates that want to
work with their local planning authority in long-term place-shaping, to agree a
strategy with local authorities and other stakeholders for housing, workspace,
community facilities, infrastructure and other development through LEADER
initiatives, thereby allowing the public sector to work with estates to provide social
housing. However, for this to be attractive, landowners need to have confidence in
ownership rights: assurance that they will retain ultimate control of their land and
property. These issues lie at the heart of private estate management as the nature of
tenure can act as a strong disincentive for investment (Winter 2007).
Landowner diversification, sometimes with the help of grants, can secure the
economic benefits of the provision of facilities for these visitors and at the same time
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improve community resilience through the provision of jobs and services for local
residents (Bergmann & Thomson 2009; Christie 1999)

5.3.4 Rural industry and employment
Linked with planning issues, a lack of basic transport and communication links in
rural areas can hinder the development of sustainable businesses. A lack of
infrastructure and development can, in turn, lead to a lack of jobs in rural areas and a
lack of opportunities for advancement, adding to the issues of community breakdown
discussed in Section 5.3.1. The Luss Estate in Argyll (Bird, 1982) offers an extreme
historical example of a traditional estate creating an insular but cohesive community
whilst stifling any opportunities for change.
However McKee (2013) suggests that there is a stronger impetus for rural
development and growing awareness on the part of many landowners, partly as a
result of the campaign for land reform. There are also greater levels of community
engagement, empowerment and ‘bottom-up’ initiatives for development in rural areas.
McKee (2012 and 2013) reviews these issues in depth in order to ascertain the role of
the private estate in facilitating rural development in upland Scotland and explores the
potential opportunities for expanding the concept of rural partnerships that have been
established to involve representatives of private, public, NGO and communities.
Achieving social resilience depends on continuity and requires a landowner to build
long-term bonds, working in partnership, whether formally or informally, with the
community (McKee 2013; Skerratt 2011; Prell et al. 2010). The extent of landowner
impact on social sustainability is summed up in the following extract, which although
referring to England, is equally applicable north of the border:
“There is strong evidence that estates can significantly affect their localities.
Few other businesses have as much ability to do this. Even fewer have the
potential to affect so many aspects of the life of their communities. What
makes estates of interest to the public sector is not only the fact that they are
involved in this activity, but the locations in which it takes place. Estates are
able to make things happen where they otherwise would not. Estates are
typically custodians of significant, diverse assets with deep community
traditions and connections. As a result, they are distinctive by having a longterm perspective which delivers different interventions and outcomes to other
organisations. In a sense, estates address market failure. In this respect they
provide a role that is normally left to the public sector. They should therefore
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be natural partners for the public sector, enabling them to reach further, and to
achieve greater local impact.” (Beedell et al. 2009 pages 5-6)
Scott (2012) provides some critique of the effectiveness of such partnership
arrangements, but ultimately concludes that it is an area requiring further research.
Fawcett and Costley (2010) found that the role of estates in “sharing and caring for
Scotland’s natural resources” was viewed positively by the public, and that the total
contribution of estates to the Scottish economy, its environment and its rural
communities was probably under-estimated. This is therefore an area where further
research could offer insights into the role of private estates in sustaining rural
communities (see McKee 2013 and 2012).
Nevertheless, rural communities often face constraints imposed by their geography.
Estates in some locations have to deal with the challenge of remoteness. Skill
shortages can be a particular issue in these areas and the logistical issues of distance
from markets can be problematic when trying to add value to agricultural produce.
Many small businesses in these regions rely on visitors but the seasonality of the
tourist industry does little to enhance stable long-term employment levels.
The SRDP attempts to offer real alternatives to agriculturally-based communities, but
the majority of financial support is still provided to the occupiers of land, whether the
landowner or the farmer, whether for modern agricultural production or supporting
traditional rural industry. Moreover:
“While creative industries are now being seen as important rural resources and
key to reimagining rural economic and cultural life, much work remains to be
done to more fully understand the promises and limitations of the creative
countryside.” (Bell & Jayne 2010 page 218)
The rural development measures included in the CAP include support for
diversification, strengthening community and employment prospects. Although many
of these are not available to landowners directly, they can be accessed to help to
sustain a vibrant local community. Whereas some landowners have encouraged small
rural industries by creating craft workshops and tourist developments which add to
the stability and local identity, others have allowed the local population to dwindle to
an extent where it is no longer a viable unit and vital services are lost (Miller et al.
2009).
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The over-arching policy objectives of the Scottish Government, for a wealthier and
fairer, healthier, safer and stronger, smarter and greener Scotland, keeps social issues
at the heart of a policy aimed at building resilient rural communities, and this chapter
has explored how this translates on the ground for landowners and their upland estates
in Scotland. Carruthers et al. (2009) suggest that a key challenge for the future
sustainability of upland areas is to effect a shift from perceiving them (including the
people who live there) as ‘less-favoured’ to ‘highly-favoured’. In order to fully
understand how this can be achieved and ensure that policies are effective, the
Scottish Government needs to understand the motives and objectives of landowners.
The realisation of plans for greater sustainability in the uplands can only be achieved
with their direct involvement.

5.3.5 Recreation and tourism
The shift of the economic base of rural communities from agriculture to one of multifunctionality, often embracing recreation and tourism, has been much discussed in the
literature over the last decade (Brandth & Haugen 2011) and is demonstrated in the
structure of the CAP and Scottish support for multi-functional agriculture (Table 5-3).
The quest for sustainable rural communities across much of Europe has in the past
been dependent on sustainable agriculture (OECD 2008); thus agricultural crisis leads
to cultural crisis. This no longer applies in upland Scotland, if indeed it ever did.
Nevertheless, communities are most likely to support production and consumption
practices that are environmentally and socially sound. People do not just need to make
a living; they need to make a life worth living (Gertler 1994) and recreation has
become a significant industry as a result of individuals having more leisure time
(Price et al. 2002). Future support for upland farming needs to be based on its multifunctionality, a concept “developed in the late 1990s to encapsulate the reorientation
of the agricultural sector towards the provision of environmental and other public
goods” (Shucksmith & Rønningen 2011 page 277) that have benefits for recreation
and tourism, and justify continued funding for farmers whilst avoiding the more
politically controversial agricultural support mechanisms (Marsden & Sonnino 2008;
Bryden & Geisler 2007).
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Tourism represents a significant income stream for landowners in the uplands often
building on environmental aspects and cultural heritage. Finding avenues for
expansion of recreation and leisure activities that will be economically,
environmentally and socially sustainable is therefore one of the major challenges
facing the forward thinking private landowner.

5.4 Addressing the challenges
Sections 5.1 to 5.3 have explored the discourse on the challenges to the sustainability
of Scottish private estates based on the tripartite model of economic, environmental
and social sustainability whilst acknowledging the strong inter-dependence and
substantial overlaps between these three highly artificial dimensions. In this section,
those challenges are summarised and some of the areas of overlap are considered in
more detail alongside the some of the literature that critiques various options for
surmounting them.
In terms of economic sustainability, it is evident that most commentators agree that
the Scottish estate does not conform to the usual economic models for investment.
Low or negative returns are a significant feature of many, as is absentee ownership.
Nevertheless, the literature also provides evidence of real contributions to the
economic sustainability of local communities (e.g. Fraser of Allander Institute 2010;
MacMillan et al. 2009; Richards 2004).
This chapter has also demonstrated that there is a wealth of scientific literature
covering the environmental challenges to land management in the uplands,
particularly dealing with specific areas of biological diversity, environmental and
ecological impacts and ecosystem services. The subjects of wildlife protection,
muirburn and over-grazing encapsulate some of the challenging debates surrounding
policies affecting land management on upland estates.
Although the economic and social importance of agriculture has declined, agriculture
and forestry are still practised on a high percentage of the land area and therefore
continue to have a significant impact on the landscape (Meyer 1994). In assessing the
environmental impacts of agriculture in the widest sense, it is important to distinguish
between ecological or technical causality and economic and political responsibility.

91

Cooper et al. (2009) suggest that landowners or farmers should be responsible for
addressing negative environmental impacts (the polluter pays principle), but society –
the public as a whole – should be made responsible for paying for environmental
services at a rate determined through the valuation of public goods or ‘ecosystem
services’ (Glass et al. 2013b).
“The issue here is one of who should bear the cost of environmental
protection, not the desirability or statutory competence of environmental
regulation” (Joseph 2002 page 410).
Hubacek et al. (2009) suggest that recent moves to compensate the landowner or
farmer for stewardship reflect a move away from the ‘polluter pays’ principle to one
where the ‘beneficiary [the public] pays’, firmly placing the ‘rights’ to land back with
the landowner. To some extent, a balance between ‘polluter’ and ‘beneficiary’ has
been achieved through the requirements to keep land in ‘good agricultural and
environmental condition’ (GAEC) and the promotion of grants for conservation work,
but there are suggestions that some policies fall short in much of the uplands of
Scotland (Tucker et al. 2010).

The most sensitive areas often fall beyond the

boundaries of workable farmland, owned by large landowners and, under the current
system, generating the lowest levels of subsidy, if in fact any is claimed (see Section
5.1).
PACEC (2006) argue that landowners have done well enough without the subsidies
and that, by retaining land for sporting purposes, these landowners have contributed
to the quality of the environment. There are, however, many areas of concern,
including over-grazing by sheep and high deer numbers as discussed above, with little
incentive or compensation offered for their removal (Hubacek et al. 2008). An
alternative viewpoint is that of Sutherland (2010): that most Scottish farmers comply
with extensive land management regulations in order to be assured of access to a
subsidy, which often represents an entire year’s profits. Research on farmer
motivation in England by Morris and Potter (1995) confirmed that participation in
agri-environmental schemes was strongly influenced by financial incentives, with
most farmers considered to be ‘passive adopters’.
The alternative to the present system, of compensating for time and costs expended in
engaging in environmental action, is to pay landowners to produce environmental
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outcomes. Several authors, including Burton et al. (2008) and Hanley et al. (1999),
have argued that farm-level agri-environmental schemes should be oriented in this
way towards the production-based ideals embedded in farming culture, suggesting
that this would increase the success of many schemes.
A detailed discussion of the challenge of climate change is beyond the remit of this
study. However, it is important to acknowledge that climate change is predicted to
cause significant changes in the distributions of habitats and species, and it therefore
represents one of the greatest challenges to sustainability. It also exacerbates many of
the other environmental challenges already listed. For example, Scotland’s upland
areas are at the southern limit of the range of many arctic species and therefore the
risk of local extinction, due to global warming, of species already under pressure from
overgrazing is considerable (Pearce-Higgins 2008; Franco et al. 2006; Scottish
Government 2004). Glass (2011) suggests that the most effective way for landowners
to ensure sustainability in the face of change is to be adaptable.
A further controversial issue that arises from climate change relates to the
development of renewable energy. Such developments can divide opinion in local
communities and extensive debate surrounds the advantages and disadvantages of
siting wind turbines in upland Scotland (see Warren and Birnie 2009). Such
controversial issues are generally outside the scope of this study, beyond
acknowledging that schemes exist which can potentially create substantial revenues
for the landowner.
There is a growing body of literature exploring the impact of private estates on local
rural communities and highlighting many of the issues that impact on landowners
striving to build and maintain sustainable estates (see Glass et al. 2013; McKee 2012,
2013; Kalantaridis 2010; Beedell et al. 2009), but again these sources suggest that the
contribution of the private estate to social sustainability is under-estimated and underresearched.
Finally, an overriding challenge not listed anywhere above is bureaucracy.
Discussions on the taxation system and the structure of grants and subsidies often
include criticisms of many Government policies and schemes for their complexity
(Rodgers 2009). Any solutions would need to address this issue alongside those of
economic, environmental and social sustainability. It is important that solutions are
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not sought to deal with individual challenges without reference to others. Throughout
this thesis, the economic, environmental and social pillars are used as lenses to throw
light on the various facets of sustainability. However, it is essential to emphasise
again that sustainability is a holistic and inherently integrated concept; all the facets
intertwine with and influence each other.
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6 Methodology
The aim of this study, as outlined in Chapter 4, is to explore the range of motives of
private landowners in upland Scotland and to gain an understanding of their priorities
for the future management of their estates. In order to achieve this, the study utilises
social research in order to collect observations, to explain these within theoretical
frameworks, and to examine the underlying mechanisms that inform people’s actions.
As explained in Chapter 3, the literature suggests that individuals are, at least in part,
the product of their environment, created by it, mirroring it – and therefore, if it
defines their nature or being, as postulated in Lockean empiricism (Locke, 1690), it
may be possible to predict how people behave by reference to it. Understanding the
impact of residence and inheritance on landowner motives and priorities for
management is therefore an important element of this study.
In order to collect these observations, this study uses a combination of techniques,
building on the outcomes of a survey of estate landowners as outlined in Figure 6-1.
This representation of the methodology illustrates how the literature review led to the
development of the survey questions, and the survey questions in turn led to
development of the case studies and Q-sort. The results of these individual processes
are presented and discussed in detail in Chapter 7 and then brought together in the
discussion in Chapter 8.
The following sections of this chapter consider the methodology for each of the
research methods used in this process, namely:


Landowner survey (Section 6.1)



Case studies (Section 6.2)



Q-sort (Section 6.3)
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Figure 6-1 Methodology

Review of literature on the challenges to the sustainability of
private Scottish upland estates (Chapter 5)

Formulate survey questions

Collect survey data
Demographics and facts

Attitudes and opinions

Analyse data
Choose case studies

Construct Q-card concourse

Case studies
Interviews

Q-sorts

Results

Discussion
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6.1 Landowner survey
6.1.1 Quantitative techniques and survey theory
Building on the review of the literature on the challenges to sustainability on private
estates in Chapter 5, the first stage of the research methodology, as shown in Figure 61, was to formulate questions in order to collect data using a survey, and to analyse
these data in order to develop a typology to assist in understanding landowners’
priorities. The survey aims to show causal relationships, and identify reactions to
causal factors (Denzin 2009). In particular, the survey seeks to gain information that
will build knowledge relevant to the questions highlighted in Chapter 4:


Landowners’ motives for ownership of their estates.



Landowners’ priorities for the future management of their estates.



The impact of residence on landowner motives.



The impact of inheritance on landowner motives.

The strengths of a mail survey are that it is low-cost, can be anonymous, and gives
rise to less interviewer bias, and that people can take their time to provide considered
responses. A rigorous approach aims to remove as much bias as possible and produce
results that are replicable by following the same methods. Quantitative research relies
on the belief that the facts gathered are independent of their interpretation (May
2001).
A survey can, however, only show the strength of statistical association between
variables, providing statistical evidence rather than proof to support a theory. Its
disadvantages include the simplicity of questions required, its openness to different
interpretations, the fact that it is not possible to probe beyond the answer given, the
lack of control over who answers, and the potentially low response rate (Mangione
1998).
Survey methods have a tendency to be deductive as they are based on existing
research findings and theoretical assumptions, rather than exploring individual
personal perspectives (Keating 1994). For this reason, the survey is just one of the
methods employed in answering the research questions.
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6.1.2 Developing the questions
The survey required responses that include a mixture of facts and opinions. The
factual questions posed few design problems. Opinion questions were designed
sensitively to avoid ambiguous wording. Questions for pre-coded answers needed to
be mutually exclusive to avoid confusing the respondent. Duality within a question
was avoided to ensure that respondents were not confused about what answer to give.
Attitudinal scales were considered to be appropriate for obtaining data on opinions,
and several questions on similar points were asked, in order not to place too much
reliance on one question (May 2001).
In developing the questions, it was important that the respondents were asked for
first-hand information to enable them to provide informed answers. Hypothetical
questions were avoided. Perceptions of causality can lead to ill-informed and
illegitimate results, so care was taken in the wording of questions asking about
solutions to complex problems such as sustainability. Similarly, questions did not
impose unwarranted assumptions or hidden contingencies, and each respondent was
asked to answer the same questions. Care was taken to keep complicated words to a
minimum and make the survey as easy as possible to answer, so that complexity did
not create a barrier for respondents (Mangione 1998).
There has been extensive research on the impact of the length of survey on the
response rate (Bogen 1996).

The situation is confused by different methods of

measuring survey length, e.g., in terms of the number of questions or the number of
pages. Surveys may be perceived differently in terms of importance and complexity,
so length is not necessarily the determining factor in response rates (Subar 2001).
Clear instructions and aesthetics – balance, type font, format, and printing both sides
of paper – are equally influential. For this survey, complete respondent anonymity
was provided if required, as it was considered that this would result in a higher
response rate than just providing confidentiality.

However, confidentiality was

offered to respondents who were willing to provide contact details and were prepared
to take part in further research. University logos were used to give the impression of
importance and prestige as suggested by Mangione (1998).
The initial part of the survey is dedicated to the collection of basic demographic data
as shown in Table 6-1. Details of the estate – size, topography and activities –were
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required to ensure the respondent owned a large, multi-functional, upland estate: the
focus of the ‘Sustainable Estates Project’ as a whole. Crucially, questions were also
included to ascertain whether the estate was inherited or purchased by the current
owner, and whether they were resident or absentee landowners, as these criteria
would be required in the choice of case study estates.
Table 6-1 Justification of demographic survey questions
Question

Justification

Size

To ensure the estate met the criteria for inclusion in the study
- estates over 2000 hectares

Region

To ensure a good geographic spread of data was obtained

Topography

To ensure the estate was predominantly upland (over 185m)
and therefore within the scope of this study.

Activities

To ensure the estate was multi-functional and ascertain the
range of activities carried out on the estate

Employment

To discover the level of employment on the estate

Age and gender

To provide basic demographic information

Ownership

To uncover whether the individual, the family, or another
entity owned the estate. Also to check how long the estate had
been owned.

Acquisition

To ascertain whether the estate was inherited or purchased

Residence

To ascertain whether the owner was resident or absentee:
whether the landowner considered the estate to be his
principal residence and how many months a year were spent
in residence.

The demographic criteria for the survey are discussed further in Section 6.1.3.
Based on the literature in Chapter 3, two broad open questions (the respondents
answered one or the other) pertinent to the research aims laid out in Chapter 4, were
asked to gain an understanding of landowner’s motivation for purchase or retention of
the estate:



What was your motivation for purchasing the estate?



If inherited, why do you retain the estate?
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The next section of survey questions follows previous work, as outlined in Section
3.1, on motivation for ownership, using a positively skewed Likert scale (MacMillan
et al. 2009; Higgins et al. 2002; MacGregor & Stockdale 1994; MacGregor 1988;
Armstrong 1980). The questions are organised below in Tables 6-2, 6-3 and 6-4,
according to the key challenges to sustainability outlined in Chapter 5. These tables
also include details of further questions asked to provide further information on the
attitude of the landowner to various aspects of sustainability.
Following the format of the literature in Chapter 5, the tables are based on the
tripartite representation of sustainability as it provides a convenient method of
dividing the information. As explained in Chapter 3, Miller et al. (2009) similarly
grouped land-use decision makers across Scotland into three separate typologies of
ecological, economic and community stewards along with multi-functionalists who
showed strength in all three areas and ‘others’ who were notionally passive. This was
therefore a logical method of defining and grouping the questions to ensure that all
the key challenges raised in Chapter 5 were covered either in the survey or later in the
interviews and Q-sort. Other issues taken into account include:


The division of questions between economic, environmental and social
challenges was not visible in the questionnaire sent to landowners, as it was
felt that this artificial division might compromise the responses.



There is considerable overlap in some of the questions as the responses may
relate to more than one challenge; some questions appear more than once in
the table for this reason. For example, responses to a question on tourism may
reflect on economic, environmental and social challenges to sustainability.



It was felt inappropriate to include direct questions on some sensitive topics
(such as taxation or raptors) within the survey, but these were explored in
further detail in later stages of this study.

Personal reflections on how the survey could have been improved with hindsight are
provided in Chapter 9.
In order to address the study’s further aim of identifying the threats to estate
sustainability and obtain landowners’ views on how these can be addressed, as
outlined in Chapter 4, the final section of the survey asked four open questions:
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What are the strategic aims/objectives of your estate management?



What does ‘sustainability’ mean to you in terms of estate management?



What practical steps would improve the sustainability of your estate?



What do you believe are the main constraints/ barriers to sustainability on
your estate?

These questions allowed the respondents to provide more detailed responses on their
attitudes to sustainability. The results of these questions, along with comments made
on other questions in the survey, would provide much of the detail needed to devise
the concourse leading to the design of the Q-cards for use in the Q-sort as discussed in
Section 6.3.
A pilot survey was sent to a variety of people interested in the project, including staff
and students at CMS, members of the project Advisory Group, professional land
agents, interested academics and other relevant parties. Input from these individuals
resulted in minor changes. A copy of the full final survey can be found in Appendix I.
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Table 6-2 Justification of questions on influences on estate management, the landowner opinion survey and other relevant questions
relating to the economic sustainability of the estate
Key challenge
(Discussed in
Section 5.1)

General

Questionnaire
Factors influencing estate
management

Landowner opinion survey

Other relevant questions

Economic viability

I expect my estate to be profitable

Providing a living for me
and my family

I contribute funds to my estate from
other sources

List of estate activities already
requested (Table 6-1), further
clarification of sources
(including non-estate sources)
obtained at interview.

We are under an obligation to
maintain our in-hand land in
GAEC.

Confirms whether landowner is
farming in-hand and claiming
subsidy.

Tourism (excluding field sports)
makes a significant contribution to
the sustainability of the estate

To provide an indication of the
economic importance of
diversification.

Agricultural
margins

Diversification

Field sports

Notes

Diversification is a key factor
in achieving profitability
Field sports

Snaring is an essential tool in
controlling predation

Sensitive issue of raptors left
until interview discussion.

Taxation
Grants and
subsidies
Heritage buildings

Sensitive issue dealt with at
interview rather than in survey.
Grants for conservation
work

Grants act as a powerful
incentive for conservation
work

We are under an obligation to
maintain our in-hand land in
GAEC.

Full extent of grants claimed
discussed at interview.

The estate includes one or more
national heritage or similar high
maintenance buildings

For further discussion at
interview
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Table 6-3 Justification of questions on influences on estate management, the landowner opinion survey and other relevant questions
relating to the environmental sustainability of the estate
Key challenge
(Discussed in
Section 5.2)
General

Questionnaire

Notes

Factors influencing estate
management

Landowner opinion survey

Other relevant questions

Ecological
diversity/biodiversity

Scientific knowledge is essential
in order to manage land
effectively

We work closely with
Government agencies

To provide an indication of the
level of interest in ecological/
environmental issues.

Overgrazing

Cooperative deer management
with neighbouring estates works
well

Deer (unlike sheep) are usually
under control of the landowner
rather than the farmer.

Muirburn

Land needs to be actively
managed for ecological
diversity/biodiversity

More direct questions about
muirburn raised at interview.

Species protection

.

Sensitive issue of raptors left until
interview discussion.

Non-native species

Eradication of non-native
species

To ascertain scale of issue that is
a priority in grant system.

Wild land

Preservation of wild land

The preservation of wild land
should be a Government priority

Tourism, recreation Public benefits
and access
Planning and
development

Landscape quality

Climate change

Carbon footprint

Landscape quality should take
preference over economic
development

To ascertain if this is a serious
consideration by landowners.
Public access is encouraged on
the estate

To gain insight to landowners
attitudes to the public’s interest.

We have sold land for house
building

To gauge attitudes to all types of
development and to discover
whether development was used
for raising funds.

We produce/use renewable
energy on the estate

To ascertain interest in global
issues and renewables.

103

Table 6-4 Justification of questions on influences on estate management, the landowner opinion survey and other relevant questions
relating to the social sustainability of the estate
Key challenge
(Discussed in
Section 5.3)
General

Questionnaire

Notes

Factors influencing estate
management

Landowner opinion survey

Social responsibility

A landowner is a steward/
custodian for future generations

General questions to establish
level of responsibility assumed
by landowner.

Dynamic communities are vital to
the future of rural Scotland

To help establish the importance
of community to the landowner.

Public benefits
Community
breakdown

Community spirit

Housing

Affordable housing

Other relevant questions

We have sold land for house
building.

Planning
Rural industry and
employment

Recreation and
tourism

To gauge the interest and
understand the type of
residential development on the
estate.
Planning issues were discussed
at the interview stage.

Rural industry

How many workers does the
estate directly employ?

Further questions were asked at
interview to uncover indirect
employment benefits arising
from the estate.

Tourism (excluding field sports)
makes a significant contribution
to the sustainability of the estate

To ascertain strength of interest
in developing tourism and
leisure on the estate
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6.1.3 Carrying out the survey
The assistance of the Scottish Rural Property and Business Association (SRPBA, now
Scottish Land and Estates) was sought in approaching suitable landowners to be included in
the initial survey.
It was important to ensure that landowners and not their agents answered the surveys: “Few
people are capable of expressing with equanimity opinions which differ from the prejudices
of their social environment. Most people are even incapable of forming such opinions”
(Einstein & Seelig 1995 page 28). The importance of this was stressed in the covering
letter.
The parameters for choosing estates as respondents, other than the fact they are willing to
co-operate, included landowners who both purchased and inherited their estates. In order to
draw valid comparisons and meet the criteria of the wider ‘Sustainable Estates Project’, a
large, multifunctional upland estate also had to fit the following criteria:


Ownership of land of more than 2,000 hectares (approximately 5000 acres) to
correspond to those surveys carried out by Higgins et al (2002), MacGregor and
Stockdale (1994), MacGregor (1988) and Armstrong (1980). Warren (2009) and
Wightman (1996) also use 5000 acres (or 2000ha) as a cutoff point in their
discussion and analysis.



Multifunctional estates; those carrying on at least three activities from a list of
available options.



Upland estates where the land is predominantly above 185 metres.

Final surveys (Appendix I) were sent to 245 members of the SRPBA who, according to the
SRPBA database, owned in excess of 2000ha. The surveys were sent out with a covering
letter (Appendix II) and CMS Information Sheet (Appendix I) on 22 September 2008 by
the SRPBA and a link to an online version of the survey was also made available to
members through the SRPBA’s website. As pre-notification of a survey is sometimes
considered to be equivalent to one reminder (Oliphant & Sutton-Brady 2011; Wright 1995),
this had been done through the September issue of the SRPBA magazine ‘LandBusiness’
(Appendix III). Members were advised of the deadlines for completion of the survey, and
reminders were sent by letter in October, through the SRPBA newsletter by mail, and on
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the website (Appendix IV). Finally, a letter of thanks was placed in the SRPBA newsletters
in November (Appendix V). The Scottish Estates Business Group (SEBG) also reminded
its members (who are also members of the SRPBA) to complete the survey at its halfyearly meeting in October 2008.

6.2 Case studies
6.2.1 Qualitative techniques and case study theory
The second stage of the methodology was to carry out landowner interviews on each of the
case study estates. The purpose of the case studies was to establish the facts objectively,
starting from questions derived from the literature. The semi-structured interview approach
was designed to enable some element of replication across estates, to facilitate greater
confidence in the results whilst allowing for landowner’s individuality and opinions to be
expressed.
The results of the qualitative approach taken in the case study interviews are
complementary to the quantitative data obtained from the survey (Becker 2000). It can
help to identify causal relations highlighted in the survey but, as the landowners
interviewed represent a small number of the total population, the information obtained from
the case studies cannot be used to make generalisations; care is needed to avoid mistaken
assumptions. Correlations are not always causations, but the larger sample provided by the
extensive survey leads to greater confidence, while the intensive study of individual cases
provides evidence of causation, minimising the risk of misinterpretation (Hammersley et al.
2000).

The critical insight of the case study recognises issues of complexity. Through

case study, it is possible to identify causal processes in a way not feasible in survey
research (Connolly 1998). This is because the cases are studied in depth ‘in the real world’
using narratives that are essential to understand the outcomes (Gomm et al. 2000; Becker
2000).
The deductive questions asked during the interviews were guided and framed by the preexisting ideas and concepts from the literature in order to strengthen the targeted approach
to gaining insightful responses (Gibbs & Gibbs 2008).

Furthermore, an idiographic

approach that seeks to highlight individual differences (Barlow & Nock 2009) allowed each
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interview to develop according to the specific interests of the individual landowner. This
approach accepts that, even if two individuals share some common aspects, these may be
materially affected by the differences between them.
This approach also recognises that individual landowners’ perceptions of sustainability,
rather than being objective reality, will be constructs framed by prejudices and
preconceptions arising from individual experiences and ideas. The validity of any set of
statements needs to be determined by reference to the unique context and environment in
which those statements were made. Connelly (1998) suggests that perception is based on
patterns rather than isolated data. Patterns crystallise into concepts. Concepts result from
the capacity of the mind to perceive with insight unseen configurations. Sympathetic
insight understands what it is like to be someone else. In critical realism, (Bhaskar 2008;
Sayer 2000) the approach used in this study, intensive research uncovers meanings. The
primary purpose of this type of social research is to understand the causal relationships in a
particular situation. Individual interpretations and personal perspectives bring meaning to
future scenarios that are difficult to evaluate using nomothetic methods (Cole 1997).
Reflexivity, a challenge encountered, particularly in the social sciences, from the circular
relationship between cause and effect, needs to be recognised (Brewer et al. 2000); this
was, in part, countered by the use of the complementary quantitative Q methodology
discussed in section 6.3.
The purpose of the case study is to produce a coherent and illuminating description, explain
what goes on, and locate the study within the wider societal context (Silverman 2005). In
order to achieve more generalisability, it is necessary to choose representative case studies
and probe the impact of factors that may change across different variables. The case
studies were therefore chosen to represent a cross-section of the landowning types,
encompassing resident and absentee landowners of inherited and purchased estates of
varying sizes.

Initial responses taken from the survey of ‘motivational drivers for

sustainability’ were also considered, and a balance of landowners demonstrating economic,
environmental and social motivations was chosen, as discussed below.
Multiple case studies can be aggregated, compared and contrasted, although generalisations
are reductionist. They fall short of full comprehension as explained by Godel’s theorem
(simplified): “No set of consistent generalisations can effectively account for all known
phenomena” (Godel 1931). As a rejection of traditional positivist thinking, no single
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perspective can tell the whole story.

Case studies lead to expectations rather than

predictions and to natural rather than formal generalisations. They are therefore compiled
as an aid to humanistic understanding. Generalisations are context-free whereas it is
perhaps more accurate to say: “The present state... is the effect of the previous state and
the cause of the one that is to follow” (Lincoln & Guba 2000 page 43). The case study
interview is an appropriate link between the survey and the Q-sort, pulling together the two
methods, providing the context, and offering additional perspectives.

6.2.2 Choosing the case studies
The survey formed the basis for the selection of the case studies. Respondents were asked
to provide contact details if they were willing to participate in further work. A table of the
willing respondents meeting the following criteria was compiled in order to make the
selection:


The estate met the basic criteria for the research: predominantly upland (over 185
metres), multi-functional, over 2000 hectares and privately-owned



Where possible, the landowner, rather than an agent, had provided the responses
and contact details – or at least there was an expectation that the landowner would
be willing to take part personally in the research.

The results of the motivational questions were analysed to divide the respondents between
those that appeared, from the results of the survey, to give priority to each of the three
aspects of sustainability – economic, environmental and social – based on their responses to
the various questions (full details of this process are provided in Chapter 7).
Within each of the above groups, it was planned to choose case studies representing a
resident and absentee landowner owning each of an inherited and purchased estate as
shown in Figure 6-2. Splitting the case studies according to this typology, it was envisaged
that the study would ensure the widest possible coverage of estate types. The survey
evidence indicated that differences might emerge as a result of ownership type; it was felt
important that such differences be explored to reach an understanding of any causal
relationships between ownership typology (Table 6-5) and motivational priorities. This
would be particularly relevant in consideration of the aims of the research to understand the
impact of residence and inheritance on landowner motives, as discussed in Chapter 4.
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Figure 6-2 Choosing the case studies: Landownership typology
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Table 6-5 Typology of case study estates
Apparent motivational
driver based on survey

Resident or
Absentee

Inherited or
Purchased

Economic

Resident

Inherited

Economic

Resident

Purchased

Economic

Absentee

Inherited

Economic

Absentee

Purchased

Environmental

Resident

Inherited

Environmental

Resident

Purchased

Environmental

Absentee

Inherited

Environmental

Absentee

Purchased

Social

Resident

Inherited

Social

Resident

Purchased

Social

Absentee

Inherited

Social

Absentee

Purchased

6.2.3 Carrying out the case studies
A letter was sent to each potential case study participant explaining the process and time
commitments required. A document setting out the detail of the areas to be covered was
sent with the letter (Appendix VII). If a positive response was received, these letters were
then followed up with a telephone call to arrange a suitable time for the estate visit.
First, the landowner, or a representative, provided an outline review of the estate and its
various activities. Maps were reviewed and discussed to understand the extent of the
estate, the topography, landscape, land use potential classifications and current use,
buildings, farms, commercial enterprises, and residential property. Wherever possible,
outline maps of the estate were obtained in advance from the Internet (Wightman 2011).

110

Visits were made to relevant areas on the estate with either the landowner or his
representative (usually the factor or a senior gamekeeper) to gain a deeper understanding of
the issues involved. Photographs were taken of areas of interest that might be affected
under different policy scenarios, for later discussion. It was important to understand the
extent of the estate and get an impression of the various activities taking place, and also to
see any settlements linked to the estate. Places of particular interest included:


Agricultural enterprises



Other rural industries



Heritage buildings



Tourism activity



Forestry (commercial and amenity)



Sporting opportunities (grouse, deer, fishing)



Development plots



Residential properties

Questions were asked to ascertain whether these activities are in-hand or tenanted and to
understand the nature of relationships within the estate.
Both the researcher and the landowner signed a letter of confidentiality; a copy was
retained by the landowner, providing assurance that any financial information or
information of a sensitive nature would be kept completely confidential. If the agreement
of the landowner was forthcoming, wherever possible information was extracted from the
estate accounts to ascertain the profitability of the estate and its reliance on income from
grants and subsidies. The landowner was also informed that the information would be used
to assist in demonstrating the contribution of private landowners to estate sustainability.
The landowner was asked a series of questions to obtain an understanding of his opinions
on current Government policies and the impact of such policies on the estate. The precise
questions asked were tailored to the individual circumstances, and the landowner was
allowed to digress if other issues were more relevant in order to encourage rich dialogue.
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Questions encompassed discussion of challenges to the sustainability of the estate and drew
out the landowner’s views on how the potential for addressing those challenges.


Fiscal (Taxation)
Discussion established which taxes are or potentially are a consideration on the
estate (e.g., Income tax; Capital Gains Tax; Stamp Duty; Inheritance Tax;
VAT). Mechanisms in place or planned to mitigate taxes were considered.
Questions were asked to establish the landowner’s views on the current
legislation and areas in which change would benefit the sustainability of the
estate.



Agriculture and forestry (CAP, SRDP, etc.)
Questions explored whether the estate claims grants and subsidies (Single Farm
Payment; Less Favoured Area payments; Forestry grants; Conservation grants
and others). The landowner was questioned to understand views on the decoupling of the Common Agricultural Policy and the current Scottish Rural
Development Programme and, in particular, to consider perceptions of how the
system could be improved.



Environment and conservation
The landowner was asked to consider whether the cross-compliance
requirements for farmers are set at the right level, whether more conservation
work would be carried out if the grants were less competitive and what level of
grants would incentivise the landowner to take action. The landowner was also
asked for views on whether grants are the best way to encourage conservation
work.



Planning
The landowner was asked whether any planning applications had been made in
recent years and how successful the process was.

The landowner was

questioned to establish views on the current planning rules and how these could
be changed to facilitate a smoother planning process.


Social (Land reform, Post Office closures, transport, etc.)
The landowner was asked whether the social mix in the area had changed in
recent years. The impact of land reform legislation was also explored, as well
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as social infrastructure and local rural industry. In particular, the landowner was
asked about rural employment opportunities, staffing issues and housing.


Other (Deer management, renewable energy, hunting ban, etc.)
Questions probed other areas of policy that could affect the estate. Areas such
as deer management were considered, including dealing with neighbours and
membership of deer management groups. Issues including hunting, raptors and
snaring were also explored.

Renewable energy options were considered

alongside existing proposals for wind, hydro or biofuel options and the
landowner’s views on current policy and levels of support from Government.
In further questions, the landowner was asked about the consequences of
withdrawal of Government support in the form of grants and subsidies.

This

represented part of the process of establishing the estate’s reliance on Government
funding, as this would be a major factor in assessing not only economic
sustainability, but its effect on the other facets of sustainability. These questions
were particularly relevant in establishing priorities for future management, as well
as building on the knowledge already established in respect of threats to
sustainability and gauging the level of estate resilience.


Financial
The landowner was asked how the estate would be affected financially if
Government support were withdrawn, and whether the estate would be
sustainable without Government support.

Aspects of the estate, such as

farming, that may become more or less extensive or intensive were discussed,
along with other ways in which the withdrawal of subsidies and grants would
affect the way the estate is managed.


Environmental
Questions explored whether the withdrawal of Government support would affect
the estate environmentally. In particular, potential levels of conservation work,
farming intensity and stocking rates, and tree planting levels were considered.



Social
The landowner’s opinion of the effect of reduced support on employment levels
and continuity of the local community was discussed, as well as the effect on
tenants and whether reduced support would force the estate to become further
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diversified. The landowner was asked whether the estate would use tourism to
make sufficient income if this was possible.
The Bioscene project (Mitchley et al. 2006) studied various areas across Europe using three
simple and transparent scenarios of ‘Business as usual’, ‘Agricultural liberalisation’ and
‘Managed change for biodiversity’ to assess stakeholder preferences for approaches to
sustainability in terms of biodiversity, natural resources, rural development, social
development, economic development and institutional capacity. Reed et al. (2009b) used a
similar framework to condense the plethora of possible scenarios for upland Britain (Table
6-6).
Table 6-6 Scenarios for British uplands
Strong environmental
policy agenda

Weak environmental
policy agenda

Continuing financial
support to farmers
from government

Reduced hill farming based
on cross-compliance with
environmental measures

Continued hill-farming
supported by pre-reform CAP
style subsidies

Financial support
from government
withdrawn

Withdrawal of agricultural
management and re-wilding

Significantly reduced hill
farming supported by
diversification

Source: Adapted from Reed et al. (2009b)

In this study, the landowner was shown the chart in Appendix VIII (based on Table 6-7)
and asked how he saw the future of the estate under each of the four scenarios (based on the
combined scenarios of Mitchley et al. 2006 and Reed et al. 2009b) detailed in Table 6-6.
The different scenarios were explained to the landowner to ensure that he understood what
each represented.
Finally, the discussion was expanded to include the landowner’s views on how policy could
be enhanced to facilitate both his vision and the sustainability of the estate for the future.
The landowner was asked what support he might want from policy-makers and what
practical steps policy-makers could implement now to help the landowner achieve
sustainability in the future.
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Table 6-7 Chart for the discussion of landowner opinions on the effects of future
changes in policy under each of four scenarios
Strong environmental
policy agenda

Weak environmental
policy agenda

Continuing financial
support from
government

Managed change for
biodiversity

Business as usual

Financial support
from government
withdrawn

Agricultural liberalization:

Agricultural liberalization:

Re-wilding

Diversification

6.3 The Q-sort
6.3.1 The theory of Q methodology
Many variables can be proposed to explain the complex interconnections between the
various factors influencing landowners. To confront this entanglement, the unknown
interdependencies, and the mass of data, and to uncover patterns of behaviour, factor
analysis is helpful. Factor analysis is a way of simultaneously managing large numbers of
variables and compensating for random error and invalidity (Cohen et al. 2007). One form
of factor analysis is Q methodology.
Q methodology was the innovation of William Stephenson (1902-1989) in the mid-1930s
and, despite well-documented early debates about its validity, has been widely adopted as a
useful tool in the field of social sciences as it provides the basis for the science of
subjectivity (Brown, 2005; 1996; 1980). It offers a means of systematically identifying the
range of distinctive subjective standpoints in a given context (Stephenson 1975), in contrast
to the case studies, which use logical rather than statistical inference (Hammersley et al.
2000). In this research, Q methodology has been used to complement the landowner
survey and the individual case studies; all three methods are employed to explore the range
of motives of private landowners and gain an understanding of their priorities for the future
management of their estates.
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Through the use of Q methodology, the researcher is able to systematically explore
similarities and differences between viewpoints – in this case landowner’s priorities for
future management – without needing a large study population. Stephenson (1975) argued
that if correlations between viewpoints exist, they could be factorised, and individuals then
compared or measured with respect to them (Exel & Graaf, 2005). The advantages of the
method over traditional case study interviews include the fact that it is simple to replicate
and that it is less influenced by interviewer bias and therefore more standardised across the
spectrum of individual participants in both place and time.
In recent years, the method has increased in popularity as its application has become less
cumbersome with the introduction of sophisticated computer software to carry out the
complex statistical analysis.
“The technique of Q methodology is based on the ranking of stimuli.
The
statistical analysis of these Q-sorts resembles ‘normal’ factor analysis with one
fundamental difference: while normal factor analysis correlates tests over a number
of individuals, Q-methodology correlates persons over a number of tests. Even
though at first glance this procedure resembles a quantitative socio-metric
methodology in the further proceedings Q-methodology applies fundamental
characteristics of an interpretative paradigm.” (Duenckmann 2010)
Donner (2001 page 24) describes Q methodology as “a tool that combines the richness of
interviews with the standardisation of a survey”. It provides a bridge between quantitative
and qualitative approaches (Sell & Brown 1984) and offers a preferred method of human
subjectivity study as it provides more in-depth analysis of complex issues. Its strength lies
in its ability to categorise a range of ideas about the topic under investigation. The
theoretical framework is not defined at the outset or restricted by one particular viewpoint.
It does not require the researcher to provide a hypothesis at the outset (Amin 2000). As the
aim of Q methodology is to reveal the subjectivity of the situation, it is a useful method to
assess landowners’ perceptions of the factors that are most important in assessing the future
sustainability of their estates. “It is life as lived from the standpoint of the person living it
that is typically passed over by quantitative procedures” (Brown 1996 page 561).
Quantitative methods usually require a large population in order to achieve a measure of
reliability and certainty. Q methodology cleverly avoids this requirement by reversing the
process, so that the statements effectively become the population and the participants
become the variables (Duenckmann 2010). It is therefore possible to select participants
based on pre-defined characteristics – such as purchased and inherited estates, resident and
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absentee landowners – and to limit the study to relatively low numbers of case studies.
Thus, the focus for Q methodology is on in-depth study of a few cases rather than
superficial analysis of large numbers of subjects (Brown 1996).

This aspect of Q

methodology can create confusion and has historically led to criticism of this innovative
method, although more recently it has achieved widespread acceptance in many spheres
(Exel & Graaf, 2005).
The objective of the factor analysis is to identify natural groupings by virtue of their
similarity (Exel & Graaf, 2005). The methodology is designed to uncover valid and
authentic perceptions and subsequently to categorise these into clusters of opinions that can
then be evaluated in a larger population by conducting further survey research. It is well
suited to situations in which a single issue is made up of sub-dimensions (Duenckmann,
2010), as is the case with assessing landowners’ view on sustainability. Q methodology
assists in establishing:


what patterns exist in the data and how they overlap,



what characteristics are involved in what pattern and to what degree, and



what characteristics are involved in more than one pattern.

Q methodology, in this study, seeks to ascertain the priorities of private landowners for the
future management of their estates and to determine whether inheritance and residence, or
indeed any other relevant factors, influence such priorities. Based on the inadequacies of
the results of previous research outlined in Chapter 3, it was hoped that Q methodology
would provide more in-depth and useful correlations than the landowner survey alone. In
particular, it would include all relevant aspects of sustainable estate management as defined
by landowners themselves, rather than being limited to those that were raised by the
researcher.
In summary, Q methodology is a valuable addition to the research into the sustainability of
private estates, as it offers a means of identifying and exploring consensus and contrasts in
landowners’ priorities for estate management. It combines qualitative and quantitative
aspects of research to offer a replicable, systematic and statistically-based method, whilst
using a level of interaction and reflection more akin to the case study approach.
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6.3.2 Developing the Q statements
As explained in Section 6.3.1, unlike most other forms of quantitative analysis, the Q
statements are the population and the participants are the variables. Therefore, the
population, the Q statements, need to be as wide-ranging and encompassing as possible. To
ensure that the Q statements include all issues of relevance to the landowners of Scottish
private estates, the individual Q statements were developed from comments collected from
the landowner surveys in conjunction with the study of the relevant literature. In this way,
the process ensured that the statements were inclusive, relevant and applicable.
The following questions were included in the landowner survey:


What are the strategic aims/objectives of your estate management?



What does 'sustainability' mean to you in terms of estate management?



What practical steps would improve the sustainability of your estate?



What do you believe are the main constraints/barriers to sustainability on your
estate?

The responses to these open-ended questions were collated into what is known as the
concourse (Duenckmann 2010).

Distilling this into statements involved sorting the

concourse into the various elements that would impact on estate sustainability. In the first
instance, for ease of analysis, the responses were divided on the basis of the economic,
environmental, and social discourses highlighted in Chapter 5. Ambiguous and irrelevant
comments were discarded and the remaining comments were, with the benefit of the
researcher’s detailed knowledge of the literature on the subject, collated into meaningful
and value-free statements known as the Q sample (Appendix IX). To facilitate completion
of a grid (Figure 6-4) the number of statements needs to correspond to that required to form
a normal distribution. The number of 3411 was finally chosen, as this number of statements
was sufficient to capture all the issues raised in the concourse, without repetition and whilst
being not too onerous for the participant to arrange in the next stage.
A laminated card was prepared to represent each statement, and the full pack of 34 cards
was developed together with a laminated grid in the shape of a normal distribution curve.
11

Reduced from 36 in the pilot
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Photographs were used to provide a visual explanation of each statement. Concourses are
not restricted to words and, in some cases, a photograph was used alone, as it was felt this
better communicated the issue under consideration and provided scope for individual
interpretation (Ellis et al. 2007).
The grid asks the question “In your vision for the future of your estate, which factors
are....” and the grid is then laid out from left to right along a continuum from “Least
important” to “Most important” (Appendix IX). This umbrella question was chosen to
encompass all the statements that represent the elements of sustainability relevant to estate
management. A summary of the process is shown in Figure 6-3.
Figure 6-3 The Q method process

6.3.3 Piloting the Q sort
The Q-sort was initially piloted using volunteers from the Centre for Mountain Studies.
Some minor alterations were made following the pilot study:


The number of cards was reduced by two as it was felt there was an element
of repetition



The shape of the normal distribution was amended to produce a flatter curve
and account for the reduced number of cards.
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Indicators

showing

whether

the

card

represented

an

economic,

environmental or social statement were removed as it was believed that this
could influence card choice.


Ranking numbers (-4 to +4) on the grid were removed as it was thought that
this gave a negative connotation to the cards placed to the left of centre.



Minor alterations were made to the wording on some cards, in particular to
reduce the number of words per card and enlarge the print font.



One picture was changed as it was felt by one participant to portray a
negative viewpoint.

A final test was carried out on a visit to an independent estate not included in the research.

6.3.4 Carrying out the Q-sort
The landowner was given the cards and shown the grid with the over-arching question. An
indication of timescale was provided, suggesting to the landowner that he think in terms of
his own lifetime or tenure (landowners were between 45 and 70 years old at the time of
completing the Q-sort), prompting a relatively long-term view, rather than focusing on the
immediate future. It was suggested that the landowner read each card and produce three
piles of cards representing those statements that were most important, less important and
least important before proceeding to order the cards on the grid. The landowner was told
that it was necessary to rank the cards on the grid in the forced configuration shown. The
landowner was instructed to start placing the cards from right to left to fill the “Most
important” third of the grid; then from left to right to fill the “Least important” third; and
finally to complete the neutral centre section with those statements that did not produce the
strong reactions of the extremes. Once the grid was completed, in a similar way to that
shown in Figure 6-4, the landowner was asked to review it to ensure it provided a fair
representation of his views. The pattern of card numbers was recorded on a pre-printed
form for later computer input and analysis.
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Figure 6-4 The Q-sort completed grid

The Q-sort was used as a base and starting point for a focused discussion to understand
what connotations may have been placed on individual cards and to expand on the
landowner’s thought process.

Through this discussion, the primary motives and the

landowner’s vision for the future of the estate were established. Discussion centred on the
cards at each extreme end of the grid, given the highest numerical weighting (positive or
negative).

6.3.5 Analysing the Q sort
The analysis of the data gathered from the individual participants’ Q-sort was carried out
using PQ Method software (Schmolock 2011), designed specifically for the purpose. The
data gathered from each landowner was entered in to the PQ Method software in order to
produce the Principal Components Factor Analysis. The number of each card was entered
following the on-screen instructions in order to construct a replication of the normal
distribution grid. The software automatically checks for entry errors by refusing repeated
card numbers, notifying of missing card numbers, and by forcing entry to fit the pre-entered
shape of the distribution curve.
The software allocates a rating to each column of the grid, in this case starting on the left at
-4 for those statements in the “Least important” column, -3 for those in the next column,
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etc., down to 0 for the central column and then up working up to +4 for those in the “Most
important column” providing a normal distribution of rankings.
The aim of the software is to find patterns that emerge from the data, based on statistical
similarities and dissimilarities among the responses known as factors. The computer
software carries out the factor analysis. Mckeown and Thomas (1988) provide a detailed
statistical methodology; as this stage of the work is carried out automatically by the
computer software it is considered unnecessary to detail in full all the complex
mathematical processes here.
The basic output includes details of the statements that were:


Rated consistently by the participants – consensus items



Rated differently by the participants – contentious items

The analysis provides identification of distinct subgroups that share similar patterns of
responses, in this case indicating similar perspectives on what creates a sustainable estate.
The computer process for the factor analysis involves three main steps:


Correlations of observations



Extraction of initial factors



Rotation of factors to obtain clearer distinct patterns

It is also possible to extract Eigenvalues12 to help decide how many factors to rotate. Only
those factors with an Eigenvalue greater than 1.00 were chosen for rotation. Rotation
provides results that fit the results without reducing statistical validity (Duenckmann 2010).
This enables the researcher to ensure that a particular factor represents the strongest
characteristics of those landowners that correlate with that factor. Although the software
offers the opportunity for factors to be rotated by hand, the automated Varimax procedure
commonly applied throughout social sciences was considered sufficient, as it yielded an
clear result (Donner 2001). This procedure maximises the variance between each of the
factors by adjusting the weights given to each element on each factor.

12

Measure of the relative contribution of a factor to the total variance in the correlation matrix

122

The individual landowners were then scored according to how they correlate, positively or
negatively, with each rotated factor, in order to establish the clearest possible distinctions
between the emergent factor profiles. At this stage, it is important to ensure clean factor
loadings, avoiding negative associations and those participants who do not clearly align
with one or another factor, in order to avoid double or triple loading. The interviews that
followed the Q-sort provided the information to support the interpretation of each factor.
The computer programme generates numerous reports:


Correlation matrix



Unrotated factor matrix



Rotated factor matrix



Correlations between factors



Normalised factor scores (including z-scores indicating distance from the mean
in standard deviations)



Array of differences between factors



Factor Q-sort values



Factor characteristics



Distinguishing characteristics (contentious statements)



Consensus statements

By using a mix of reports, a full profile of a factor is built up; this profile can be interpreted
through comparisons with other profiles. “The statistical procedure cannot be carried out
automatically but must constantly be seen in reference to the interpretation of the results.”
(Duenckmann 2010 page 288) At this stage, it is often useful to allocate a name to each
profile and a few bullet points providing an indication of its nature. The process brings
clarity to an area where it is difficult to understand the nuances of individual perceptions
and visions.
Full details of the results and the relevant reports obtained at each stage of the process are
analysed and discussed in Chapter 7.
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7 Results
7.1 Landowner survey
The landowner survey (Appendix I) was sent out to 247 estates; 83 were returned or
completed online, providing a response rate of 34%. Of those 83 results, 64 conformed to
the requirements of this research for a large multi-functional upland estate, representing a
28% response rate (from the reduced field of 226). Although this may appear to be a low
response rate, it was considered to be a successful survey in a field in which respondents
were known to be difficult to contact. In fact, Holbrook et al. (2007) found that low survey
response rates led to results that were only minimally less accurate than high survey
response rates. Given that 30% of Scotland’s private land is owned by just 103 owners, and
50% by 343 owners (Warren, 2009), 64 responses was considered to be a sufficiently high
percentage of owners owning a substantial percentage of all Scottish private land to be
representative (see Section 7.1.1). The only significant concern is that the survey results
may be biased in favour of resident rather than non-resident owners (See Section 7.2.1),
based on the assumption that many of the unresponsive owners may be not resident on their
estates and may therefore have not received the survey personally despite our efforts and
those of the SRPBA. It was also clear that a few responses had been completed by land
agents rather than the landowner despite requests that the surveys be forwarded to the
landowner.
All the following data are based only on the 64 estates that matched the criteria. Full
details of the methods employed are provided in Chapter 6.1.

7.1.1 Demographics and criteria
The average estate size was 7,610 hectares (18,804 acres) with a total area in the
respondents’ collective ownership13 of 487,015 hectares (1,203,440 acres). Figures 7-1 and
7-2 provide further detail. Wightman (2010) has estimated that there are more than 4
million hectares of privately owned land in Scotland (see Section 2.2.1), but this includes
small estates (between 404 and 2000 ha) and lowland estates, both of which are excluded
from this survey. Given that SNH estimate that 50% of Scotland is upland, it is estimated
13

The word ‘ownership’ in this context is a generic term as legal ownership is often a very complex issue
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that the respondents to this survey own somewhere between 12.5% (487,000/approx. 4m
representing 100% of Scottish land) and 25% (487,000/approx. 2m representing 50% of
Scottish privately owned land) of the Scottish uplands in private ownership.
Figure 7-1 Estate size: Percentage of small, medium and large estates
Based on the number of estates
within the following bands:
8%
Up to 10000 acres

Large
30%

Small
10,000 to 50,000 acres

Over 50,000 acres
62%

Medium
Total number of estates = 64

Figure 7-2 Range of topography: Percentage of estates that are only upland,
predominantly upland or a mix of upland and lowland

Based on the number of estates
within the following bands:

5%

Only upland (All land is over
185 metres)
42%

Predominantly upland (at
least 60%)
Mix of upland and lowland

53%

Total number of estates = 64
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In order to confirm multi-functionality, the survey asked for details of the activities carried
out on each estate: the results are shown in Figure 7-3. The most frequently-cited activity
was deer stalking, undertaken by 95% of respondents. Residential property letting was
undertaken by 77% of estates, closely followed by river fishing (75%) and farming in-hand
(70%). The ‘Other’ category included a variety of activities including a plant nursery, film
and photographic location, wedding venue, bloodstock breeding and training, and several
golf courses.
Comments indicated that many estates depend on sporting income to provide the revenue to
support other activities. In particular, several respondents commented that the sporting
income supported the employment of staff used for environmental work when not directly
occupied with gamekeeping. This point is discussed further in section 8.1.2.

Figure 7-3 Estate activities: Percentage of estates involved in each activity

Percentage
of estates
involved
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Total number of estates = 64
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The mean number of employees was 10 full-time equivalents, the median was 15 and the
mode 2. This is based on a total of 554 full-time employees, ranging from none to 116, on
62 respondent estates14, with an additional average of three seasonal workers per estate,
ranging from none to fifteen. Twelve estates had a total of more than the median of 15,
with just two estates having more than 100 employees. All respondents reported having
considerable involvement with the running of their estates.
The age of respondents varied within the middle ranges, with none under 36 or over 80; a
majority (58%) were in the 51-65 year age range. Two of the principal landowners on
estates surveyed were actually older than 80 years, but in each case a younger member of
the family or close representative completed the form. Only six of the landowners were
female.

7.1.2 Ownership and motivation
In order to assess the impact of residence on landowner motives, the survey asked
landowners to assess how much time they spent on their estates and whether they
considered themselves to be resident. The results showed that the estate represented the
principal place of residence of 53% of respondents, with the remaining 47% confirming
that they were absentee landowners 15 . As mentioned previously, it is possible that the
survey may have not reached all the non-resident landowners directly, and therefore there
may be some bias in the results towards resident landowners. However, by eliciting the
assistance of the SRPBA, the surveys were sent to the correspondence addresses of
landowners rather than estate addresses. Despite nearly half the landowners classifying
themselves as absentee, the overall average time spent on the estate was seven months per
annum (Figure 7-4). Some of the absentee landowners commented that they intend to retire
to their estates in due course or when finances permitted.

14

Two estates left these boxes blank so it is unclear whether they had no employees or simply failed to
answer the question
15
Five landowners did not answer this question.
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Figure 7-4 Residence: Percentage of landowners analysed by time spent on the estate

Time spent on the estate in an
average year by the landowner:
At least nine months

27%

More than six, but less than nine
months
More than three, but less than six
months
Less than three months per annum

51%
20%
2%

Total number of estates = 59

Many of the respondents, 39%, owned their estate personally and a further 28% said that
the estate was family-owned. The remainder were predominantly owned by family trusts,
with just one estate being held in a partnership and another in a limited company - although
this appeared to be a legal arrangement for effective private ownership rather than an
investment by shareholders in a real corporate venture.
In order to consider the impact of inheritance on landowner motivation, landowners were
asked how they had acquired the estate. Only 35% of landowners (22 individuals) had
purchased their estate; the majority, over 60% (38 individuals) had inherited their estate
from family. The other 5% responded that their acquisition came partly through
inheritance, but that they had purchased further holdings to bring the estate to its current
size.
Conversely, for completeness, the survey also asked landowners whether they had sold land
for house building to either individuals or developers; the results are shown in Figure 7-5.
Twelve landowners had sold land to both developers and individuals.
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Figure 7-5 Number of estates that have sold land for house building

37
16

Land sold to
developers

20

Land sold to
individuals

No sales of land

Figure 7-6 provides details on how long estate had been owned by the family. A further
question asked about individual landownership, but the results were much less clear-cut
than for family ownership, as many of the estates are owned by trusts16 or split between
family members. The 35 responses to this question ranged from two to 51 years.
In terms of long-term motives, the results of the survey indicated that more than 93% of
respondents, whether they had inherited or purchased their estates, intended to pass the
estate on to their heirs. The few remaining respondents all ticked the ‘Other’ box, with no
respondent intending to sell their estate in its entirety. Comments on land sales that had
taken place included words such as ‘strategic’ or ‘consolidating’. The ‘Other’ respondents
included a couple of respondents who were undecided and another stated, “If they are
interested”.

Figure 7-6 Length of family ownership: Percentage of estates in each time band
16

Various structures are often put in place to provide asset protection to reduce the risks of expropriation
through divorce, bankruptcy or the simple lack of business sense of the heir, as well as to mitigate Capital
Gains and Inheritance tax liabilities.
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Number of years the estate
has been in the family
Over 200 years
20%

Less than 25
years
18%

101 to 200 years
16%

26 to 50 years
21%

Total number of estates = 61
51 to 100 years
25%

The next section of the landowner survey was dedicated to gaining an insight into
landowner motivations for ownership of their estate. A summary of the motivations derived
from the responses listed for the purchase or retention of the estate is shown in Table 7-1.
For ease of analysis, the responses have been grouped into the categories discussed in
Chapter 3; instrumental, social, expressive and intrinsic. The expressive category has been
broken down between field sports, environmental reasons and other personal ambitions.
The motivation expressed those landowners who had purchased their estate ranged from a
heavy emphasis on sporting interests and other recreational pursuits (not defined by the
respondents) and farming or forestry interests to investment potential, tax reasons, and
corporate entertainment. Others listed environmental interests, the family’s future, “a bolthole for peace of mind from a busy schedule”, “a real challenge” and “something to do” as
their motivation. Those who had inherited their estate were more likely to list intrinsic
reasons for retaining it, such as stewardship and responsibility, a sense of place and
belonging, sentiment, beauty and love of the estate, with only the occasional reference to
long-term financial gain and fewer references to field sports. The full range of respondents’
comments is provided in Appendix VI.
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Table 7-1 Summary of reasons for the purchase or retention of an estate

Reasons given by
respondents

Landowners who purchased
their estate

Landowners who inherited their
estate

Number of
landowners*

Percentage of
respondents

Number of
landowners*

Percentage of
respondents

Instrumental
(economic)
(Business, tax,
corporate entertainment,
investment, earning a
living)

5

26%

4

10%

Social
(Family home, friends
and relationships)

1

5%

11

28%

Total Expressive

18*

95%

10*

26%

Field sports and other
recreational activities
(Deer stalking, fishing
and grouse shooting)

12

63%

4

10%

Environmental
(Wilderness, nature,
beauty, scenery and
surroundings)

7

37%

5

13%

Other
(Personal challenge or
ambition)

4

21%

8

21%

Intrinsic
(Sense of place,
history, duty or
obligation)

1

5%

36

92%

Number of
respondents

19*

39*
*Some landowners gave more than one reason
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In line with the aim of understanding the impact of inheritance on landowner motives,
Table 7-1 enables a comparison. The expressive motives are strongest in those that
purchased their estate – given in 95% of those surveys as opposed to only 26% of inherited
landowners. The most marked difference appears to be in the motivation for field sports –
given as the reason for ownership by 63% of those landowners that purchased their estate
as opposed to only 10% of those who inherited. The 36 landowners who gave intrinsic
reasons for retaining the estate represent 92% of those respondents who inherited their
estates. This is in strong contrast to just 5% of those who purchased their estates.

7.1.3 Management priorities
A key objective of the survey was to gain information that would assist in understanding
landowners’ priorities for the future management of their estates. With this aim, the survey
asked respondents to rate the importance of various factors influencing their estate
management by placing a tick in one of three columns representing the importance of the
factor: ‘Vitally important’, ‘Important’ or ‘A little important’.
Rating averages were calculated by allocating points to each tick as follows:


Vitally important

3 points



Important

2 points



A little important

1 point

A summary of the results is shown in Figure 7-7, with more detailed analysis in Figure 7-8.
The same colours are used in both Figure 7-7 and 7-8, to facilitate understanding of how
the factors were grouped based on the discussion in Chapter 5.
No points were allocated if the factor was considered ‘Not important’ or ‘Not relevant’. To
ensure the survey covered as many aspects of sustainability as possible, four questions
addressed each of the broad categories discussed in Chapter 5.
For ease of analysis and comparison, these were split between environmental, economic
and social statements, as detailed in Tables 5-1, 5-3 and 5-4. Although it is recognised that
this division is artificial, as interactions between economic, environmental and social
factors are not clear cut, this analysis facilitated the choice of case study estates across a
range of perceived priorities.
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Field sports and carbon footprint were additional factors not included in one of the other
three categories.

The points allocated in each individual response were totalled and

averaged to arrive at the overall rating averages in Figure 7-7.

Figure 7-7 Summary of ratings average of factors influencing estate management
Ratings average
3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0
Environmental

Economic

Social

Number of responses varied between 59 and 62

Field sports

Carbon footprint

Factors influencing
estate management

Field sports were clearly considered to be vitally important, with an average rating of 2.45
(from a maximum rating of 3) but this was exceeded by landscape quality, an element
categorised as an environmental factor, with an average rating of 2.48. The only other
option receiving an average rating over 2.0 was the preservation of wild land, again an
environmental factor. The least important factors were: carbon footprint (22 respondents
considered it not important or not relevant), affordable housing (not important or not
relevant to 21 respondents) and the eradication of non-native species (not important or not
relevant to 20 respondents). Overall, excluding field sports and carbon footprint, the
environmental factors scored more highly than the economic or social factors.
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Figure 7-8 Individual ratings average of factors influencing estate management
Factor influencing
estate management
Affordable housing

Community spirit

Social responsibility

Public benefits

Rural industry

Economic viability

Grants for conservation work
Providing a living for me/my
family
Eradication of non-native
species
Preservation of wild land

Landscape quality
Ecological
diversity/biodiversity
Carbon footprint

Field sports
0

0.5

1

Number of responses varied between 59 and 62

1.5

2

2.5

3

Ratings average
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The low score achieved for carbon footprint and the comments made by respondents appear
to demonstrate a lack of empathy with this issue on the part of landowners. Comments
included “doesn’t bother me”, “carbon sceptic” and “bureaucratic jargon”. In contrast, a
further question asked whether renewable energy was used on the estate, to which 39% of
landowners gave a positive response and many more indicated an interest for the future or
commented on current developments taking place. The contrast between this and the
negativity on carbon footprinting suggests that landowners may be willing to engage with
new ideas that offer clear and direct benefits to the estate, whilst being less engaged with
issues that they regard as being more global in nature.

7.1.4 The opinion survey
A further tool employed within the landowner survey to ascertain landowner priorities for
the future management of their estates was the ‘Landowner Opinion Survey’ that covered a
diverse range of topics. The full results of this are shown in Figure 7-9.
All respondents agreed with the statements that ‘A landowner should be a steward or
custodian for future generations’ and most that ‘Land needs to be actively managed for
ecological diversity/biodiversity’. This latter statement appears to contradict the strong
support for the ‘preservation of wild land’ shown both in this section of the survey and in
the management priorities (Figure 7-8).
There was also strong agreement with the suggestion that ‘Dynamic communities are vital
to the future of rural Scotland’ with just a few respondents disagreeing, but slightly less
support for ‘Diversification is a key factor in achieving profitability’. There was
significantly less support for the statement that ‘Landscape quality should take preference
over economic development’. This contrasts with the importance placed on landscape
quality in the rating of factors influencing estate management (Figure 7-7), suggesting that
although most respondents considered landscape quality to be important, economic issues
such as development may take priority.The respondents generally demonstrated very strong
support for the statement: ‘Snaring is an essential tool for controlling predation’, but more
mixed views on the statement: ‘Co-operative deer management with neighbouring estates
works well’. Many of the comments suggested that such co-operation was often difficult,
particularly when single issue or charitable organisations owned a neighbouring estate.
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Figure 7-9 Results of the Landowner Opinion Survey

Scientific knowledge is essential in order to manage land effectively
Diversification is a key factor in achieving profitability
The preservation of wild land should be a Government priority
Grants act as a powerful incentive for conservation work
Snaring is an essential tool in controlling predation
Co-operative deer management with neighbouring estates works well

Landscape quality should take preference over economic development
A landowner is a steward/custodian for future generations
Dynamic communities are vital to the future of rural Scotland
Land needs to be actively managed for ecological diversity/biodiversity
-40
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Percentage of respondents agreeing (positive score) or disagreeing (negative score) with statement*
Agree

Strongly agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

*Totals add to less than 100% for most statements as some respondents were undecided.

136

7.1.5 Profitability; the economic priority
To facilitate further discussion and analysis of the motives for ownership and
priorities for estate management, one aspect of the results of the landowner survey
that attracted the most attention and comment from respondents was profitability.
Further consideration of this area was warranted and therefore the topic is analysed in
more detail in this section.
In order to ascertain whether profitability is fundamental to long-term sustainability
on privately-owned estates, respondents were asked whether they expected all or parts
of their estate to be profitable: the results are shown in Figure 7-10.
Figure 7-10 Profitability: Percentage of estates
I expect my estate to be profitable:
As a whole

Some aspects

Not at all

15%

44%

42%

Number of responses = 63

Landowners were also asked whether they contributed funds from other sources either
annually or occasionally for capital projects. Figure 7-10 indicates that 56% of the
respondents did not expect the estate to be profitable overall (14% not at all and 42%
only some aspects). Figure 7-11 shows that 52.5% (33 of the 63 respondents) were
contributing funds from other sources towards annual costs.
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Figure 7-11 Contribution of funds from other sources
Number of
estates

43

45
40

33

35
30
25
20

14

15
10
5
0
For annual running
costs

For capital projects

None

Number of responses = 63

The remaining 3.5% (56% less 52.5%) represents three estates of varying sizes that
are not profitable overall, but where there is no contribution from outside sources.
Unfortunately, these estates will be heading for bankruptcy if the situation is not
rectified in the longer term. One of these landowners predicts the collapse of the
agricultural economy without further Government support; another appears to be
diversifying into tourism in order to improve prospects, but the third offers no
indication of the likely outcome or any explanation. On a more positive note, 44% of
estates state that they are self-financing.
Heritage or similar high-maintenance buildings can have a significant impact on the
finances of the estate; hence landowners were asked whether the estate included any
such structures. The survey found that 44% of the estates included high-maintenance
buildings.
The results showed that tourism enhanced the profitability of more than a third of the
estates (37%), but the remainder of landowners did not consider tourism to offer a
major contribution. However, this belies the fact that 67% of respondents agreed that
‘Diversification is a key factor in achieving profitability’ in the landowner opinion
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survey. This suggests that although two-thirds of respondents agree on the importance
of diversification, only 37% have achieved improved profitability from it. Several
respondents commented that they believed that the remoteness of their estates made it
hard for them to be profitable. This debate is taken up further in some of the case
studies explored later in this chapter and in the discussion in Chapter 8.

7.1.6 Grants for conservation work
A further area that warranted more detailed analysis was in respect of the questions in
the survey relating to grants for conservation work. These questions elicited more
comments than others, and it is anticipated that the responses to these questions may
be of particular interest to policy makers.
The landowner opinion survey revealed mixed opinions regarding the importance of
grants for conservation work. Figure 7-12 presents more detail on the results given in
Figure 7-9 on this issue. On the whole, most landowners (72%) agree that grants are
a powerful incentive. In support of this, Figure 7-8 above shows that the level of
influence on estate management was rated as important, with an average value of 2.2.
A more detailed analysis of the responses to this question (Figure 7-13), shows that
the majority of respondents felt that grants were important to some degree.
Conversely, most of the comments written by respondents indicate that grants are not
a major consideration in estate management, but that they will be taken where
available. Several respondents indicated that grants are only claimed for work that
would be carried out anyway, but that the income received is vital for the overall
profitability of the estate. This is a good example of an area where a rigid application
of the tripartite representation of sustainability discussed in Chapter 5 would be
problematic; it highlights the inter-digitation between the environmental and
economic aspects of sustainability.

However, the survey results support the

assumption that the claiming of grants for conservation work is more likely to
represent an economic priority than an environmental agenda; hence its inclusion in
Table 6-2 rather than 6-3. The inference of a strong link to the economics of estate
management is explored further in section 8.1.1.
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Figure 7-12 Results of the Landowner Opinion Survey: Grants act as a powerful
incentive for conservation work
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Figure 7-13 The importance of factors influencing estate management: Grants
for conservation work
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The responses to the question on challenges to sustainability at the end of the survey
support the view expressed by one respondent that “the application process [for
grants] is such a nightmare that we will not bother to apply” (Landowner survey 60).
Another described the grants as a “double-edged sword” (Landowner survey 45). The
overall response, from those who were interested in claiming grants, seems to echo
the thoughts of one landowner: “We invest in our landholding primarily to make it
economically viable. We evaluate grant schemes and invest in those that provide us
with a net benefit” (Landowner survey 61).
Responses to further questions revealed that two-thirds of the estates were placed
under an obligation (through claiming subsidies) to maintain their in-hand land in
‘Good agricultural and environmental condition’ to comply with the requirements for
registered land, which by deduction leaves one third of landowners (or perhaps their
tenants) not claiming Single Farm Payment. The majority of landowners worked
closely with the various Government agencies and similar bodies; only seven
respondents reported that they actively avoid such involvement. Again, this topic is
explored further in the case studies.
Two-thirds of respondents belonged to one or more conservation organisations
although six specifically wrote “not the RSPB” in the comments box, and others
implied this by expressing their dislike of single-interest organisations and
commenting on conflicts of interest over species protection, demonstrating the
strength of antagonism that exists between landowners involved in field sports and the
RSPB.

More generally, one respondent commented: “They all have too many

prejudices and political motivations and therefore do a lot of damage” (Landowner
survey 1), and another: “Unfortunately I am a life member of the NTS. They have lost
the plot” (Landowner survey 7).
A final point of interest to note was that public access was encouraged on 68% of the
estates, with others stating in the comments that they did not discourage it. This
question was discussed in more detail with landowners during the case study visits.
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7.2 Choosing the case studies
As explained in Chapter 6, the case studies were chosen from the survey respondents.
In addition to providing detailed information to assist in understanding the priorities
of private landowners in upland Scotland, the analysis of the ratings for factors
influencing estate management, shown in Section 7.1.4, were reviewed for all estates
that indicated they would be willing to participate further. From this list, twelve
estates were chosen to reflect a cross-section of estate types on the basis of their
responses to the survey. Table 7-2 shows the ratings of factors influencing estate
management for the estates selected, highlighting the aspect of sustainability that
appeared to be the strongest factor in each case.
Table 7-2 Case study estates: Total rating of factors influencing estate
management
Total of ratings
Estate
number

Environmental

2

15

14

13

11

16

5

11

5

12

8

11

3

11

5

7

7

14

12

13

4

11

14

8

8

12

14

11

9

9

13

10

1

9

6

11

6

14

13

15

10

11

12

12

Economic

Social
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Some of the case study estates showed more evenly spread motivation ratings than
others. Case study estates 2, 6, 7 and 10 score very highly in all categories whereas,
for example, case study estates 1, 3 and 11 show particularly low scores for economic
motivation. As explained previously, although the tripartite split is artificial, it was
believed that this method of selection provided sufficient indicators to ensure that the
case studies would reveal the best possible spread of estate landowners with different
priorities.
In order to assess the impact of residence and inheritance on landowner motives, a
balance of inherited and purchased estates and resident and absentee landowners was
sought, as shown in Table 7-3.
Table 7-3 Selection of case study estates
Landowner’s primary
motivational driver

Residence of
landowner

Method of
acquisition

Estate
identification
number

Environmental

Resident

Inherited

2

Environmental

Absentee

Inherited

3

Environmental

Resident

Purchased

7

Environmental

Absentee

Purchased

5 and 11

Economic

Resident

Inherited

4 and 9

Economic

Absentee

Inherited

Economic

Resident

Purchased

Economic

Absentee

Purchased

Social

Resident

Inherited

1 and 10

Social

Absentee

Inherited

6

Social

Resident

Purchased

Social

Absentee

Purchased

8

However, it became apparent that certain types of landowner were not going to be
available – or may not exist. Table 7-3 indicates that the majority of those who
became involved in the case studies were resident landowners who had inherited their
estates. The literature discussed in Chapter 2 suggests that inherited landowners are
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the predominant type of landowner in upland Scotland but, as noted above, it was
accepted that there may have been some bias in the responses to the survey in favour
of resident landowners. At the other end of the scale, only one absentee landowner
who had purchased his estate (excluding case study 11, explained further below) was
willing to take part in further research. Such landowners are, by their very nature,
harder to locate and likely to have more concerns regarding privacy.
Case study 11 was not taken to completion but has been included because the
landowner again falls in to the same problematic category of ‘purchased absentee’.
Although the landowner remained predictably elusive, meetings took place with many
of those involved in the running of this fascinating estate. The work on this estate has
therefore been included, as it offers some insights that are unavailable from other
estates in the sample. Although the owner of the estate which became case study 5
did not respond to the initial survey, this estate was included in the study at a later
stage after another case study participant had recommended it as a suitable
replacement estate for case study 11. This landowner completed the survey at the
time of the case study interview and the results are included in the analysis presented
in section 7.1.
Only one of the respondents to the survey who provided contact information was an
absentee landowner with economic or financial motives.

Unfortunately, this

landowner decided not to participate further as a case study, but his survey response
appears to indicate that the strength of his financial motive could result from the
influence of his profession as an accountant. The survey revealed no estates with a
predominantly economic motive that had been purchased by an absentee landowner.
Logically, an upland estate is unlikely to offer the best returns to a financially
motivated investor. Estates 4 and 9 were both chosen in the ‘Economic/Financial,
resident and inherited’ category as they represented both ends of the scale spectrum,
small and large.
Likewise, the survey found no landowners with predominantly social motives who
had purchased their estates.

This correlates with the lesser emphasis on social

motives shown in the survey results for purchased estates. Estates 1 and 10 were
chosen in the category of resident with social concerns to represent the different
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scales of estate, 1 being small and 10, large. Figure 7-14 distinguishes those types
that were not included as case studies (marked in orange).
Figure 7-14 Landownership types not included as case studies (orange boxes)
Inherited estate

Resident
landower
Economic
motivational
priority

Purchased
estate
Inherited estate

Absentee
landowner

Purchased
estate
Inherited estate

Resident
landowner
Environmental
motivational
priority

Purchased
estate
Inherited estate

Absentee
landowner

Purchased
estate
Inherited estate

Resident
landowner
Social
motivational
priority

Purchased
estate
Inherited estate

Absentee
landowner

Purchased
estate
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In total, the area of the case study estates is 142,516 hectares (352,164 acres),
representing 29% of the total area covered by the landowner survey. The average size
of the case study estates is 12,956 hectares (32,015 acres). This average is
considerably larger than the survey average of 7,610 hectares (18,804 acres), mainly
due to the inclusion of two of the largest estates in the survey as case studies. Table
7-4 shows the relative size of each of the estates, and Figure 7-15 shows this in
context of the diagram in Figure 7-14.
Table 7-4 Size of case study estates
Case Study

Size17

Category

1

Small

Resident, inherited

2

Medium

Resident, inherited

3

Small

Absentee, inherited

4

Small

Resident, inherited

5

Medium

Absentee, purchased

6

Large

Absentee, inherited

7

Small

Resident, purchased

8

Small

Resident, purchased

9

Large

Resident, inherited

10

Large

Resident, inherited

11

Medium

Absentee, purchased

17

For this purpose, small is less than 10,000 acres; medium is 10,001 to 50,000 acres and large is over
50,000 acres in accordance with Figure 7-1.
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Figure 7-15 Representation of final selection of case study estates
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7.3 The Q-sort
As detailed in Section 6.3, each case study landowner completed a Q-sort. It should
be noted that only ten case study estates are included in the Q-sort as the landowner
from case study 11 was unable to take part. The purpose of the Q-sort was to gather
data on each landowner’s priorities for the future management of their estate. As
previously explained, the Q-sort enables the researcher to group landowners into
‘types’ based on their views. The software provides an indication of how each of the
landowners correlates with the emerging group view or ‘typology’. The theory of Qmethodology suggests that, regardless of the number of participants (beyond the
number required to establish the typologies), the number of emerging typologies will
remain constant and it was therefore considered ideal for the purposes of this
research.
Each landowner placed the Q-cards onto the grid (Appendix IX) and the results of the
Q-sort were recorded on a similar manual grid at the time and then later transferred to
the ‘PQ Method software’ input pages from which the software is able to perform the
complex mathematical calculations. The software assimilates the data and compares
each result to every other result in order to arrive at a set of latent variables known as
factors. Each case study result is then given a score, representing the extent of the
correlation between the result of that Q-sort, and the characteristics of the factors
arrived at from the combination of all the Q-sorts.
Table 7-5 shows the principal components factor analysis containing the basic raw
data from each of the ten case studies. The numbers indicate the loading for each
landowner on each factor (i.e. that individual landowner’s correlation with the factor).
Individuals with high loadings on the same factor share a similar perspective. The
loadings are the equivalent of correlation coefficients indicating the similarity of the
Q-sort to the mean Q-sort for that factor.
Table 7-5 also shows the Eigenvalues: those with a value greater than one indicate
factors providing a significant contribution to the explanation of the total variance in
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the correlation matrix. The significant correlations - greater than 0.518 - in Table 7-5
are highlighted, as are the Eigenvalues greater than one. The total variance explained
by the first three factors is 71% (39% +20%+12%), and by the first four factors, 80%
(39%+20%+12%+8%).
Table 7-5 Unrotated factors matrix
Case
study
no.

Factors (latent variables)
A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

1

0.8009

-0.0746

-0.2776

-0.1925

0.2033

0.1138

0.2307

0.3622

2

0.2822

-0.8288

0.0285

0.3121

-0.0052

0.0524

0.2218

-0.1175

3

0.6253

0.5729

-0.1882

-0.0101

-0.3715

-0.0092

-0.1676

0.0326

4

0.6599

0.4567

-0.2511

0.2235

-0.2672

0.0498

0.3302

-0.1623

5

-0.0837

0.6490

0.1850

0.6077

0.3988

0.0105

-0.0056

0.0741

6

0.4169

-0.1686

0.7595

0.1386

-0.2821

0.3047

-0.0477

0.1247

7

0.8340

-0.2538

-0.0802

0.1763

-0.0209

-0.1904

-0.3320

0.0576

8

0.4385

0.3754

0.6268

-0.3732

0.1276

-0.2430

0.1696

-0.0811

9

0.7698

0.0523

-0.0832

-0.1921

0.3456

0.3943

-0.1693

-0.2378

10

0.8299

-0.2827

0.0633

0.0995

0.1129

-0.3583

-0.0098

-0.0546

Eigenvalues
% of
variance

3.8976
39

1.9668
20

1.1977
12

0.7901
8

0.6383
6

0.4903
5

0.4096

0.2628

4

3

18

Correlations are usually considered to be statistically significant at 2.5 times the standard error
(Brown, 1996). The standard error for a factor loading can be approximated using the formula SE =
1/√N where N is the number of statements in the Q-sort. There were 34 statements in this Q-sort, so
the standard error of the factor loadings is 1/√34 = 0.1715. Loadings in excess of 2.5 x ±0.1715 =
±0.43 are therefore statistically significant. For the purposes of this study, the use of 0.5 as the standard
measure of significance is well above the accepted level.
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The next stage of the process is for the PQ Method software to plot the factors on a
chart. The software applies a mathematical process known as ‘rotation’ to the factors
forming the matrix. Rotation in matrix theory is the equivalent of differentiation in
calculus and is a tool used for identifying the unknown variable. The number of
factors chosen is flexible but, logically, unless there are special circumstances, it
would be normal to select those that are significant as demonstrated by the
Eigenvalues. The correlation of case study 5 with Factor D is significant (greater than
0.5) at 0.6077 and therefore needs to be taken into account, although the Eigenvalue
of Factor D was less than one.
The rotation was tried with both three factors and four factors to take account of the
highlighted correlation for case study 5 (who correlates almost equally with Factor B
and Factor D). It was found that three factors were sufficient to demonstrate strong
correlations from all ten estates (Table 7-6).
Table 7-6 Rotated factors matrix
Case study number

Factors
A2

B2

C2

1

0.8192

0.2265

0.0396

2

0.0973

0.8594

0.1391

3

0.7437

-0.4460

0.0512

4

0.7771

-0.3212

0.0068

5

-0.0259

-0.6661

0.1345

6

0.0751

0.1768

0.8615

7

0.7454

0.3932

0.2369

8

0.2416

-0.3445

0.7410

9

0.7434

0.0819

0.2074

10

0.6844

0.4100

0.3690

% of variance

35

20

16
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Flagged correlations, six in Factor A2 and two in each of Factor B2 and Factor C2,
represent all ten estates. It should be noted that for case study 5, the only strong
loading (greater than 0.5) is a negative loading on Factor B2. The weaker negative
loading on Factor B2 shown by case study 3 has also been highlighted as it may offer
further insights, despite being lower than the positive loading of that case study on
Factor A2 and of considerably less statistical significance.
The numeric values in the table indicate the strength of the landowner’s correlation
with that factor, i.e., a strong negative value indicates a strong negative correlation
with that factor. In the rotated factors matrix, case study 2 has a positive correlation
with Factor B2 rather than the negative correlation with Factor B shown in Table 7-5.
The more clearly a landowner is correlated with one factor, the better that factor
represents the landowner’s priorities for the future management of his estate. For
example, case study 2 is clearly strongly correlated with Factor B2, whereas case
study 5 correlates negatively with Factor B2. The landowner of case study estate 2
clearly has very different priorities to the landowner of case study estate 5, which
offers an interesting insight in the next stage of the process when the make-up of
factors is explored. It is noted that in Table 7-5, case study estate 5 correlated
strongest on Factor D, but in looking at Factor D, a large number of the other
landowners showed negative correlations. It is therefore more efficient to describe
case study estate 5 as negatively correlated on Factor B2 rather than to extend the
number of factors to four.
The next stage in the process was to analyse each of the rotated factors to determine
the priorities of the group of landowners correlating with that factor to establish a
profile for that factor. The normalised factor scores for each of Factor A2, Factor B2
and Factor C2 are set out in Tables 7-7, 7-8 and 7-9 respectively. These tables list all
the statements in descending order of importance for the landowners that correlate
with that Factor. In order to provide a simplistic visual summary, the colours
represent the nature of the statements: blue for economic priorities, green for
environmental priorities, and pink for social priorities. Statements that are not
coloured relate to statements that do not fit in one of the three main categories. The
colours are only useful as a guide and are not rigid, as some of the statements can be
viewed from different perspectives.
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Table 7-7 Normalised factor scores for Factor A2
No.
19
13
18
11
14
31
33
32
1
15
23
27
9
2
17
25
3
26
12
10
21
20
24
22
6
4
28
16
30
7
29
5
34
8

Statement
Reduced capital taxes
Improved farming prices
Reduced bureaucracy
Financial viability without subsidies
Non-estate income to provide financial support
Increased sporting opportunities
Shooting photograph
Black grouse/deer photograph
Greater use of renewable energy
Greater diversification
Increased rural industry
Greater involvement with local business
An expansion of commercial forestry
Increased bird numbers and diversity
More tourism related activities
Reform of planning rules allowing increased development
Increased native mixed woodland
More job opportunities
An improved grant system
Increased wildlife
Improvements in infrastructure
Community services photograph
Greater links between the estate and the community
More affordable housing
More conservation work
Reduced grazing pressure allowing greater biodiversity
More opportunities for the public to enjoy estate benefits
Support for preservation of historical built heritage
Increased recreational opportunities
Fewer blots on the landscape
Increased eco-housing
Increased use of designations for environmental protection
Crofting photograph
Re-wilding of native forest

Z-SCORES
1.9830
1.6200
1.5070
1.3030
1.2500
1.0380
0.8130
0.5610
0.4640
0.4160
0.4060
0.3480
0.3480
0.3250
0.3010
0.1660
0.1060
0.1060
0.0840
-0.0250
-0.2540
-0.2920
-0.3610
-0.3950
-0.4670
-0.5950
-0.7810
-0.8070
-0.8170
-1.1620
-1.2310
-1.6680
-2.0330
-2.2560
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Table 7-8 Normalised factor scores for Factor B2
No.
23
22
26
13
18
27
25
12
16
9
17
30
24
19
28
34
21
15
11
4
1
20
2
3
29
5
14
8
6
31
32
10
7
33

Statement
Increased rural industry
More affordable housing
More job opportunities
Improved farming prices
Reduced bureaucracy
Greater involvement with local business
Reform of planning rules allowing increased development
An improved grant system
Support for preservation of historical built heritage
An expansion of commercial forestry
More tourism related activities
Increased recreational opportunities
Greater links between the estate and the community
Reduced capital taxes
More opportunities for the public to enjoy estate benefits
Crofting photograph
Improvements in infrastructure
Greater diversification
Financial viability without subsidies
Reduced grazing pressure allowing greater biodiversity
Greater use of renewable energy
Community services photograph
Increased bird numbers and diversity
Increased native mixed woodland
Increased eco-housing
Increased use of designations for environmental protection
Non-estate income to provide financial support
Re-wilding of native forest
More conservation work
Increased sporting opportunities
Black grouse/deer photograph
Increased wildlife
Fewer blots on the landscape
Shooting photograph

Z-SCORES
2.0970
1.9570
1.2930
1.1880
1.1530
0.9090
0.8730
0.7690
0.7690
0.6640
0.5240
0.3840
0.2800
0.2440
0.2440
0.1760
0.0360
0.0000
-0.1040
-0.1400
-0.2440
-0.2440
-0.4200
-0.4200
-0.5600
-0.7690
-0.8730
-0.9090
-1.0480
-1.3280
-1.4330
-1.5730
-1.6770
-1.8170
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Table 7-9 Normalised factor scores for Factor C2
No.
12
18
14
33
1
25
22
15
17
23
32
16
24
5
29
9
19
7
2
6
11
30
31
28
10
4
34
3
13
26
27
8
20
21

Statement
An improved grant system
Reduced bureaucracy
Non-estate income to provide financial support
Shooting photograph
Greater use of renewable energy
Reform of planning rules allowing increased development
More affordable housing
Greater diversification
More tourism related activities
Increased rural industry
Black grouse/deer photograph
Support for preservation of historical built heritage
Greater links between the estate and the community
Increased use of designations for environmental protection
Increased eco-housing
An expansion of commercial forestry
Reduced capital taxes
Fewer blots on the landscape
Increased bird numbers and diversity
More conservation work
Financial viability without subsidies
Increased recreational opportunities
Increased sporting opportunities
More opportunities for the public to enjoy estate benefits
Increased wildlife
Reduced grazing pressure allowing greater biodiversity
Crofting photograph
Increased native mixed woodland
Improved farming prices
More job opportunities
Greater involvement with local business
Re-wilding of native forest
Community services photograph
Improvements in infrastructure

Z-SCORES
1.9450
1.9450
1.4090
1.4090
1.2400
1.2400
0.7160
0.7100
0.7040
0.7040
0.5240
0.3550
0.3550
0.3490
0.1860
0.0000
0.0000
-0.1690
-0.1750
-0.1750
-0.1810
-0.3550
-0.5360
-0.7040
-0.7160
-0.8850
-0.8850
-0.8910
-1.0540
-1.0540
-1.0600
-1.2400
-1.7700
-1.9450
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For example, the statement: ‘Reform of the planning rules allowing increased
development’ may be viewed by one landowner as essential for the growth of the
community, whilst another may view it as the route to economic stability. This
highlights the need for the results of the Q-sort to be read in conjunction with
qualitative data from the case study interviews later in this chapter and the discussion
in Chapter 8.
Table 7-10 shows the statements on which there was most agreement. ‘Reduced
bureaucracy’ scored highly for all three factors whereas ‘Reducing grazing pressure
allowing greater biodiversity’ scored negatively for all three factors, as did ‘More
conservation work’. The average rank indicates the position the card would take on
the Q-sort grid in an average sort for that factor, the grid columns being ranked from 4 to +4: the higher the number, the more important the statement.
The distinguishing characteristics of each of the rotated factors are summarised in
Table 7-11. This Table shows the most important19 and least important statements20
and allocates the over-riding motivational drivers for each factor. Individual case
studies are allocated to each of the factors based on Table 7-6. Further details of all
the significant differences between the Factors are shown in Appendices X, XI and
XII.

Also given in Appendix XIII is an average sort for each factor and Appendix

XIV provides further detailed information on the distinguishing characteristics of
each factor.
It can be seen that the most important statement for Factor A2 was ‘Reduced Capital
Taxes’, followed by ‘Improved Farming Prices’ and ‘Reduced bureaucracy’. In fact,
the top five statements for Factor A2 appear to be financial priorities, followed by
sport, which may well be viewed as a key means of obtaining economic sustainability.
Even the use of renewable energy, coloured here as an environmental priority, is
equally likely to have economic motives if the landowner is looking to produce
energy on a larger scale than meeting his own needs so that he can sell it to the grid.
Likewise the statements on ‘Greater diversification’, ‘Increased rural industry’ and
‘Greater involvement with local business’ that also have positive z-scores have an
19

Reduced bureaucracy was highly rated by all landowners and has therefore been excluded from this list as it
does not assist in distinguishing one factor from another (See Table 7-11)
20

The important statements are those with Z-scores of >±1
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economic as well as a social aspect to them. It is therefore important that the results
of the Q-sort are not viewed in isolation, but in tandem with the commentary and
discussion that took place during the case study interviews reported in Section 7.4 and
the further discussions in Chapter 8. However, it remains clear that Factor A2
landowners are fundamentally economically motivated, and the profile for this type of
landowner has been labelled ‘Independent economic’ as they all appear to share the
same goal of financial independence for the estate.
Factor C2 is similar in some respects to Factor A2 although it is slightly more
balanced, with many environmental statements achieving higher Z-scores. One
significant difference is the wish for an ‘Improved grant system’ which has the
highest Z-score in Factor C2 but is only just positive for Factor A2. Table 7-9
indicates that Factor C2 landowners appear to rate some of the environmental
priorities above the social priorities. However, these landowners are likely to be
prioritising conservation and renewable energy as economic priorities as suggested in
the discussion of the results of the survey on management priorities in Section 7.1.3.
Factor C2 landowners are clearly much more reliant on Government support than
those correlating with Factor A2, whilst showing less concern for their capital taxes
situation. This profile has therefore been labelled ‘Supported economic’.
Factor B2 gives rise to two opposing profiles. Positive correlations suggest the
landowner is heavily weighted in favour of the social priorities, albeit with most of
the economic priorities also showing positive Z-scores21. The social factors that score
highly are all related to economic issues that arise in the community, and therefore
this profile has been labelled ‘Social economic’ to reflect the mix of community and
financial priorities.
The negative or inverse correlation from case study estate 5 suggests that this
landowner is aligned with the environmental and sporting priorities rather than the
social and economic priorities. Case study estate 3 is also negatively correlated with
Factor B2, albeit to a lesser degree than the correlation evident with Factor A2.

21

The Z-scores show how far from the overall mean each statement has scored (expressed in standard
deviations)
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Table 7-10 Q-sort consensus statements
No.

Consensus
statements

Factor A2
Average
Rank

ZScore

Factor B2
Average
Rank

Factor C2

ZScore

Average
Rank

ZScore

2

Increased bird
numbers and
diversity*

1

0.32

-1

-0.42

0

-0.17

3

Increased
native mixed
woodland

0

0.11

-1

-0.42

-2

-0.89

4

Reduced
grazing
pressure
allowing
greater
biodiversity*

-2

-0.59

0

-0.14

-2

-0.88

6

More
conservation
work*

-1

-0.47

-2

-1.05

0

-0.17

9

An expansion
of commercial
forestry*

1

0.35

1

0.66

0

0

15

Greater
diversification*

1

0.42

0

0

2

0.71

17

More tourism
related
activities*

0

0.30

1

0.52

1

0.70

18

Reduced
bureaucracy*

3

1.51

3

1.15

4

1.94

24

Greater links
between the
estate and the
community*

-1

-0.36

1

0.28

1

0.36

All listed statements are non-significant at P>.01, and those flagged with an * are also non-significant at P>.0
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Table 7-11 Summary of landowner priorities by Factor
Factor

Profile label

Most important statements

Least important statements

Summary of
priorities

Case study
landowners

A2

Independent
economic

Reduced capital taxes
Improved farming prices
Financial viability without subsidies
Non-estate income to provide support
Increased sporting opportunities

Re-wilding of native forest
Crofting photograph
Increased use of designations for environmental
protection
Increased eco-housing
Fewer blots on the landscape

Predominantly
economic without
Government support.
Least interested in
environmental issues

1,3,4,7,9 and
10

C2

Supported
economic

Improved grant system
Non-estate income to provide financial
support
Shooting photograph
Greater use of renewable energy

Improvements in infrastructure
Community services photograph
Re-wilding of native forest
Greater involvement with local business
More job opportunities

Predominantly
economic with
Government support.
Least interested in
social issues.

6 and 8

B2

Social
economic

Increased rural industry
More affordable housing
More job opportunities
Improved farming prices

Shooting photograph
Fewer blots on the landscape
Increased wildlife
Black grouse/deer photograph
Increased sporting opportunities
More conservation work

Predominantly social
and economic. Least
interested in
environmental issues

2

B2
negative

Environmental

Shooting photograph
Fewer blots on the landscape
Increased wildlife
Black grouse/deer photograph
Increased sporting opportunities
More conservation work

Increased rural industry
More affordable housing
More job opportunities
Improved farming prices

Predominantly
environmental and
sport. Least interested
in social issues.

5
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Table 7-12 Comparison of survey and Q-sort results
Case
study
estate
no.

Total of ratings from landowner
survey
Q-sort factor

Residence

11

Independent
economic

Resident

Inherited

Social bias in survey whereas Q-sort indicated stronger
economic priorities.

14

13

Social economic

Resident

Inherited

Well-balanced survey responses but placed less emphasis on
environmental priorities in Q-sort.

11

5

7

Independent
economic

Absentee

Inherited

Environmental bias in survey whereas Q-sort indicated
stronger economic and social priorities. However the Q-sort
also revealed a lesser correlation with the Environmental
profile.

4

11

14

8

Independent
economic

Resident

Inherited

Strongly economic

5

12

8

11

Environmental

Absentee

Purchased

Strongly environmental

6

14

13

15

Supported
economic

Absentee

Inherited

Well-balanced survey responses but placed less emphasis on
social priorities in Q-sort.

7

14

12

13

Independent
economic

Resident

Purchased

Well-balanced survey responses but placed less emphasis on
environmental priorities in Q-sort.

8

12

14

11

Supported
economic

Resident

Purchased

Strongly economic

9

9

13

10

Independent
economic

Resident

Inherited

Strongly economic

10

11

12

12

Independent
economic

Resident

Inherited

Well-balanced survey results. Economic priorities came out
strongest in Q-sort

11

16

5

11

Q-sort not
completed

Absentee

Purchased

Environmental

Economic

Social

1

9

6

2

15

3

Notes

Inheritance
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In order to consider these profiles further, the Q-sort results were compared with
those of the landowner survey, as shown in Table 7-12.


Case studies 4, 5, 8, 9 and 10 all show similar results in both the survey and
the Q-sort.



In case studies 2, 6 and 7, the landowners’ priorities recorded by the survey
were well-balanced and therefore the difference between the survey and the Qsort is not significant.



Case study 1 placed significantly greater emphasis on the economic priorities
in the Q-sort than in the survey, where the social priorities were strongest. The
economic drivers included in the Q-sort statements covered a much wider
range of issues, including items such as Inheritance Tax and the importance of
non-estate income which were not included in the landowner survey. This case
study is discussed further in Section 7.4.1.



Case study 3 does show a difference between the survey results and the Qsort. The survey indicated a strong environmental motivation, whereas the Qsort was more focused on the economic and social issues. However the Q-sort
also revealed a lesser but nevertheless relevant correlation with the
‘Environmental’ profile as shown in Table 7-6. This case study is discussed
further in Section 7.4.3.

Many of the differences between the results of the survey and the results of the Q-sort
may result from the nature of the questions. For example, the addition of issues such
as taxation and investment income has resulted in a much broader range of
landowners with economically motivated profiles in the Q-sort. The discrepancies are
explored further within each case study in conjunction with the interview data in the
following Section and additional analysis is provided in Chapter 8.
Table 7-12 also includes columns to indicate those landowners who are resident on
their estates and those who inherited or purchased their estates. The significance of
each of these factors and the questions asked in this thesis as to the impact of
residence and inheritance on landowner motives are explored in Chapter 8.
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7.4 The interviews
This section provides a brief review of each of the case studies. A summary of the
results of the landowner survey and the Q-sort22, as shown in Table 7-12, is provided
at the beginning of each case study for ease of reference. The interviews followed
similar formats, although the focus of the discussion was often led by the landowner’s
priorities. On some estates the landowner gave permission for the interview to be
recorded but on others the landowner declined and therefore less detail and direct
quotes are available. The key points of each interview are summarised here by case
study; Chapter 8 provides deeper analysis of particular topics and consideration of
their impact on the aims of this study.

7.4.1 Case study 1
Table 7-13 Survey and Q-sort results for case study 1
Size

Small

Resident or
absentee

Purchased or
inherited

Resident

Inherited

Ratings from survey

Q-sort profile

Env.

Econ.

Soc.

9

6

11

Independent
economic

This small, wholly upland, mainly south-facing estate in the Cairngorms was inherited
by a resident landowner about 20 years ago, who is now planning to hand it on to the
next generation. It has been farmed in-hand in recent years, but the core business has
historically come from the sporting interests on the grouse moor. The estate
encompasses a scattered settlement and includes ownership of various commercial
and community-used buildings.
In the survey, this landowner indicated that social aspects were the predominant
motivators, although in the Q-sort the priorities appear to be essentially financial. As
shown in Table 7-13, the Q-sort produced a Factor A2 profile, indicating a strong
22

It should be noted that the Q-sort profiling required the results of all the Q-sorts and so could not be

completed until after the case study interviews. Therefore discussions with the landowners could not
include any consideration of these results.
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economic motive with a secondary social bias. The two most important statements
chosen were “Reduced capital taxes” and “Greater diversification”, whereas the two
least important were “Re-wilding of native forest” and “Increased eco-housing”. The
priorities of the landowner were explored further through discussion, of which a
summary is provided in the following paragraphs.
Farming and forestry
Most of the land is occupied by a flock of sheep owned by a grazing tenant. The
contract with the tenant imposes an obligation to regularly dip the sheep in order to
reduce tick numbers, so rents are very low. The tenant claims subsidies under the
CAP, and the ‘naked acres’ scheme has been exploited by the landowner on the
remaining land. He stated that the motivation behind the farming operation is to
minimise the tick population, indicating that shooting is a priority.
There were some particularly noticeable areas of clear fell on the estate. Other areas
appeared to be severely ‘windblown’. Estate policy is to reduce the forestry cover
(according to the landowner, it is not a good area for growing trees) and not re-plant,
although some areas (about 30% of the forestry area) are being allowed to regenerate
naturally.
Field sports
The core income of the estate comes from grouse shooting. In 2007, the estate
managed six driven days, but only four were planned for the 2009 season. Walked-up
shooting accounts for another three to four days whereas, at one time, the estate could
support about ten days a year. The sport is high and late, commencing early in
September.
The deer on the estate tend to be transient rather than resident. Over the last 30 years,
there have been about 20-25 stags culled during the October rut and about 75 hinds
and calves, producing an income from venison. However conditions have changed
recently, mainly as a result of the tick problem and the fact that a neighbouring estate
has changed its approach and is now dramatically reducing deer numbers. This has
meant that the estate is unable to sell deer stalking, as the quantity and quality of stags
is severely limited. The estate had its own deer management plan, but does not belong
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to any deer management group, as this was considered to be “ineffective”. The
relationship with SNH appears to have broken down.
Hare shooting numbers have, in the past, been up to around 400 a year, but numbers
have again been low in recent years. There is a march 23 on the river, but due to
various factors further down stream, in recent years salmon have not returned to the
upper reaches. The trout fishing is let to a local hotel.
Finally, there is some low ground shooting used by the family. Although the family
clearly enjoys shooting, the sport is viewed primarily as a financial driver, as the
income it generates is fundamental to the economic sustainability of the estate.
Properties
Property interests are fairly diverse, but there is a high turnover of tenants for some of
the commercial property, as business is difficult in this remote rural area. Some of the
businesses are particularly weather-dependent, and one commercial property has
reportedly had 10 different tenants in 20 years. There are no holiday lets, although
more diversification into tourism-related businesses is planned.

Some of the

buildings date back as far as the seventeenth century and are listed grade II. Nonestate sources of income are being used for renovation and conversions, including a
new deer larder, as there is insufficient income generated on the estate itself to cover
these costs.
Economic issues
The accounts for the previous financial year clearly indicated that the estate was
running at a substantial loss, as rental income and game receipts fell far short of
annual expenditure. The next generation are introducing outside capital from working
elsewhere, allowing some major projects to take place which will help to develop the
local community whilst improving the economic position of the estate. There is
further development planned, and the landowner suggested that it is likely that the
next generation will bring more energy, innovation and diversification to revitalise the
estate.

23

A march is the Scottish term for an estate boundary.
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Environmental issues
Renewable energy has been explored and a micro-hydro system is being built, making
use of the grants available. On the conservation side, the land is mostly SSSI. The
conservation projects are not dictated by grant income, although this is a factor in
deciding what work to do. Some claims have been made for grants, but only where
the costs are covered or the work would have been done anyway. Management of the
grouse moor for biodiversity is almost incidental, but the landowner has co-operated
with researchers studying red grouse. Conservation has centred on water voles, bats
and attempts to restore salmon to the upper reaches of the burn.
The landowner indicated on the survey that he was a member of the Game and
Wildlife Conservation Trust, the National Trust for Scotland and the Countryside
Alliance but “definitely not the RSPB”. This response was explained in more detail
during the interview and is connected to the RSPB’s support for the high numbers of
birds of prey in the area that are perceived by the landowner to be detrimental, from
both economic and environmental perspectives.
Social issues
Employment levels on the estate are very low, as family members take an active role
and there is substantial reliance on casual labour. There are currently two full-time
staff employed (and housed), the gamekeeper and an underkeeper. Labour costs are
the main expense of the estate. The estate also uses casual labour, local where
possible, and is interested in creating jobs within the community. The estate is very
much a family home and several properties are let to family members. Others are let
to employees and social tenants. The family is strongly integrated into the local
community. The landowner is conscious of the community’s needs and takes an
active role both as a member of that community and serving in positions of
responsibility. Clearly it is hoped that the new development that is planned by the
next generation of landowners, who are starting to take an active interest in the estate,
could have a significant positive impact on the community.
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Summary in terms of thesis questions:
I.

Landowner’s motives for ownership of the estate

The landowner’s motives for continued ownership of the estate were fundamentally
intrinsic (as described in Chapter 3); based on a sense of duty. Having inherited the
estate, the landowner’s primary motive for retaining the estate was to ensure that it
was passed on to the next generation in the best possible condition, both economically
and physically. The landowner intended to hand over the running of the estate in the
near future, certainly during his lifetime to minimise exposure to Inheritance Tax, and
this was paramount in his planning.
II.

Landowner’s priorities for the future management of the estate

The visit to the estate and discussion with the landowner supported the results of the
Q-sort that demonstrated that his priorities for management of the estate are primarily
and necessarily economic. The emphasis on social issues shown in the survey results
from the landowner’s strong connections with the local community, both from a
personal perspective (involvement in local church and societies) and as an estate
landowner, owning many of the village facilities. Therefore, when external
investment is available, the focus of the estate is on diversification and development
within the community, in order to achieve a positive outcome for the long-term
sustainability of both the estate and the local area.
III.

Landowner’s perception of challenges to estate sustainability

The challenges to sustainability were primarily seen in terms of economic constraints.
Government regulation and interference including onerous health and safety
legislation, farm and livestock regulation, inheritance taxes and the lack of relief for
VAT on repair work. Although conservation appears to be low priority, the landowner
explained that, whilst he is interested in the environment, he lacks the financial
capacity to undertake tasks that offer no economic benefit to the estate and therefore
favours schemes that will enhance the sporting capacity of the estate.
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7.4.2 Case Study 2
Table 7-14 Survey and Q-sort results for case study 2
Size

Medium

Resident or
absentee

Purchased or
inherited

Resident

Inherited

Ratings from survey
Env.

Econ.

Soc.

15

14

13

Q-sort profile

Social economic

The resident landowner inherited this beautiful west coast estate relatively recently. It
offers a mix of shore and remote hill, open landscapes and ancient woodland.
Although only a medium-sized estate, it encompasses a small but significant local
community and includes a variety of buildings and diversified businesses that take
advantage of the spectacular location.
The results of the landowner survey, shown in Table 7-14, indicated environmental
motives were strongest, and the estate’s own mission statement reflected this.
However, the estate also scored highly on economic and social motives, suggesting a
well-balanced approach in the results of the Q-sort. The landowner’s motivations
correlated with Factor B2, giving the highest rankings to the social issues and the
lowest to the environmental.

‘Increased rural industry’ and ‘More affordable

housing’ topped the list of most important statements in the Q-sort, whereas cards
pertaining to shooting and ‘Fewer blots on the landscape’ were least important.
Farming and forestry
The estate did not place much emphasis on agriculture. The landowner showed no
personal interest in farming. The land was farmed under contract, rather than let
outright, for a combination of legal, tax and economic reasons. Under this system, the
landowner retains ownership of the stock, but they are managed by the farmer. Prior
to the switch to contract farming six years previously, the sheep and cattle farming
operation employed one shepherd and ran at a loss. It now produces a small profit.
The benefits of contract farming over renting the land are not only that the estate
retains control, but also it will ultimately reduce the Inheritance Tax liability. It also
enables Single Farm Payment and LFASS subsidies to be claimed on the land.
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There was also an element of commercial forestry although again there appeared to be
little apparent interest or involvement from the landowner. A large proportion of the
forestry on the original estate had been gifted to the nation in the early 20th century
and is now managed by the Forestry Commission. Further blocks of forestry were
sold in the 1970s in order to meet huge Inheritance Tax liabilities.
Field sports
As a west coast estate with very little heather, the estate has no grouse and no attempt
has been made to re-introduce pheasant. The sport shooting is therefore confined to
deer, and an estimated 40 to 50 stags are taken annually. The services of a selfemployed stalker are used, rather than an employee. The estate plays an active role in
the local deer management group and has a comprehensive deer management plan.
River and loch fishing is limited due to the detrimental effect of commercial fish
farming which has wiped out the indigenous stock, mainly as a result of sea lice.
Management of the local shellfish and salmon farms has improved in recent years,
and it is hoped that the wild salmon may start to return to the loch.
Properties
The estate letting income arises from a variety of sources including commercial
property (tenants include commercial fisheries, a quarry and a wind farm) and
residential property (18 domestic properties), retail businesses, a single holiday
accommodation unit, and exploitation of the main house and gardens for various
purposes. It was clear that property and future development was the focus of the
landowner’s attention. However, although successful in gaining Rural Homes for
Rent funding, the landowner had not been successful in gaining planning permission
for new homes to be built on the estate.
Maintenance costs for the main house were a significant capital expense with over
£150,000 being spent in recent years. Remedial works such as a new boiler, asbestos
removal (costing approximately £40,000), re-wiring (the existing wiring was 100
years old), and repairs to exterior stone work were all essential and a rolling ten-year
plan had been put in place to prioritise the different aspects of required repair. These
major expenses could not be met from annual profits; capital injection through
development was seen as the only solution.
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Similar issues, albeit on a smaller scale, were also arising in the tenanted properties.
The estate was in the process of inspecting properties and compiling a priority list for
repairs. However, there was concern that if properties were improved, the landowner
could raise the rents accordingly to cover the costs or produce a realistic return, and
they would then become less affordable for local tenants. The potential income from
holiday letting would justify the renovation better than existing residential tenancies,
but the landowner was reluctant to consider this route.
Economic issues
The landowner was one of the youngest surveyed and earns a primary income from
his architectural practice, so is not reliant on the estate to provide living expenses,
although he is a full-time resident. However, he expects the estate to be selfsufficient, preferring not to use his own resources to supplement the estate income.
Until recent years, the estate had been run at an annual loss, keeping going through
increased borrowing and occasional land sales. In the last five years, the estate has
broken even or made a small profit. However, a review of the accounts highlighted
the fact that grants and subsidies claimed were considerably higher than the estate’s
profit, reflecting the fact that the estate would not be economically sustainable
without Government support.
The estate was historically considerably larger, but two generations of death duties as
a result of premature deaths have resulted in the splitting up and sale of various estate
assets over the last century. The landowner described Inheritance Tax as “hugely
unfair and unsatisfactory as it hits hardest usually where something has gone wrong”.
He explained that, unfortunately, it was usually unexpected death that created tax
liabilities, as people were less likely to plan for death until later in life.
Environmental issues
The estate claims grants wherever possible and relies on grant income for carrying out
conservation work, particularly for native woodlands and improvements to footpaths.
The estate would, however, like to see conservation grants extended to property as
well as land, with more support available for upgrading existing rental property and
maintaining historic buildings. The landowner quotes the Soil Association as his only
membership subscription. In the words of the factor, referring to the landowner’s
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views on conservation work “other things such as housing people have to come above
that in his priority list” (case study estate 2, Factor).
Two hydroelectric schemes were built on land previously owned, but these do not
generate any income for the estate. A new wind farm is, however, now producing
rent. A new ground source heat pump has replaced the old wood-fired boiler in the
main house – the driver behind the change was not environmental, but purely
economic, as the estate had previously needed to employ a woodsman to cut and chop
the wood and feed the boiler.
Social issues
The estate employs six staff as well as seasonal casual labour and local contractors.
Some of the local contractors are ex-employees, such as the mason and the joiner. The
estate could no longer afford to pay their wages full-time so they went self-employed,
but are still used to do work as and when required.
One of the main issues for the estate is the development of housing in the village, as
there is a lack of property available to house the number of employees required by
local businesses. The estate has pursued a policy of not converting rural homes to
holiday accommodation for this reason; a small apartment linked to the main house is
the only holiday let.
Public access is strongly encouraged, and the estate produces marketing literature in
an attempt to increase visitor numbers, as they are viewed as essential to many of the
estate’s diversified activities.
Summary in terms of thesis questions:
I.

Landowner’s motives for ownership of the estate

In the survey, the landowner gave the intrinsic motive of ‘personal attachment’ as one
of his reasons for retaining the estate. More unusually, he was also motivated by his
‘interest in development’; although this may have included an element of instrumental
(economic) motive, the expressive (personal fulfilment) motive came across very
strongly. During the interview, the landowner stated that he wished to move away
from the paternalistic traditions of estate management to a role of enabling the
community to take responsibility for its own future. Interestingly, he was the only
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landowner interviewed who did not necessarily wish to pass his estate on to his
immediate heirs. Ideas in this direction were not formalised, but he suggested that
they would incorporate benefits for a wider group of people to secure long-term
continuity and increased involvement.

II.

Landowner’s priorities for the future management of the estate

This estate appeared to be strongly influenced by social and economic factors, in line
with the results of the Q-sort. The environmental preferences shown in the results of
the survey did not feature strongly in discussion with the landowner, although
claiming grants for the eradication of non-native species was considered important,
and the topic did elicit strong responses from the factor. During the interview, this
landowner came across as having very strong social priorities, although it was
sometimes difficult to isolate these from the underlying economic requirements for
the sustainability of the estate. The landowner’s focus on property development can
also be linked to his profession. With limited experience in agriculture, forestry or
field sports, it appears that he was focusing efforts on development, a topic within his
area of expertise, to restore the economic sustainability of the estate following the
negative impact of death duties that had forced the sale of the estate’s most lucrative
let property.
III.

Landowner’s perception of challenges to estate sustainability

In the survey, this landowner also cited Government policies, interference and slow
response times as the biggest challenge to sustainability. At interview, he expressed
considerable frustration with planning policy and the process of planning. He
considered many of the policies to be inappropriate in rural areas and the bureaucracy
to be a serious constraint on development – and hence the sustainability of rural
estates and the communities linked to them. In addition, the landowner suggested that
more grants should be available to help build local infrastructure and restore heritage
buildings.
Aside from the main constraints, the landowner commented that the closure of small
local abattoirs, again as a result of bureaucracy, meant that added-value farming,
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something that used to take place on the estate when it was allowed to slaughter its
own meat, was almost impossible now in remote rural areas.

7.4.3 Case study 3
Table 7-15 Survey and Q-sort results for case study 3
Size

Small

Resident or
absentee

Purchased or
inherited

Absentee

Inherited

Ratings from survey
Env.

Econ.

Soc.

11

5

7

Q-sort profile

Independent
economic

This inherited estate is a small traditional upland sporting estate within the
Cairngorms National Park, some distance from the nearest village. Although
inherited, the estate was only in the family for a relatively short period before being
handed on to the current incumbent. The landowner is absentee, living on a larger
farming estate in England, but visits with family on average about five times a year,
some of which are for extended periods. The estate is retained for family holidays,
and strategic objectives are focused on family enjoyment through sporting interests,
and the retention or enhancement of landscape and wildlife. The landowner survey
indicated that high priority was given to field sports, both for enjoyment and as a
source of income. Also highly prized were ‘landscape quality’ and the ‘preservation
of wild land’. However, as shown in Table 7-15, the motivation of the landowner
correlated with Factor A2 in the Q-sort, indicating an economic focus with social
issues taking priority over the environmental factors, despite the stronger
environmental focus shown in the survey results.
Farming and forestry
The landowner is actively involved full-time in farming elsewhere and extremely
knowledgeable on all rural matters. The land accommodates a small flock of sheep
owned by a local grazier, the current Scottish Blackface stock having originated from
a much larger previous in-hand enterprise. The arrangement is made through a
Scottish limited partnership, with the estate as the limited partner. The grazier, as the
general partner, claims the fairly substantial SFP and LFA subsidies on the land for
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farming. Farming is continued on the estate for a combination of reasons, both
economic in terms of tax and grant considerations and for tick control, for the benefit
of the grouse. The landowner also acknowledged the importance of retaining the
hefted flock, as it would be very difficult to replace in future using modern farming
methods if it was disposed of. It was also noted that the grazier was a lowland farmer
of substantial means (having sold land for development), not financially reliant on the
estate.
Although there is some native amenity woodland, there is no real commercial
forestry. The estate has claimed forestry grants in the past and most recently for native
species planting. The forestry on the estate is now mainly amenity woodland, as the
lack of grant funding means that the cost of removing timber outweighs any income
derived from it.
Field sports
The land offers approximately six weeks of walked-up grouse shooting, limited to two
or three mornings a week. Driven grouse are only available in a good year. Each year,
approximately 30 stags and 75 hinds and calves are culled. A few more were taken in
2008 in an effort to reduce numbers. All the game is sold through a local game dealer.
A good stretch of spate river offers the opportunity for one or two McNabs 24 each
year. A couple of pools are stocked with trout to supplement the 45 or so salmon
caught each year. The pond also supports mallards, teal and widgeon for shooting.
Properties
The residential buildings include a main shooting lodge and several cottages. None of
the buildings are listed. The main house is rented out in conjunction with the shooting
when not in use by the family. One of the cottages is occupied by the couple
employed to manage the estate on a day to day basis. The other cottages are let on
short tenancies. Some buildings are let to a local fox hunt, but the other traditional
farm buildings are no longer in use. The landowner has considered developing these
buildings, but has no plans at present.
Economic issues
24

Shooting a red deer stag, a brace of grouse and catching a salmon on the same day
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The landowner and his family are not dependent on the estate for their livelihood. The
estate is not exploited for financial gain, however, the on-going annual estate costs
are largely covered from rental income and sporting lets. The landowner is able to
fund capital projects on the estate from income arising elsewhere. For example,
£45,000 was recently spent on repairing a hill road. Demolishing old poor
prefabricated construction work and repairing the main house had cost about £90,000
ten years ago, and a further £90,000 was spent more recently on an estate cottage. The
estate itself has insufficient income or reserves to meet this level of expenditure.
Environmental issues
The estate is home to an excellent variety of wildlife, but conservation measures tend
to be incidental to sporting management. The landowner takes a very balanced view
between the sporting interests and those of the flora and fauna, protecting and
enhancing habitats and supporting ecological restoration of wildlife habitat wherever
possible. Ospreys, eagles and sea eagles are often sighted, as are golden plover, ring
ouzels, wheatear and merlins. Small mammals include pine martens, feral goats and
plenty of brown hares, red squirrel, stoats, weasels, otters and water voles. A pack of
hounds, resident on the estate, keeps down fox levels. One of the main concerns is
damage by heather beetle and, for this reason, there is a policy of the systematic
burning of heather on a small scale when weather permits.
In recent years, the landowner has made the decision not to claim the grants that
would be available for the conservation work. He explained that one of the reasons
he has chosen not to claim grants was because of the practicalities of arriving at a
decent plan for the riparian areas:
“There are certain things I would like to do more of. I keep trying to think of
ways I can economically, without jeopardising other interests there, get more
trees growing, not pine trees, things like birch, that sort of thing.” (Landowner,
case study 3)
When asked if assistance from NGOs would help, he replied:
“I had an unsatisfactory experience; I think they call themselves Scottish
Natural Woodlands. ... I explained my difficulties: how could we get birch to
be growing again and not destroyed by the deer all the time. He said yes, he
would come back with a plan, and nothing. Maybe he couldn’t come up with
a plan.” (Landowner, case study 3)
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The landowner is reviewing options for renewable energy production and is hoping to
put in place a small hydro scheme that would produce sufficient energy for the house.
A further possibility being explored would incorporate either a wood chip boiler or
geothermal energy.
Social issues
There is a strong community in the area, albeit well dispersed and centred some
distance from the estate. The lack of an immediate local population was seen as an
advantage, and social issues were low in the list of priorities. “Socially we don’t have
much impact on any community that is interested in us” (Landowner, case study 3).
The estate has low employment levels, with only one full-time member of staff to
manage the estate and another part-time in the house. Parties using the lodge bring
their own household staff as required. The landowner commented that several of his
neighbours, who had purchased their estates, had used external funds to invest
considerably in housing and employment, creating jobs and boosting the local
economy.
Summary in terms of thesis questions:
I.

Landowner’s motives for ownership of the estate

In the survey, the landowner simply stated ‘family holidays’ as being the reason for
continued ownership of the estate. During the interview, a historic attachment to the
estate was evident, as was the commitment to improving the landscape and wildlife
on the estate stemming from personal attachment to the estate and the area. Thus, the
social and expressive motives (see Chapter 3) came across strongly alongside the
intrinsic goals.

II.

Landowner’s priorities for the future management of the estate

It is possible that influences from the landowner’s English lowland estate were partly
responsible for the apparent contradiction in the results of the survey and the Q-sort
for this landowner, demonstrating the difficulty of separating the motivations of two
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estates in very different geographical locations. In summing up the current
sustainability of the estate, the landowner provides his own view:
“Looking back 10 years or 15 years ago we were heading down a bad route of
too many grazing mouths and therefore the ecological sustainability was
questionable but we reversed it. Economically I think it is sustainable.”
(Landowner, case study 3)
The landowner had no interest in diversification and, although social responsibility
features in decision-making, it is not a primary motive. The importance of cultural
tradition was recognised, particularly in relation to the retention of fox hounds and
sheep farming.
III.

Landowner’s perception of challenges to estate sustainability

In the past the environmental sustainability of the estate was challenged by high deer
numbers and although the situation has improved, the deer policies of neighbouring
estates have a direct effect on the vegetation and hence the environmental
sustainability of the estate.
The grazier would probably stop farming sheep if the subsidies were withdrawn; the
knock-on effect would be that the estate would lose the rental income. The estate
would also suffer environmentally from the inevitable increase in the tick population.
Although the income from sheep farming is minimal, the effect of ceasing sheep
farming on the grouse numbers could have a significant impact on the economic
viability of the estate.
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7.4.4 Case study 4
Table 7-16 Survey and Q-sort results for case study 4
Size

Small

Resident or
absentee

Purchased or
inherited

Resident

Inherited

Ratings from survey
Env.

Econ.

Soc.

11

14

8

Q-sort profile

Independent
economic

Case study 4 is a small estate within the Cairngorms National Park. The current
landowner’s grandfather, a successful Scottish industrialist who was keen on shooting
and trout fishing, purchased the estate. Table 7-16 shows that the landowner indicated
strong economic motivations in the survey. Field sports, grants for conservation work
and economic viability were listed as vitally important. The economic motives were
also strong in the Q-sort, with the landowner correlating strongly with Factor A2,
showing an independent economic profile. At the top of the list, the statements chosen
were ‘reduced capital taxes’ and ‘viability without subsidy’. ‘Increased recreational
activities’ and ‘re-wilding of native forest’ came at the bottom of the list of priorities.
Farming and forestry
This landowner places an emphasis on the in-hand farming of valuable pedigree
Highland and Shorthorn cattle supplemented by a flock of Scottish Blackface ewes.
The emphasis on the farm is breed improvement. There is sufficient low ground to
enable both sheep and cattle to be finished on the farm. The farm is run on organic
lines, although official recognition is no longer considered necessary, as the excessive
bureaucracy outweighs the price premium.
Sitka spruce plantations had not been well managed in recent years; they had not been
thinned and there was considerable evidence of wind-blow. The landowner explained
that forestry was no longer commercially viable due to a combination of low prices
for thinnings, and location making extraction difficult. Forestry accounts for about ten
per cent of the ground and was historically run on a semi-commercial basis. Forestry
operations have been driven by the grant system, so previously felled areas are now
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being left to re-generate naturally. The intention is that a new ten-year forestry plan
be entered into when full details of the new grant scheme become apparent:
“We cut this wood down on the basis that we were going to get replanting
grants and so on, on the basis that there had always been. All the applications
were in, the trees were felled and they pulled the plug.“ (Landowner, case
study 4)
Field sports
The high land has been overgrazed in the past by sheep and deer but, as a result of its
designation as an SSSI, it is now better managed and recovering as a result of destocking and deer culls. The low grouse populations in recent years were thought to
be the result of a combination of factors including overgrazing, raptors, and a major
problem with ticks. In the 1960s, more than a thousand grouse could be shot on the
land, whereas there has been little grouse shooting in recent years. Some walked-up
days are sold for hare, pheasant (200 wild pheasant in the previous year), snipe and
woodcock. There is also limited deer stalking – the landowner fed the stags on the hill
tops in winter but was concerned that the deer were harbouring large numbers of
ticks, leading him to believe that the deer were causing the tick problem.
A forty-acre trout loch offers some excellent fishing in a beautiful setting. The
Scottish Country Sports Tourism Group now markets the shooting and fishing.
Properties
Family or staff members occupy most of the properties on the estate, but one property
is let as a holiday cottage and a few others are on longer-term lets. There are
substantial farm buildings offering considerable future potential for diversification,
although the landowner claims there is little to attract tourists other than some good
walks. In addition, a lack of capital funding restricted investment in estate properties,
which were showing signs of neglect. However, none of the buildings were of
sufficient historic merit to be listed.
Economic issues
The landowner is not entirely reliant on the estate for his livelihood and there are no
significant outside sources of income. With the emphasis on farming, the landowner
is claiming SFP and LFASS but, without a factor, he struggles to keep up with the
177

level of paperwork and bureaucracy required to claim further grants for both forestry
and conservation projects. The farm has, however, received fairly substantial grants in
the past. Despite the high quality of the livestock, the estate is very reliant on
subsidies which exceed profits. The subsidies and grants are supporting the business,
and without grant income the estate would be operating at a loss:
“I do not think agriculture in this part of the world will ever be able to survive
without support of some kind and I don’t mean a little, I mean quite a lot.”
(Landowner, case study 4)
Minimisation of Inheritance Tax features highly in the landowner’s priorities. The
estate was handed down to the current landowner during his father’s lifetime in order
to minimise death duties.
Environmental issues
The landowner admitted that the land had been overgrazed in the past. The land forms
part of an SSSI so, when grants became available, the landowner had installed fencing
to keep out the high numbers of deer, mainly with the aim of preserving grazing for
the farm livestock rather than for environmental reasons. Deer numbers had been
halved through a combination of fencing and culling. Much of the heather was rank
and, although some burning had taken place, it had not burnt well because it was too
long. The landowner explained that regulations restricted when burning could take
place, but being on high land, the dates in the regulations made it difficult as 1st
October, the starting date, was often too late.
Conservation measures were largely directed at the trout in the 40-acre loch. Low
trout numbers concerned the landowner, who was making efforts to improve riparian
areas to provide more tree cover which he hoped would lead to improved spawning
rates. The loch was also a draw for many species of birds, and the landowner felt that
increasing natural tree cover at the water’s edge would improve habitat for a variety
of wildlife.
The landowner had not considered any options for renewable energy.

Social issues
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The estate currently employs and houses about five full-time (equivalent) workers,
and the landowner is resident full-time. Employees include a stockman, a full-time
shepherd, a forester, and a gamekeeper whose strength is vermin control.
Local community services are disappearing. The Post Office closed and the primary
school is amalgamating in premises elsewhere.

Public transport links are poor,

making it increasingly difficult for the community to be sustained. However, in
common with the landowner in case study 8, affordable housing was viewed as a
challenge to the local community rather than a benefit. Concerns were expressed that
affordable housing may bring many social problems that the local community would
be ill-equipped to deal with.
Summary in terms of thesis questions:
I.

Landowner’s motives for ownership of the estate

The landowner gave farming, forestry and field sports as his motives for continued
ownership. During the discussion, it was evident that he was a very dedicated handson ‘lifestyle’ farmer. The whole family was committed not only to ensuring the future
of the estate, but also to ensuring that the best possible standards were achieved for
Scottish livestock breeds. This indicated strong expressive motives (personal
fulfilment) along with the social and intrinsic motives described in Chapter 3.
II.

Landowner’s priorities for the future management of the estate

For this landowner, sustainability is seen very much in financial terms. The results of
the survey and the Q-sort were supported by the discussions with the landowner. As a
‘hands-on’ farmer, he was keen to achieve economic sustainability through farming
improvements rather than exploring possible alterative diversified activities.
III.

Landowner’s perception of challenges to estate sustainability

As a farming landowner, one of the main constraints listed was ‘farm prices’. The
shepherd was close to retirement, but the low price for lamb meant that the landowner
was not considering a replacement. Instead, it seemed likely that the flock of sheep
would be reduced considerably from its current level of 630 ewes, and managed under
some form of contract rather than in-hand.
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The landowner expressed concern over the large numbers of birds of prey, including
ravens, buzzards and a particularly active hen harrier which he regarded as
detrimental not only to the dwindling grouse numbers, but also to many smaller birds.
The landowner also listed bureaucracy as a major issue. He complained that there
were insufficient hours in the day to farm and to keep up with all the forms that
needed to be completed.

7.4.5 Case study 5
Table 7-17 Survey and Q-sort results for case study 5
Size

Medium

Resident or
absentee

Purchased or
inherited

Absentee

Purchased

Ratings from survey
Env.

Econ.

Soc.

12

8

11

Q-sort profile

Environmental

The absentee Scottish landowner, currently living and working in England, has
recently acquired this estate on the west coast of Scotland and manages it from his
offices in England. The landowner takes an active interest, travelling to Scotland on a
regular basis (one week in every five plus a long period in the summer, amounting to
approximately three months a year) to ensure its effective management:
“The previous people that owned this estate had an ancient factor and there
was total surprise that I was there every month” (Landowner, case study 5)
Attracted by the beauty of the area and the estate itself, the landowner is keen to
return the estate to its former Victorian glory. These motivations are supported by the
results of the survey and Q-sort. Table 7-17 shows that the response to the survey
strongly emphasized environmental factors. The landowner’s Q-sort supported the
results of the survey; the negative correlation with Factor B2 indicates a strong
environmental motive.

Farming and forestry
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Although the land falls within the crofting counties, there are no crofters on the estate.
The landowner was particularly scathing of the agricultural tenancy legislation; the
lower ground is farmed and there are some sheep on the hill, under a management
contract. The current systems for both crofters and agricultural tenants were viewed as
detrimental to landowners whilst being exploited by absentee crofters and farmers.
The landowner claims the SFP and LFASS and only farms in order to claim these
grants.
Although much of thestate is hill land, there is significant low ground around the
house, including park-like small-scale deciduous woodland managed for aesthetic and
environmental purposes rather than any commercial interest.
Field sports
This is a medium-sized remote west coast sporting estate, offering some walked up
grouse (approximately 10 brace in recent years) and deer stalking. The average
numbers of deer shot annually prior to its recent purchase were 33 red deer stags and
74 hinds, and 12 Sika deer. There is also river and loch fishing for salmon and trout.
Properties
The lodge is not listed, and is occasionally let to shooting parties, and there are plans
and great potential to expand the housing stock through renovation and conversion of
redundant buildings to affordable housing units. The only listed built heritage is a
bridge. There were 20 cottages in 2009 and more were being created, either from new
or through conversion, with an eventual target of 40 residential properties for letting.
The landowner is using the Rural Empty Property Grant Scheme (REPG) to help fund
this work.
Economic issues
The estate was purchased relatively recently by the landowner and is supported from
external sources. The landowner does not expect the estate to be profitable in the short
term, but hopes that the increasing rent roll will eventually cover annual maintenance
costs. Being financially astute, the landowner makes full use of the grants and
incentives available but is not reliant on them, as he has sufficient external sources to
support the development of the estate.
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Measures have been taken to mitigate long-term Inheritance Tax liabilities, and the
landowner is very aware of the other taxation issues. The income from the lodge is
capped below the VAT threshold in order to avoid registration.
Environmental issues
Some of the land is designated as an SSSI, part as a result of geological interest and
the remainder in order to preserve rare wildlife habitat. Environmental work includes
extension of the woodland (by adding a further 220 hectares, effectively tripling the
area of woodland) through planting and regeneration, and exclusion of sheep from the
riverbanks. Although grants have been applied for, they have not been forthcoming.
The estate has an extensive network of paths that was created in the 19th century, and
potentially there is scope to enhance and expand visitor numbers - although the
landowner has mixed feelings regarding the advisability of this. His main concerns
are issues of environmental damage and the risk of wild fires.
There are plans to produce hydro and perhaps wind energy.
Social issues
There is no longer a resident factor, nor does the estate retain the services of an
external land agent. The only full-time members of staff are a stalker and a cleaner for
the lodge. The services of contractors and professionals are used as and when
required, with the administrative aspects being handled from the office in England.
Through renovation of old buildings and new development, the estate was increasing
its stock of affordable housing for the community. However, it did not appear that the
estate was generating much local employment, there were no plans for any rural
industry, and most labour was contracted from further afield.
The landowner has improved an outlying bothy (without grant funding) as a facility
for walkers - for which he has received much positive feedback.

Summary in terms of thesis questions:
I.

Landowner’s motives for ownership of the estate
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The landowner cited his Scottish ancestry and love of stalking and fishing as his main
motives for purchasing an estate. These motives would be categorised as expressive –
for personal fulfilment. He explained that the sheer beauty of the place was his main
reason for wanting to purchase this estate in particular. Personal enjoyment, in the
company of family and friends, was the main purpose of the estate. These also
provide an indication of intrinsic and social motives as discussed in Chapter 3.

II.

Landowner’s priorities for the future management of the estate

According to the landowner, the priority for the management of the estate is to secure
future income in order to achieve the long-term economic sustainability of the estate,
but it was also evident that he was particularly keen to see the Victorian buildings
cared for, rather than neglected and allowed to fall into ruin. The landowner’s strong
aesthetic motivations were very apparent in the interview: as well as carrying out
much work to tidy up the estate, he has also campaigned against pylons and
industrial-scale fish farms.
III.

Landowner’s perception of challenges to estate sustainability

The landowner suggested that one of the main constraints to environmental
sustainability was the lack of certainty within the SRDP. He considered the grant
system to be unhelpful and insufficient to provide any incentive.
In common with several other landowners, this landowner complained of his estate
being overrun with ravens and buzzards, to the extent that they were becoming a
nuisance on the estate. The landowner was also concerned that a failure to control
deer numbers on neighbouring estates could be a major threat to the environmental
sustainability of his own estate.
Talking about estates in general, he felt that the lack of relief for input VAT on repairs
could be seen as a disincentive to the restoration of old buildings. (Taxation issues are
discussed in more detail in Chapter 8).

7.4.6 Case study 6
Table 7-18 Survey and Q-sort results for case study 6
183

Size

Resident or
absentee

Purchased or
inherited

Absentee

Inherited

Large

Ratings from survey
Env.

Econ.

Soc.

14

13

15

Q-sort profile

Supported
economic

This large traditional inherited family sporting estate is owned by a trust, with mainly
absentee beneficiaries spanning three generations. The ‘landowner’ interviewed was
the principal beneficiary with most influence on current and future estate
management.
Referring to Table 7-18, the landowner survey (which, it transpired, was completed
by the factor on behalf of the landowner) showed a balanced rating with social
motivation as the highest, closely followed by environmental, then economic motives.
The results of the Q-sort, showing a Factor C2 correlation, provide better evidence of
the strong economic motive. In contrast with the landowner survey, these results put
environmental motives marginally above the social motives, presumably reflecting
the difference in opinion between the landowner and the estate manager.

The

differences are not particularly significant because the survey did return a fairly
balanced view, as represented by Factor C2. It may simply reflect the basic point that
the estate manager lives in and is involved in the community, whereas the landowner
lives in the South of England, although the landowner did comment: “Being English
is not the issue, half the community come from Yorkshire.” (Landowner, case study
6)
Farming and forestry
Most of the agricultural land is tenanted under a variety of lease types that reflect the
longevity of the estate ownership. The land is tenanted by “dog and stick men”
(Factor, case study 6): traditional hill sheep farmers/shepherds who pay very little
rent. Agricultural and forestry grants and subsidies are claimed wherever possible,
although there has not been much success claiming under the SRDP. The estate has,
however, taken advantage of the ‘naked acres’ scheme.
Field sports
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The estate includes four territorial beats of driven and walked-up grouse, and about a
thousand head of deer are shot annually. Tick and wet weather have seriously
depleted grouse numbers in recent years, to the extent that driven days are becoming
rare. A fairly substantial income has been achieved from stalking and venison sales.
Salmon fishing completes the package. Salmon numbers have been increasing in
recent years, which the factor attributes to cleaner downstream rivers.
Properties
The estate owns a large amount of property, including large and small historical
buildings, most of which is tenanted. Tenants include corporate syndicates,
employees, pensioners, farms and many other businesses, long-term tenants,
affordable housing and holiday lets as well as a community lease of a castle. Many of
the tenants rely on tourism; the estate does not run these businesses itself.
At interview, the factor dismissed renewable energy and eco-housing as unsuitable,
but the landowner said he was keen to pursue possible options, so these are now being
investigated.
Economic issues
The estate returns a small profit but, without the subsidies would, in an average year,
break even. The principle landowner (a beneficiary of the trust that owns the estate)
has modest external means to support himself and his family, but not sufficient to
support the estate. It is therefore essential that the estate is economically sustainable.
The main income sources include rents, particularly sporting rents. In order to reduce
the risk and fluctuating returns resulting from grouse cycles, the sporting interests are
managed on syndicated leases.
Environmental issues
Over recent years, the estate has been interested in improving the state of the land and
is working to achieve a balance between farming, conserving the wildlife, and
protecting important habitats. The estate is vulnerable because much of the impetus
for conservation work needs to come from the tenants, who are not always as forward
thinking as the landowner. Historically, in part due to stocking levels dictated by the
CAP, the land has been overgrazed. Strong pressure from SNH alongside changes to
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the CAP has helped to reduce stocking levels, resulting in some habitat
improvements.
Social issues
This estate is managed by a resident factor, with about 25 full-time employees
supplemented by seasonal workers when required. Employees are offered housing on
the estate. In addition to direct estate employment, many local businesses occupying
estate-owned property offer employment opportunities.
There are very strong links with the local community, evident in the current estate
policy as well as through historical links. The factor is particularly well integrated
into the local community and is involved with many local projects as a representative
of the estate.
Summary in terms of thesis questions:
I.

Landowner’s motives for ownership of the estate

Ownership of this estate by this landowner was not considered optional. As a
beneficiary of a trust, ownership was not outright, but as principle beneficiary, he felt
a duty to ensure that the estate remained in the family and would be handed on in
good condition, both economically and environmentally. The landowner also believed
that there was a duty of care towards the local community, to visitors and to the wider
public. His primary motive was stewardship – an intrinsic motive (see Chapter 3).
II.

Landowner’s priorities for the future management of the estate

There is some discrepancy between the views of the resident factor and those of the
landowner. The factor gives top priority to field sports, as they create value as well
as being beneficial to the community in terms of employment and beneficial to the
environment. The landowner himself is not personally interested in the sporting side
for his own use. The philosophy of the trustees, partly driven by economic necessity,
has been to divest the estate of the day-to-day risk and responsibility for management
whilst maintaining ultimate control.

This has resulted in most of the land and

property that makes up the estate being ‘rented’ out in the widest sense of the word,
and some interesting methods have been used to achieve long-term sustainability in
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economic terms, for example, the community lease of the castle and syndication of
the field sports.
In practice, the economic priorities are paramount, but not to the detriment of the
community or the environment. Creation of local employment is one of the strategic
aims of the estate. The estate does manage to cover its costs and this financially stable
base allows the landowner to focus long-term plans on other issues, particularly those
relating to the local community.
III.

Landowner’s perception of challenges to estate sustainability

The landowner cited Government policy and National Park Authority interference as
the main constraints to the estate meeting its objectives. Planning policies were
singled out for particular criticism.

7.4.7 Case study 7
Table 7-19 Survey and Q-sort results for case study 7
Size

Small

Resident or
absentee

Purchased or
inherited

Resident

Purchased

Ratings from survey
Env.

Econ.

Soc.

14

12

13

Q-sort
profile
Independent
economic

This small estate was purchased by the resident landowner. The results of the
landowner survey, shown in Table 7-19, indicated that the environmental motives
were marginally strongest, although the economic and social motives scored almost
equally highly, demonstrating a balanced approach to sustainability. The landowner
correlated with Factor A2 in the results of the Q-sort, demonstrating a strong
independent economic motive with less emphasis on environmental issues than
suggested by the survey.

Farming and forestry
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Farming is the main estate business, and the in-hand farming enterprise (through a
family partnership) incorporates both sheep and cattle.

The farming is highly

managed by the resident landowner and his staff, and produces prize-winning highvalue stock. The lambs from the 1750 ewes are finished indoors in winter, but the
calves from 50 head of beef cattle are sold to another family member for finishing.
Subsidies relating to farming activities are an important factor in the business.
A small amount of commercial forestry complements the amenity shelterbelts and
water’s edge woodland.
Field sports
Shooting on the estate is concentrated on pheasant and a small number of grouse.
About 1700 Michigan blue-backed pheasants, renowned for being strong flyers, are
put down, producing around seven or eight days of let shooting per annum. Deer
stalking is also offered, and the estate has high deer numbers, partly blamed on the
electric fencing installed by a neighbour. Co-operative deer management could not be
considered successful in this area. The landowner was, however, considering the
possibilities of commercial deer farming in addition to harvesting wild deer.
The landowner has fishing rights on the substantial adjacent loch producing both
salmon and trout, and the estate provides two boats for those wishing to pay for
fishing, or staying in one of the self-catering cottages.
Properties
There are half a dozen self-catering holiday cottages and numerous residential and
commercial properties let at low market rents. The landowner explained that there
was little demand for housing in the area, as there were diminishing employment
opportunities and therefore rents remained low. The main house and some of the
cottages are listed buildings. The landowner voiced concerns regarding the cost of
upkeep for some of these older buildings. He also believed that the only justification
for expending monies on refurbishment would be in converting residential dwellings
into holiday lets, but even then, he thought that demand was limited and therefore if
more were created, occupancy rates would be low.
Economic issues
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Although this landowner purchased the estate, and was able to support himself and his
family from limited external sources of income, he did require the estate to remain
economically viable. A review of the accounts showed that claiming grants and
subsidies, which amounted to almost as much as the value of total livestock sales,
made this possible but provided little in the way of profit on the farming enterprise.
Without the subsidies, the farming operation would be untenable; although the
landowner expressed a wish to achieve farming profits without subsidy, this was
clearly not currently a realistic proposition. Field sports were offering equally poor
returns, leaving the hydro (see below) and rental income the only estate sectors
showing a small margin. However, any surplus was ploughed back into property
maintenance.
Environmental issues
The land falls within an ESA, and conservation grants have been used to enhance the
estate. The landowner was particularly keen on increasing the coverage of Scots Pine
for the benefit of black game and red squirrel. A large wildlife pond has proved to be
a great success, providing habitat for a variety of birds and other wildlife. Birds are
also encouraged by the tree planting and game crop, which is primarily sown for the
benefit of the pheasants.
The estate has a long-established hydro-electricity turbine providing power for the
main house and generating an income by exporting the surplus to the national grid.
Social issues
The estate is run on traditional lines and employs and houses three generations of the
same family on the farm. It owns commercial workshop premises and several local
service businesses, and provides much needed employment in the area. The
landowner confirmed that the only employment in the locality was generated on his
and the neighbouring estates. However, as the employment levels on local estates had
fallen, the size of the community has decreased, leading to the loss of facilities in the
local area.
The estate is in a popular and accessible part of Scotland and, as a result, attracts
many walkers, up to 50 a day in summer, and people involved in other outdoor
activities. An old folly owned by the estate was renovated a few years ago by a
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regiment of Royal Engineers and now offers a great viewing point for walkers to take
in the spectacular local scenery. Some of the footpaths and gates have been improved
and maintained by the local authority. Other than the holiday cottages, the landowner
has not taken advantage of any opportunities for diversification. Interestingly, he was
unable to see any future in tourism for the area but, ironically, was a little irritated by
others exploiting opportunities on the estate:
“Under the current rules of right to roam I can do nothing about it. They can
have activity holidays etc., and somebody is earning money from them, and I
get absolutely bugger all” (Landowner, case study 7)
Summary in terms of thesis questions:
I.

Landowner’s motives for ownership of the estate

This landowner describes his estate as “his life’s work” and considers it to provide his
“living” despite the fact that it is clearly not actually supporting him. It is therefore
difficult to isolate the instrumental motives (a means of obtaining income), the
expressive motives (fulfilment) and the intrinsic motives (valued as an activity in its
own right) described in Chapter 3.
II.

Landowner’s priorities for the future management of the estate

During the interview, it was clear that environmental issues were very important to
the landowner, supporting the results of the survey.

However, as a resident

landowner without significant external resources, it was crucial that the estate
remained economically viable, even if it was unable to completely support the
landowner and his family. Economic sustainability therefore had to be his highest
priority. This landowner expressed a wish for a greater level of subsidies for
conservation work to allow him to do more to improve the biodiversity of the estate.
Current grant levels often only partly covered costs, and the landowner was unable to
provide the funding for the balance.

III.

Landowner’s perception of challenges to estate sustainability

The loss of the local abattoir was seen as a major factor affecting the sustainability of
the farming enterprise. The cost of transporting animals had risen considerably and
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made it difficult logistically to take small numbers of animals to market at a time
when they were ready for slaughter. The landowner also expressed concern that using
large central abattoir hubs in the ‘central belt’ inevitably increased the risk of the
spread of disease.
Bureaucracy was another factor that concerned the landowner. The paperwork
required to farm was taking an increasingly large proportion of the working day. His
opinion was that the numbers of people required to process the paperwork in the
various organisations involved was getting out of hand. In turn, it was almost
impossible for the layman to navigate the system without expensive professional
advice.

7.4.8 Case study 8
Table 7-20 Survey and Q-sort results for case study 8
Size

Small

Resident or
absentee

Purchased
or inherited

Resident

Purchased

Ratings from survey
Env.

Econ.

Soc.

12

14

11

Q-sort profile

Supported economic

The resident landowner purchased this small remote estate more than 20 years ago.
The quality of the land is generally extremely poor, with the coastal machair giving
way to wet heath and peat bog further inland. Table 7-20 shows that the landowner
survey indicated that economic motives took precedence over the environmental and
social motives. This was supported by a Factor C2 correlation in the Q-sort which
demonstrated that the landowner believed that grants were an essential element in
achieving economic sustainability in the future.

Farming and forestry
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In recent years, a conscious decision was made not to farm the in-hand land. Local
crofters graze the remainder of the estate, which is common land over which the
estate holds the sporting rights.
The estate had sold off the freehold of most of the woodland on the estate, but
retained the sporting rights.
Field sports
The current aim of the estate is to dramatically increase deer numbers in order to
improve the sporting potential of the estate. The current stalking tally is
approximately 18 stags and a similar number of hinds, and the agreement with SNH is
for a static herd of 150. The local deer management group is fairly successful; most
of the neighbouring estates are well managed with similar objectives.
In addition to stalking, the estate offers a few walked up grouse, duck and the
occasional ptarmigan. However, the amount of game is limited and does not offer a
substantial source of income:
“We succeed in charging £100 for the odd day chasing the one and a half
grouse we have got. No, there is a few more than that. There are one or two
keen people who are not after big bags and are quite prepared to walk most of
a day for a couple of brace, and we have a few ptarmigan which we let very
sparingly hopefully to people who don’t shoot very well, or in a gale! Four
young army officers who asked to go ptarmigan shooting; I knew what the
weather was going to be like, it was blowing very strongly.... they came down
at 5pm and I asked how they got on and they said they had a super day, they
fired 62 shots and they got one ptarmigan and one grouse.” (Landowner, case
study 8)
There is some good brown trout and salmon fishing and, being on the coast, the estate
is also able to offer sea trout fishing. The estate has also been heavily involved in
commercial aquaculture, although those interests have been sold.
Properties
There are a couple of cottages let in conjunction with the sport and another due to be
finished, whilst the family occupies the other properties. The estate owns building
sites for affordable housing within the village, purchased relatively recently with a
view to profiting from gaining planning permission, and it is hoped that these would
be sold with planning permission rather than retained. . Obtaining planning
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permission had been problematic, particularly because of the application of rules the
landowner considered were inappropriate for the area. In trying to gain planning for
one holiday cottage, he was asked to ensure the facilities were suitable for someone in
a wheelchair, which would have involved considerable extra expenditure and
rendered the project untenable:
“To be honest, what is someone in a wheelchair going to do here. They need
to be realistic about these things, don’t they?” (Landowner, case study 8)
There is also some commercial and retail property, again heavily linked to
aquaculture.
Economic issues
The landowner has no substantial external income, and therefore he and his family
rely heavily on the estate. The landowner indicated that there were insufficient profits
to support the whole family, but that his grown-up children were endeavouring to
build diversified businesses on the estate which he hoped would support them in
future.
Environmental issues
Part of the land is designated as an SSSI. The land is not farmed as a result of an
historical agreement with SNH to enable the estate to claim environmental subsidies,
although the landowner was not confident that he would be successful in claiming
grants or subsidies in future under the newer SRDP rules. The landowner criticised
the latest policies that required landowners to spend money rather than being paid for
doing work. He suggested that this meant that only landowners who had cash to spend
would be able to meet the criteria.
The landowner is exploring the possibility of a wind farm, but considers the potential
may be limited by the lack of available local infrastructure.

Social issues
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As the estate is in a remote and less accessible area of Scotland, it faces the challenge
of coping with a lack of local facilities: the estate, and the local population of several
hundred people, is separated from a good road network by more than 60 miles of
mainly single track road. This limits opportunities for diversification, and can make
everyday living more demanding.
Some of the businesses are let, and some run by family members. The landowner
complained of the bureaucracy involved in running these small operations and
expressed frustration at finding suitable local staff to work in the businesses. He
explained that the seasonality of much of the trade makes it difficult for the
community to be sustainable and, without a critical mass, those who can move away
to find permanent full-time work tend to do so. He described most of the local
community as occasional residents, retired or not fit for work.
Summary in terms of thesis questions:
I.

Landowner’s motives for ownership of the estate

The landowner had a history of holidays in the area as a child which, alongside his
background in agriculture, influenced his decision to purchase the estate. He
originally saw the estate as a means of earning an income from fish farming (an
instrumental motive). He and his wife acknowledged that it was very much a lifestyle
decision, as moving to such a remote area is life-changing.
II.

Landowner’s priorities for the future management of the estate

Despite a background in agriculture, the landowner had taken the financial incentives
offered by SNH and given up livestock farming on the basis that it was more
profitable not to farm. His priority on this estate was clearly one of economic
survival. Personal interests and the aesthetics of the landscape were significantly less
important. The development of new income streams was seen as vital for the longterm economic sustainability of the estate, and the landowner was pursuing various
small business ventures and development opportunities.

III.

Landowner’s perception of challenges to estate sustainability
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The main challenge to the sustainability of the estate was considered to be its
remoteness and lack of local infrastructure. Inappropriate planning constraints were
also seen as a barrier to development and investment in the area.
As explained above, the emphasis on reimbursing landowners for monies expended
rather than work done would severely limit conservation work and could therefore
threaten the environmental sustainability of the estate. The reduction in grazing levels
seen in recent years was purely the result of the agreement with SNH. A withdrawal
of support may result in the landowner seeking alternative revenues from the land:
this could result in a return to grazing sheep or higher deer numbers.

7.4.9 Case study 9
Table 7-21 Survey and Q-sort results for case study 9
Size

Large

Resident or
absentee

Purchased or
inherited

Resident

Inherited

Ratings from survey
Env.

Econ.

Soc.

9

13

10

Q-sort profile

Independent
economic

This large agricultural and sporting estate has been the full-time home of the family
for many generations. The estate’s economic viability “underpins the social and
environmental benefits of the estate” (Landowner survey). This landowner is
fortunate in that the estate occupies a diverse landscape in an accessible area,
allowing many different activities to take place, including large-scale commercial
activities in tourism and corporate hospitality through a hotel and a golf course. In
addition, the landowner is substantially involved in the bloodstock industry and has a
strong personal interest in this area of the business.
The results of the survey, shown in Table 7-21, indicated a marginal bias towards
economic motives. However, the social aspects of sustainability were almost as
important. This was supported by the Q sort which showed a strong correlation with
Factor A2, predominantly economic motives without Government support. The two
most important factors were seen as ‘Non-estate income to provide support’ and
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‘Improved farming prices’.

‘Increased rural industry’ was also a high priority.

Environmental issues did not feature highly.
Farming and forestry
The estate is approximately 60% upland and 40% low ground. Agriculture remains
the dominant land use. Farming is predominantly carried out by tenants on 55
agricultural holdings. New entrants are encouraged through opportunities to get on the
ladder, and long-term security is given to tenants who have demonstrated dedication
and ability.
Forestry operations include almost 1500 hectares of broadleaf and conifer woodland,
supporting a sawmill producing products for both retail and trade customers,
including the sale of woodchips.
Field sports
For sport, the estate includes two grouse moors and a lowland pheasant shoot. Deer
management was not considered to be relevant. Other facilities include a clay pigeon
range and opportunities for other outdoor activities, such as horse riding. There are
two prime beats for salmon fishing and a trout fishery. Much of the sport is let as a
package through the hotel.
Properties
The estate includes more than 200 let residential properties in addition to a mix of
agricultural tenancies and in-hand land. The mix of upland and lowland allows a
diverse spread of agricultural activity.
The listed castle is home to the landowner and his family, but part of it, displaying a
considerable collection of art and antiques, is also open to the public and has been
used for film and photographic sets. In the gardens, the estate offers a garden centre
and coffee shop catering for castle visitors. The estate office is also housed in the
castle grounds.
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Economic issues
The landowner explained that the commercial businesses were needed to support the
upkeep of the castle. The castle is open to the public as it “helps to defray
maintenance costs” (landowner survey), although it does not make a significant
contribution to the profitability of the estate. The estate as a whole is run as a
business and is required to produce a profit, although some aspects are expected to be
more profitable than others. The estate has entered into a joint venture to develop land
for housing, although the downturn in the market at that time had impacted on
expectations. The concept of selling or developing land is viewed as a re-balancing
exercise, with proceeds rolled into another project, rather than releasing cash. One
long-term plan is to expand the hotel and its facilities, although this has been put on
hold due to the current recession.
Environmental issues
In the estate woodlands, conservation is focused red squirrel populations. A major
moorland conservation programme has been to improve habitat for black grouse. It is
hoped that the work will also benefit curlew, lapwings and snipe as well as many
other small over-wintering species. Both these schemes have been supported through
the SRDP.
The main concession to environmental sustainability appeared to be support for
renewable energy projects, but it is possible that this was motivated by economic
factors, rather than a genuine concern for the global environment. The estate has been
keen to embrace new technology; a new biomass boiler had recently been installed.
The estate has also been looking at opportunities for wind energy generation.
Social issues
The estate as a whole provides a source of employment for over 150 people (131 fulltime equivalents) and, in contrast to many estates, employment numbers are rising as
a result of economic investment, diversification and development. There is
considerable interaction with the local community, and the estate accommodates
community needs within its activities. In addition to affordable housing and direct
employment, the estate provides workshops, retail shops and other premises for
numerous small businesses, creating further employment opportunities within the
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local area. It is also keen to support local farmers and small industries through the
promotion and sale of local produce in the estate shop. Beyond this, the estate
provides many non-income generating facilities to the local community.
Summary in terms of thesis questionsI.

Landowner’s motives for ownership of the estate

The landowner has stated that he wishes his son to inherit, and he believes that it is
his duty, as current steward, to hand over a sustainable estate in good condition. These
intrinsic motives (see Chapter 3) came across strongly during the interview. Although
the estate had relatively strong economic motives, financial gain was clearly not the
motive of the landowner; the expressive motive (personal fulfilment) was far more
important.
II.

Landowner’s priorities for the future management of the estate

Although the landowner survey indicated that economic motives were paramount, it
became clear at the interview that the survey had been completed on behalf of the
landowner by the Factor25. The estate management was clearly aiming for long-term
income and capital growth. The landowner appeared to have a more balanced
approach than that evidenced by the survey, aiming for high standards sympathetic to
the needs of the people and the environment. However, the environmental aspects of
land management did not appear as strong as the social issues, supporting the Q-sort
results.
III.

Landowner’s perception of challenges to estate sustainability

In common with several other estates, the current planning system was seen as a
threat to the economic sustainability of the estate. The wish to promote economic
activity within the local area to secure social and community benefits was hampered
by bureaucracy.

25

A Factor in this context refers to the common Scottish title given to the Estate Manager.
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7.4.10 Case study 10
Table 7-22 Survey and Q-sort results for case study 10
Size

Large

Resident or
absentee

Purchased or
inherited

Resident

Inherited

Ratings from survey
Env.

Econ.

Soc.

11

12

12

Q-sort profile

Independent
economic

The resident ‘landowner’ inherited this large estate, which has been held by the
family in trust for many generations. The current incumbent takes a very active
interest in the management of the estate. The responses to the survey indicate that it is
profitable overall and that its economic viability is important, whilst maintaining a
balance of social and conservation benefits in an integrated way.
The Q sort results correlated with Factor A2 as shown in Table 7-22, demonstrating a
strong economic motive, with social drivers taking precedence over environmental
concerns. ‘Reduced capital taxes’ was a top priority (in view of the advanced age of
the landowner, this was perhaps to be expected) as was ‘financial viability without
subsidies’. In common with several other estates, ‘re-wilding of native forest’ was the
lowest priority.
Farming and forestry
The estate includes around 100 farm tenancies, about 40% of these in the upland area.
It has continued to grant traditional tenancies to new tenants whilst most other estates
visited were more likely to enter into alternative joint farming arrangements.
However, some sheep on the hills are managed under a partnership arrangement with
a tenant farmer for mutual benefit. This new entrant to farming is being encouraged
through a favourable leasing arrangement, whilst the estate benefits from high levels
of tick control on the grouse moor.
As all the upland farms are tenanted, the landowner is not in receipt of SFP, which the
tenants claim; most are considered to depend on it. On lower ground, much of the
agricultural acreage on both in-hand and let farms provides quality malting barley for
local whisky distilleries.
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There are also significant commercial forestry operations on the estate. The
commercial Sitka plantations are balanced with large areas of mixed native amenity
woodland. Significant steps are also being taken to regenerate areas of Caledonian
pine forest. The estate supports its own sawmill and all its timber is certified under the
UK Woodland Assurance Standard.
Field sports
The upland estate offers quality salmon fishing, grouse shooting and deer stalking.
The shooting and fishing are marketed as a package, with accommodation provided in
sporting lodges.
Driven grouse days are offered alongside high-quality walked-up grouse shooting.
Pheasant shooting is also available on the lower ground, as are wild duck and goose
flighting. Wood pigeon and hare are also hunted occasionally. Both roe bucks and red
deer stags are offered for stalking. Hind stalking is also available.
Fishing incorporates three important salmon beats as well as sea and rainbow trout on
the estate’s lochs.
Properties
In addition to income from the sporting lodges and the substantial agricultural lets, the
estate includes residential and commercial property. The estate receives rental income
from a diverse portfolio of property including holiday lets, a quarry, golf course,
caravan site, industrial units, sawmill, a variety of other businesses, telephone masts
and a wind farm.
Grants have been received from the local authority for upgrading private water
supplies to rental accommodation, but the amounts received did not cover the cost of
the work
Economic issues
Due to the high level of rental income, this estate is profitable overall and the income
supports the landowner and his family. The estate is run efficiently as a business, with
managers in charge of the various sectors, all reporting back to the central financial
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hub. The estate office also functions as a professional practice offering services to
third parties or tenants as required. This mitigates some of the costs of running a full
service estate management office.
Environmental issues
Much of the upland estate is designated; much of it is within the National Park and
includes SSSIs and Natura 2000 SAC and SPAs due to its unique habitat. As well as
ptarmigan, osprey and black grouse, it supports two endangered species, the Scottish
crossbill and capercaillie.

Scottish wildcat are also resident on the estate. The

importance of these sites impacts heavily on the management policies, and close cooperation with the various conservation agencies and scientists involved is considered
vital. The estate has been recognised by Wildlife Estates, a European initiative arising
from the EU Habitats Directive, as an exemplary estate showcasing simple principles
of good management and conservation. The estate has successfully claimed grants for
its conservation work.
Social issues
The estate employs around 40 full-time staff and a further 20 seasonal and part-time
staff on both the upland and lowland estates, including a highly skilled corporate
management team which acts as both employer and service provider. In addition to
the direct employment, the estate contributes to considerable levels of indirect
employment through its investment in local rural industry. The estate takes an open
and inclusive approach to the local communities, using consultation to engender
support for its activities wherever possible.
The estate is also proactive in visitor management and education. It promotes wildlife
tourism alongside its shooting and fishing interests. It is conscientious in fulfilling its
educational role within the local communities, including interpretation, open days and
the facilitation of school visits, etc.
Summary in terms of thesis questions:
I.

Landowner’s motives for ownership of the estate

The landowner expressed his motives for ownership in terms of stewardship. He
stated that he wished “to hand over the estate to his heirs in as good if not better
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condition than I received it”. Ownership brought with it a strong sense of duty, both to
his forebears and to his heirs.
II.

Landowner’s priorities for the future management of the estate

The management policy encompasses all aspects of sustainability, underpinned by
sound economic principles.

The owner believes that good stewardship is inter-

generational. and his estate offered a unique insight into the benefits of longevity; he
believes that rural landowners need to be looking 50 years ahead rather than working
on the five-year span considered long-term in the city. The multi-functionality of the
estate was considered to be another of its strongest assets.
III.

Landowner’s perception of challenges to estate sustainability

The landowner stressed the importance of size in achieving sustainability. He
explained that smaller estates were struggling in difficult times because they did not
have the critical mass to support the infrastructure and staff required to properly
manage all aspects of the estate, to carry out property repair work and habitat
improvement, etc. He believed that the break-up of large estates would lead to
economic failure and unsustainable practices. The landowner emphasised the
importance of economic sustainability in underpinning both social and environmental
best practice. Although the small farming tenants managed the land on a day-to-day
basis, the longer-term overview and support provided by the estate was, he believed,
crucial to their continued existence.
The second constraint to sustainability expressed by the landowner was the short-term
policies and lack of vision shown by Government agencies. As explained above, he
particularly stressed the need for long-term planning. This issue is taken up in further
detail in Chapter 8.

202

7.4.11 Case study 11
Table 7-23 Survey and Q-sort results for case study 11
Size

Resident or
absentee

Purchased or
inherited

Absentee

Purchased

Medium

Ratings from survey
Env.

Econ.

Soc.

16

5

11

Q-sort factor

N/A

This large purchased estate was initially included in the study but, unfortunately, the
landowner was not available for interview for personal reasons. Rather than ignore the
data gathered prior to the decision not to complete the case study, it was decided that
the results of interviews of the advisers from this interesting estate should be
incorporated where appropriate. These are not substituted for the landowner’s
opinions, but do offer additional material and insights into some of the issues
discussed.
The estate was purchased in the late 1990s by the absentee landowner for personal
enjoyment. It is run primarily for environmental objectives rather than economic
reasons, and this is reflected in the management of the estate.
Farming and forestry
There is no agricultural activity on the land. There have been no sheep on the estate
since 1981. In total, 27 kilometres of sheep fencing were removed from the glen for
the benefit of wildlife. There is little or no commercial forestry. Areas have been deer
fenced to allow the regeneration of native amenity forest.
Field sports
The landowner’s interest in sport is limited, and the owner has little time available to
spend on the estate itself. The grouse shooting and deer stalking are let, usually to
parties in conjunction with the lodge. The estate is very high, often suffering very late
snow, and the factor believes that this has kept the tick levels to a minimum. There
has been no heather burning and little keepering, yet the grouse population is healthier
that on many other more traditional managed estates. The fishing is not let: the river is
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essentially treated as a sanctuary, as it is considered to be an important spawning
ground for salmon.
Properties
Housing on the estate is purely for the owner and direct employees. There are no
tenants, but the lodge is let to sporting clients who return year after year.
Economic issues
No grants or subsidies are claimed under current estate policy. There are no fiscal
drivers whatsoever. The estate has made profits from sporting income, mainly as a
result of good grouse years, and a significant number of deer have been shot, but
decisions are not made on the basis of profitability. There is acknowledgement that
income contributes to overall sustainability, but profit is not a principal criterion.
Environmental issues
The former gamekeeper, who has worked on the estate for almost 40 years, manages
the estate on the ground. Changes in ownership during that period have brought
dramatic reversals of management for the estate, as the motivation of landowners over
that period has heavily influenced the ecology. There has been a need to adapt to new
ideas and strategies. For example, there is now an absolute prohibition on
gamekeeping methods that may impact on the populations of birds of prey, in order to
restore golden eagles to the estate. A wildlife consultant has been used to provide
direction and advice on improving habitat. Over the last decade, the staff have faced
the challenge of being sensitive to the visions of the new owner by seeking
compatible methods of carrying out their traditional roles.
A small mini hydro has been put in place to power the lodge. This is expected to pay
for itself over time, and minimises the reliance on fossil fuels.
Social issues
The nearest village is about 12 miles away, and there is no interaction from the
landowner. However, the landowner has encouraged the employment of families and
has made attempts to increase the sense of community on the estate. There are now
three families (with seven children between them) living on the estate itself, and
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another in the village. A further 20 to 30 seasonal workers are employed for grouse
beating during the season, and local contractors are brought in for maintenance and
other services.

The standard of housing has been improved substantially whilst

remaining in keeping with the environment and local landscape.
Summary in terms of thesis questions:
I.

Landowner’s motives for ownership of the estate

According to those involved with the estate, it was primarily purchased to satisfy the
landowner’s interest in the environment. The expressive motive of self-fulfilment
appears to have been behind the purchase, but without interviewing the landowner
personally, this cannot be confirmed.
II.

Landowner’s priorities for the future management of the estate

The main governing principles include restoration of the biological productivity of the
land, improvement of the scenic qualities of the glen, and restoration and
improvement of the built environment in sympathy with the landscape.
III.

Landowner’s perception of challenges to estate sustainability

This landowner clearly sees sustainability in environmental terms and therefore
challenges to sustainability are viewed in terms of over-grazing and the persecution of
birds of prey, particularly golden eagles. Furthermore, the estate has campaigned
against local wind farm development on the basis that it may be detrimental to the
local bird population.
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8 Discussion of motives for ownership and
priorities for future estate management
The purpose of this chapter is to bring together the results presented in Chapter 7 with
the literature discussed in Chapter 3, in order to address one of the aims of this study
detailed in Chapter 4: to explore the range of motives of landowners in upland
Scotland and to gain an understanding of their priorities for the future management of
their estates. The sections in this chapter correspond to the objectives laid out in
Chapter 4, namely:


Landowners’ motives for ownership of their estate



The impact of inheritance and residence on landowner motive



Landowners’ priorities for the future management of their estate

8.1 Landowners’ motives for ownership of their estates
In Chapter 3, the literature pertaining to the motives of landowners of Scottish estates
was analysed and found to be both out of date and limited in terms of themes
addressed. Table 3-1 highlighted some of the difficulties in comparing results. This
chapter addresses the shortfall by comparing the motives of the survey respondents
and case study landowners both in terms of their reasons for purchasing estates, where
applicable, and for continued ownership following inheritance.
Table 8-1 shows the dominant reasons for ownership for the 11 case studies, collated
from the results of the survey shown in Chapter 7. It is clear that, on almost all
estates, the landowner had reached the pinnacle of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs as
depicted in Figure 3-1. Only case study 8 provided a singular instrumental motive; all
the others displayed motives that included the expressive goal of personal fulfilment
or intrinsic motives. Although the landowner in case study 8 stated in the survey that
income was his primary motive, there was clearly an intrinsic element to his decision
to purchase an estate in such a remote area, stemming from his attachment to the
place acquired during childhood holidays. The literature considered in Chapter 3
suggests that intrinsic goals are a more powerful motivator than logic, and case study
8 would appear to support this theory. The purchase of a remote Highland estate
would not be a logical choice for generating income as discussed further in Section
9.1.
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Table 8-1 Dominant reasons for ownership
Case
study

Residence

Inherited/
purchased

Survey results reason for
ownership

Dominant
motivational types

Years of
family
ownership

Resident

Inherited

Duty

Intrinsic

>300

2

Resident

Inherited

Personal attachment

100-300

3

Absentee

Inherited

Personal attachment

4

Resident

Inherited

5
6
7

Absentee
Absentee
Resident

Purchased
Inherited
Purchased

Farming, forestry
and field sports
Stalking
Duty
Life’s work

8
9
10
11

Resident
Resident
Resident
Absentee

Purchased
Inherited
Inherited
Purchased

Expressive and
intrinsic
Expressive and
intrinsic
Expressive and
intrinsic
Expressive
Intrinsic
Instrumental,
expressive and
intrinsic
Instrumental
Intrinsic
Intrinsic
Expressive

1

Income
Duty
Duty
Personal interest in
the environment

25-100
25-100
<25
>300
25-100

<25
>300
>300
<25

The literature summarised in Table 3-1 gave disparate results on field sports as a
reason for ownership: MacMillan et al. (2009) and Higgins et al. (2002) found 97% of
respondents gave sporting interests as their primary objective, but this was true for
only 28% of Armstrong’s (1985) respondents. In this study, only one case study
landowner (Case study 4) gave field sports as a motive for ownership, and even in this
case, the motive was grouped with farming and forestry. This supports the discussion
in Section 3.2 that suggests field sports are not a dominant motivation in their own
right, but are seen as a working asset, in accordance with MacGregor and Stockdale
(1994) .

8.2 The impact of residence and inheritance on
landowner motives
Based on the results of the case studies shown in Table 8-1, the residence status of the
landowner appears to have little impact on the dominant motivational type. However,
the purchased estates are highlighted in the Table to facilitate ease of comparison with
the inherited estates – as here there are some significant differences. All of the
landowners of the inherited case study estates display dominant intrinsic motives such
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as a sense of duty. On the purchased estates, these intrinsic goals appear to be less
prominent. Three of these landowners gave reasons that indicated they were more
motivated by the expressive goals of self-fulfilment or personal interest.
Table 7-1 summarised the results of the survey of landowners on reasons for the
purchase or retention of an estate. This suggests that field sports were the main reason
for purchase of an estate, represented by 52% of respondents who purchased, as
opposed to a reason for retention of only 16% of those who inherited, marking a clear
distinction between the two groups. The dominant reasons given for retention of an
estate – given by 95% of by those who inherited – came under the general heading of
‘intrinsic’, which included phrases such as ‘sense of duty’, ‘obligation’ and ‘family
ties’.
Perhaps even more relevant than whether an estate was inherited or purchased is the
number of years for which the estate has been owned by the family. In order to
facilitate analysis, the final column in Table 8-1 provides an indication of the length
of time that the case study estates had been in family ownership. This aspect of the
table was then rotated to show the results more clearly in Table 8-2.
Although these case studies are only a very small sample of estates in upland
Scotland, these results support the theories of Gasson and Errington (1993) that goals
evolve over time. This analysis would suggest that many estates are purchased to
fulfil personal expressive goals, but over time, the landowner or his heirs will develop
more intrinsic goals associated with sense of place. The enduring family estates, i.e.
those with a tenure in excess of 300 years, clearly show a very dominant sense of duty
as the motive for ownership. In these cases, personal goals are much less of a feature
in the motive for ownership, although they may be evident in the priorities for
management, as discussed later in this chapter.
Aside from the dominant goals, the motive of future security and ensuring succession
was mentioned by several case study landowners during the interviews. These
discussions centred on the impact of Inheritance Tax on estate sustainability and are
therefore considered in detail in Section 9.1.4. Environmental and social motives are
also considered alongside priorities for management in Chapter 9.
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Whereas the work of MacMillan et al. (2009), Higgins et al. (2002), MacGregor and
Stockdale (1994), Armstrong (1985) and Armstrong and Mather (1983), discussed in
Chapter 3, offers a comparison of the reasons given for ownership of a Scottish estate,
they do not provide a clear picture of the dominant motives. The comparative analysis
of these historic data, as shown in Table 3-1, is confusing and offers little insight into
the reasons behind the results. In contrast, this analysis has highlighted a potential link
between length of ownership and landowner motivation worthy of further
investigation and more extensive study. As an extension of the analysis shown in
Table 7-1, the survey data for the landowners that answered both questions on the
length of ownership and on reasons for ownership is shown in Table 8-3. This
supports the data in Table 8-2, indicating that the intrinsic motives become stronger
over time, taking over particularly from the more ‘selfish’ expressive motives.
Whilst there is clearly scope for further work in this field, these results indicate that a
strong correlation may exist between inheritance and motive. On the other hand, when
similar analysis was carried out on the results with respect to residence or
absenteeism, no patterns emerged from the data indicating that residence has no
impact on landowner motives.
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Table 8-2 Case study landowner motives analysed by years of family ownership
Years of family ownership

Case study estate numbers

Dominant motivational type

>300

1,6,9 and 10

Intrinsic

100-299

2

Expressive and intrinsic

26-99

3,4 and 7

Instrumental (on one purchased
estate), expressive and intrinsic

<25

5, 8 and 11

Instrumental (on one purchased
estate) and expressive – no
dominant intrinsic motive

Table 8-3 Surveyed landowner motives analysed by years of family ownership
Years of
family
ownership

No. of
estates
in
survey

Percentage of landowners expressing dominant motive:

Instrumental

Social

Expressive

Intrinsic

>300

10

0%

40%

20%

100%

100-299

11

9%

18%

27%

100%

50-99

19

11%

26%

47%

63%

26-49

9

22%

11%

67%

44%

<25

9

44%

0%

89%

0%

*Some landowners had more than one dominant motive hence total percentages on some lines equate to > 100%
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8.3 Landowner priorities for the future management of
the estate
In this section, the results of the survey, the Q-sort and the case study interviews
shown in Chapter 7 are explored in terms of the tripartite division of economic,
environmental and social priorities described in the review of the literature in
Chapter 3.
Following on from the discussions of the impact of inheritance in the previous
section, Figure 8-1 provides an indication of the management priorities of the
respondents to the landowner survey, contrasting those who purchased and those who
inherited their estates. This figure demonstrates that the economic and social priorities
were more important to the inherited landowners, whereas the environmental
priorities appear to be most important for those who purchased their estates.
In Figure 8-2, a comparison of resident and absentee landowners demonstrates the
apparent economic insecurity of resident landowners compared to their absentee
counterparts, who are presumably less dependent on estate income and have the
financial resources to provide investment. Although less pronounced than perhaps
expected from reading the literature in Chapter 3, the results of the survey indicate
that resident landowners have more social motives than absentee landowners – the
emphasis on family and community is strongest for those living on the estate.
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Figure 8-1 Rating averages of factors influencing estate management for
surveyed landowners that inherited and purchased their estates

Figure 8-2 Rating averages of factors influencing estate management for
surveyed resident and absentee landowners
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8.3.1 Economic priorities for management
Figure 7-10, which summarises the views of the landowners who responded to the
survey regarding the current economic viability of their estates, shows that 44%
expected their estates to be profitable overall. Table 8-4 analyses the economic
viability of the case study estates, comparing it with the motivational drivers and main
sources of income. Significantly, the estates that the survey suggested were
economically driven, based on Table 7-2 - case studies 4, 8 and 9, highlighted in blue
– appear to be economically viable as a result of the earnings of business enterprises
within the estate (based on information obtained at interview and taken from estate
accounts when available). The economic viability of these estates is clearly dependent
upon the success of the businesses that support them, whether farming or other
diversified activities and, in each of these cases, a resident landowner is the driving
force behind that business.
Case studies 1, 3, 4 and 7 are all small estates that correlate with Q sort Factor A2
(Independent economic). These estates are all farmed in-hand, and their owners
therefore gave high priority to ‘Improved farming prices’. The largest case study
estates, 9 and 10, also correlate with Factor A2, (Independent economic), and hence
their owners view “Improved farming prices’ as a priority. Although these estates are
less dependent on in-hand farming, they have significant farming tenancies, for which
rental income would be dependent on agricultural returns, and they are therefore
indirectly affected by farming prices.
A heavy reliance on subsidies was a feature of case studies 6 and 8: these correlated
with Factor C2 (Supported economic). In fact, the attitude encountered on both of
these estates was very pessimistic in regard to future alternative sources of income,
although both estates did encompass a variety of activities. These two estates
appeared to have been less financially successful than those correlating with Factor
A2 (Independent economic), and landowners on both these estates stated that their
location had hindered success in their experiences of exploiting opportunities for
diversification, although this was not necessarily a valid presumption, as other estates
in similar areas had succeeded in diversifying.
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Table 8-4 Summary of the economic viability of case study estates
Estate
Landowner
purchased
resident or
or
absentee
inherited

Dominant
Economically
motivational
viable (with
driver as
subsidies if
shown by
claimed)
survey results

Q-sort factor

Economic
viability
depends
on

No

Independent
economic

Subsidies
and private
wealth

Environmental

Yes but does
not support
landowner

Social
economic

Diversified
activities

Independent
economic

Private
wealth to
cover
capital
expenditure

Case
Study

Size

1

Small

Resident

Inherited

Social

2

Medium

Resident

Inherited

3

Small

Absentee

Inherited

Environmental

Yes but does
not support
landowner

4

Small

Resident

Inherited

Economic

Yes and
supports
landowner

Independent
economic

Farming
and
subsidies

5

Medium

Absentee

Purchased Environmental

No

Environmental

Private
income
and wealth

6

Large

Absentee

Inherited

Yes but does
not support
landowner

Supported
economic

Subsidies
equal profit

7

Small

Resident

Purchased Environmental

Yes but does
not support
landowner

Independent
economic

Renewable
energy

Economic

Yes and
supports
landowner

Supported
economic

Diversified
activities
and
subsidies

Independent
economic

Diversified
activities
and
property
income

Independent
economic

Property
income

8

Small

Resident

Purchased

Social

9

Large

Resident

Inherited

Economic

Yes and
supports
landowner

10

Large

Resident

Inherited

Social

Yes

11

Medium

Absentee

Purchased Environmental

No

Private
income
and wealth
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Section 3.2.1, exploring the literature on economic motives and priorities for
management, concluded that landowners did not place a high priority on economic
factors, but that profit was just one of several goals. There is therefore a marked
contrast between these results, showing strong economic motives and priorities in
most upland estate landowners, and those of Macmillan (2009) and Sutherland et al.
(2010), who found a far lower incidence of economic motivation across a wider
spectrum of land managers in Scotland.
The results of the landowner survey, like the surveys of previous researchers, did
show less emphasis on the economic priorities than the Q-sort, which was of a far
smaller number of landowners. However, the increased economic emphasis in the Qsort may be a more accurate indicator of the landowners’ priorities, as it covered a
more extensive range of facets of estate management and involved the participant
putting these in order rather than just ticking boxes, therefore requiring greater
thought and consideration. Another advantage of the Q-sort was that it was discussed
at length with the landowner immediately following its completion, and hence the
reasoning behind the choices made and priorities shown were confirmed orally.
The literature surrounding the concept of landowners not being profit maximisers was
reviewed in Section 3.3. In section 3.6, it was suggested that decisions are usually
made on the basis of the ‘satisficer’ concept (Gasson & Errington, 1993),
incorporating multiple goals rather than being purely based on economic rationality
(Schneider et al., 2010, Miller et al., 2009). This appears to be a particular feature of
the motive for field sports. Although higher returns may be achievable from other
ventures, landowners typically reported that grouse shooting was the major income
provider, both as a direct source of income and indirectly from the added revenues of
renting hunting lodges and creating other income earning opportunities:
“No I am not remotely interested in shooting, it is not for me a priority, but as
a landowner on this estate it is important. From a commercial point of view,
from our point of view, grouse and deer are incredibly important.”
(Landowner, case study 6)
Increased sporting opportunities were considered important by landowners who
correlated with both Factors A2 (Independent economic) and C2 (Supported
economic) in the Q-sort, and the economic contribution of field sports was
acknowledge by all interviewed landowners. Even Case study 5, with its
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environmentally motivated landowner that correlated negatively with Factor B2 and
case study 11, where the environmental motives were also clearly paramount, the
income from field sports represented an important facet of the estate management
regime, demonstrating why the satisficer concept discussed in Section 3.6 is so
important, with landowners attempting to meet several objectives simultaneously
wherever possible.
Increasing the game book was a priority of at least one landowner, as this will
increase the capital value of the estate, although most landowners have no intention of
selling their estate so there is no immediate impact. In terms of the long-term value of
sporting estates, the game-bag is considered to add a significant contribution to the
capital value:
“I think we bought the estate with the game book of two stags, five salmon
and fifteen sea trout whereas we have now got it up to thirty salmon and
seventeen or eighteen stags so the capital value has risen accordingly.”
(Landowner, case study 8)
Case study landowners 1, 3, 4, 7, 9 and 10 all correlated with Factor A2 (Independent
economic) in the Q-sort (Chapter 7.3, Table 7-11) in which ‘Improved farming prices’
were viewed as being most important for the future sustainability of the estate,
alongside ‘Financial viability without subsidies’. The literature discussed in Chapter 3
suggested that Scottish landowners were not primarily interested in the economics of
farming (Denman, 1965); more recently, Porter & Mackie (2001) found that most
English landowners were not directly dependent on agriculture, and it is likely that the
same would apply in Scotland, particularly in the uplands where land is poor quality
and therefore classified as marginal. On the surface, given that agriculture is not a
main driver on most estates, this would appear contradictory, but the landowner
interviews provided evidence that, whilst agriculture may not in itself be an economic
priority, it acts as a facilitator for grouse and also elicits the intrinsic, expressive and
social drivers described by Denman.
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8.3.2 Environmental priorities for management
Amongst the case studies, the environment was given priority only where there was
no need for a primary emphasis on the economics of the estate – particularly case
studies 5 and 11 (Table 8-5). The owners of case study estates 2, 3 and 7, whose
responses to the survey showed environmental priorities (Table 7-2) also had other
sources of income. However, despite these responses indicating that these estates all
had high environmental priorities, the Q-sort results showed that the environmental
aspects of estate management were of lowest priority for these landowners.
Overall, seven of the case study landowners, those positively correlating with Factor
A2 (Independent economic) or Factor B2 (Social economic), regarded environmental
priorities as least important. The survey responses showed that environmental
motivation was strongest where the estate did not financially support the landowner,
and particularly for absentee landowners who had purchased their estates. For these
landowners, landscape quality was a very high priority:
“There is something in it now, in the sense that it allows us to tidy up the
whole place and make it look well managed, organised and a nice place to
visit. I cannot put a financial value on that but it is very important to me.”
(Landowner, case study 5)
In the Q-sort, only the landowner in case study 5 put environmental concerns above
all others, correlating negatively with Factor B2. Unfortunately, the landowner of
case study 11 was unable to complete the Q-sort, but interviews with three other
individuals involved with the estate, and the estate’s own mission statement suggest
that this landowner is also primarily environmentally motivated. The landowners of
both case study 5 and case study 11 had recourse to ample means to enable them to
support their estates from external sources. It is, however, worth noting that the case
study 11 landowner was the only female owner. Stern et al (1993) found that women
tended to take a more pro-environmental stance and gave a higher priority to altruism.

217

Table 8-5 Summary of the environmental motivation of landowners on case
study estates
Estate
purchased
or
inherited

Dominant
motivational
driver shown
by survey
results

Economically
viable (with
subsidies if
claimed)

Q-sort factor

Case
Study

Size

Landowner
resident or
absentee

1

Small

Resident

Inherited

Social

No

Independent
economic

2

Medium

Resident

Inherited

Marginally
environmental

Yes but does
not support
landowner

Social
economic

3

Small

Absentee

Inherited

Environmental

Yes but does
not support
landowner

Independent
economic

4

Small

Resident

Inherited

Economic

Yes and
supports
landowner

Independent
economic

5

Medium

Absentee

Purchased

Environmental

No

Environmental

6

Large

Absentee

Inherited

Social

Yes but does
not support
the landowner

Supported
economic

7

Small

Resident

Purchased

Marginally
environmental

Yes but does
not support
landowner

Independent
economic

8

Small

Resident

Purchased

Economic

Yes and
supports
landowner

Supported
economic

9

Large

Resident

Inherited

Economic

Yes and
supports
landowner

Independent
economic

10

Large

Resident

Inherited

Social

Yes

Independent
economic

11

Medium

Absentee

Purchased

Environmental

No
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As suggested in Chapter 3, human relationships with nature are grounded in cultural
values, and environmental perceptions can only be understood in their historical
context (Kings & Ilbery, 2010). The sporting landowner has a set of expectations for
the landscape, which include the provision of deer stalking, grouse shooting, and
salmon fishing. A rich mosaic of heather landscape, natural woodland and clean rivers
offers the best habitat to serve this purpose. For most Scottish landowners, the
environment is not viewed in isolation: their motivation for environmental
sustainability is simultaneously framed by their economic and social motives.
In most cases, conservation and environmental issues were on the list of priorities, but
economic concerns took precedence when fundamental economic security was not
guaranteed. Many landowners were happy to be involved in ways that did not cause
any financial hardship:
“I am involved in things like the district Salmon Fisheries Board and the
Salmon Trust and we do quite a lot of work in that way locally through those
two bodies”. (Landowner, case study 8)
Sporting interests therefore drive much of the conservation work on Scottish shooting
estates and, as explained in Section 8.1, sporting interests on the case study estates
were often driven by monetary goals rather than an interest in the sport itself. Hence
most landowners were indirectly motivated to ensure that their estates were
environmentally sustainable, but many were hampered by economic considerations.
This link between economic and environmental considerations is illustrated in a quote
from one land manager:
“So it is really taxing this grouse business and the grouse tend to be the hub of
everything because that is where the capital value is, on the grouse, the
employment is based on the grouse and the management intensity is also
attached to the grouse. Following the grouse you get all the heather protected
and the keepering that protects all the other birds on the hill so it would be a
disaster if all the grouse shooting went from Scotland.” (Land manager, case
study 6)
The implications of a reduction in sport, its impact on the economics of the estate, and
its consequences for the environment were considered to be far reaching. However,
there is a growing market for properties with high environmental and landscape value,
which may in the future offer an alternative perspective of estate values and alter the
focus of landowner motivation away from grouse:
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“Those principles [based on the size of the game bag] are slightly distorted, I
think they’re shallow ways of looking at the estate.” (Land manager, case
study 11).
To acquire an estate and be able to manage it without utilising its sporting potential
requires very deep pockets, as it will need to be supported by external sources of
funding. Even with grant income, conservation does not offer an economic motive
(see Section 9.4.5). Conservation for its own sake appears to be financially altruistic
although, taking account of May’s (2011) psychological arguments, it may have
expressive motives, offering a sense of achievement and improved amenity to
lifestyle buyers (Ward & Manley, 2001).
The motivation and values of the traditional sportsman attracted to the Highlands
would need to change before economic fortunes become dependent on aesthetics,
landscape value, and diversity of habitat rather than game numbers. The change that
some landowners indicate is starting to take place prioritises the quality of shooting
rather than the quantity of quarry, and the landowners interviewed hoped that this will
lead to an improved balance of wildlife and greater ecological sustainability in upland
field sports. Providing that keen sportsmen and the organisations that represent them
maintain high standards of good practice, then a gradual shift away from large bags
may be possible for the benefit of the long-term future of the sport in Scotland. This
has not, however, become a universal goal; although all the case study estates were
conscientious in terms of their attitude to the environmental aspects of estate
management, some interviewees were critical of neighbours whose sporting goals
were seen as detrimental to the balance of wildlife on their estates:
“The neighbours at [name] estate have shot all the deer in order to revive the
grouse numbers. We prefer to keep a balance and on this estate and normally
achieve one or two McNabs a year ” (Land manager, case study 3)
“They bring in shaven-headed keepers from Yorkshire, killing machines with
no social lives that go out at night and destroy everything but the grouse.”
(Land manager, case study 6)
Although the environmental perspective was considered important by case study
landowners, it was clear that there were varying levels of understanding:
“Agriculturally speaking we don’t make a big impact on the landscape.
Environmentally, outside agriculture, I don’t think that fishing and stalking
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have a big impact on the landscape. If we fail to control our deer numbers,
yes, there would be diminished vegetation and traffic accidents, so it’s
sustainable in the sense that we are keeping a lid on it. ” (Landowner, case
study 5)
Visits to the case study estates showed that, in all cases, there were aspects that could
be improved, and many issues were being addressed with the resources that were
available. For example, all the case study landowners were keen to demonstrate that
their estates offered a diverse and thriving wildlife habitat, but most acknowledged
that further work was dependent on funding. This suggests that while the results of the
survey accurately demonstrated a strong interest in environmental matters which
came across at interview, this was a lesser indicator of on-the-ground management
priority than the Q-sort.
Although new landowners were more likely than more established landowners to be
motivated by environmental objectives, none of those interviewed held strong
protectionist views as described by Fischer & Young, (2007), and most landowners
expressed concern regarding the concept of re-wilding (discussed in more detail in
Section 9.4.8), believing that turning the Highlands back in to a wilderness would be
akin to excluding human activity. One landowner who had purchased his estate
commented:
“The problem with a strong environmental agenda is that it would destroy the
local community.” (Landowner, case study 8)
In summary, the case study interviews indicated that all of the landowners were keen
to be involved in environmental work. However, environmental motivation was
strongest amongst landowners who had purchased their estates and did not need to
rely on estate income. These landowners invested in habitat quality, aesthetic
improvements in the landscape, and reduced levels of pollution. Where environmental
motives were limited by estate economics, there was a bias towards schemes that
improved habitat for grouse and salmon, although additional benefits for other species
were usually considerable. Heavy investment in keepering, funded by grouse
shooting, was thought to be beneficial overall and grant income was seen as
particularly helpful where conservation objectives coincided with sporting ones (for
example, reducing deer and hence tick numbers).
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8.3.3 Social priorities for management
The survey results for the case study estates showed that a dominant social motivation
was only found on inherited estates (Table 8-6). As explained in Section 7.2, it was
not possible to find a strongly socially motivated landowner who had purchased an
estate to be included as a case study. In addition, all of the socially motivated
landowners had alternative sources of income or sufficiently large urban rent rolls, so
were not dependent on the upland estate providing a living.
The landowner who correlated strongly with the social motivations in the Q-sort
(case study 2) was influenced by the estate’s strong financial dependence on income
from commercial ventures within the community. The estate’s links with that
community were very strong, particularly as the original estate had been broken up
over time, so that generations of different branches of the family lived within a
relatively small area and many were involved in the various activities that took place
on or close to the estate. On a couple of other estates, the landowners did not consider
themselves to be part of a local community, but most acknowledged that the estate
was an integral part of a community, even if the term ‘local’ was felt inappropriate:
“We have no locals left here. That house there belonged to the ‘Roads man’,
one of the last ones, with a bicycle, a spade, a shovel and a brush. He retired
about fifteen years ago and he died about a year ago aged eighty something I
imagine.” (Landowner, case study 8)
Although the owners of most of the case study estates showed some concern for the
local community, the owners of the smaller estates, particularly those that had been
purchased more recently, displayed less interest in integration with the community.
This may partly have been because they were less likely to incorporate a settlement
within the estate land, or where a community was bordered by more than one estate;
the allegiance was not so strong.
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Table 8-6 Summary of the social motivation of landowners on case study estates
Estate
purchased
or
inherited

Dominant
motivational
driver shown
by survey
results

Economically
viable (with
subsidies if
claimed)

Q-sort factor

Case
Study

Size

Landowner
resident or
absentee

1

Small

Resident

Inherited

Social

No

Independent
economic

2

Medium

Resident

Inherited

Marginally
environmental

Yes but does
not support
landowner

Social
economic

3

Small

Absentee

Inherited

Environmental

Yes but does
not support
landowner

Independent
economic

4

Small

Resident

Inherited

Economic

Yes and
supports
landowner

Independent
economic

5

Medium

Absentee

Purchased

Environmental

No

Environmental

6

Large

Absentee

Inherited

Social

Yes but does
not support
the landowner

Supported
economic

7

Small

Resident

Purchased

Marginally
environmental

Yes but does
not support
landowner

Independent
economic

8

Small

Resident

Purchased

Economic

Yes and
supports
landowner

Supported
economic

9

Large

Resident

Inherited

Economic

Yes and
supports
landowner

Independent
economic

10

Large

Resident

Inherited

Social

Yes

Independent
economic

11

Medium

Absentee

Purchased

Environmental

No
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Figure 8-3 places the estate between the family and community. The family is
responsible for nurturing values, and therefore effective social policy respects the
family and reflects its needs. The concept of family embraces long-term commitment
and stability (Cebotarev, 1994) and, for at least some of the case study landowners,
the estate was viewed as an extension of that family, with a duty of care and its own
set of values placed within the larger framework of the local community. This concept
was particularly evident on estates that had employed several generations of the same
family, striving to maintain the next generation within the estate community.
Figure 8-3 Mode of the concept of community incorporating the estate
Society
Community
Estate
Family

Individual

Source: Adapted from: Peters and Jackson (2008)

The socially-motivated landowners interviewed in this study had a firm understanding
of the relationship between successful tenants and a healthy rent roll. Their
commitment to the community helped to enable a core population sufficient to sustain
community functions such as schools and transport. Relationships were seen as twoway, with communities benefiting from wealthy visitors to high-quality sporting
estates. Partnership working provided impetus for social cohesion and resilience.
In line with the findings of Ilbery (1993) and Gasson and Errington (1993), the
strongest social motivations were found on estates that have built links with
communities over many generations, where the landowner’s family had a history of
involvement with locals and visitors. This was particularly evident in the larger case
study estates, 6 and 10, and applied to some extent on case study estates 1 and 2:
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“We try to do it; we want to do it; the family for generations have had a
policy of open access, for example, apart from the private land around the
house, but the land is and always has been available for people to walk on and
enjoy.” (Land manager, case study 10)
Many landowners appear to be prepared to subsidise their estates from other business
investments, perhaps retaining their holdings because of the social and political power
which property ownership confers. The results of this study support Stewart’s (2001)
findings that inheritors are more likely to see the socio-cultural significance of their
role.
Given that social motives were important, even where they were not the main priority
of many landowners, it is essential to consider how this may impact on landowner
decision-making. Spencer (1997) contrasts two types of landowner, the satisficer and
the optimizer. The satisficers are the traditional and long-established landed
proprietors, paternalists who balance wealth creation with social obligations to their
tenants and employees:
“We are not antediluvian fossilised relics of a bygone era, we have tried to
move forward with the community, with the government, with community
projects, with the current thinking, what they outside, whether they be
politicians or individuals, what they want from us, we try to provide that and
assist it.” (Landowner, case study 6)
This type of landowner fits the role described in Murdoch et al.’s (2003) definition of
the paternalistic countryside. The larger estates are often in a better economic position
to offer this type of benevolence, and are keen to reflect a positive public image.
However, even the newest of landowners interviewed was willing to consider the
social aspects of the role of the landowner:
“It would have been more profitable not to have any sheep. I thought about it
but that would remove somebody’s livelihood.” (Landowner, case study 5)
This quote from an environmentally motivated landowner of case study estate 5,,
clearly a satisficer, can be contrasted to that of an economically motivated landowner
and apparent optimiser below:
“They [local contractors] are not always the most reliable. I think being local
they are a bit more relaxed because it is someone you know, whereas if you
strike a deal with the man from Inverness, which I regard as less local, then it
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is a bit more at arm’s length and can sometimes be a little more efficient.”
(Landowner, case study 3)
In contrast to satisfisers, optimisers do not own land for reasons of status or prestige,
neither will their drive for capital accumulation be constrained by a sense of duty.
Land is treated as a commodity, and sold if the rates of return on investment are
unacceptable.
The importance of this distinction is highlighted by Spencer (1997, page 75) who
suggests “the strategic conduct of each type of landowner can set casual chains in
motion that culminate in a localised demographic downturn”. When placed under
economic pressure, satisficers are likely to devise coping strategies due to the strong
pressure to retain the status quo, but optimisers will implement more business-like
strategies designed to achieve greater economic efficiency. This is likely to involve
the disposal of residential property and development land for quick returns. Disposal
to owner-occupiers often means an immediate increase in population, but can change
the socio-demographic culture of the area and actually be to the detriment of the
community when properties are sold to retirees, commuters or second-home owners
(Spencer, 1997).

8.4 Summary of landowner motives and priorities
The results of the landowner survey, the Q-sort, and the case studies have
demonstrated that most landowners in our sample of Scottish upland estates have
reached the pinnacle of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, with those who inherited their
estates showing greater intrinsic motives than those who have purchased. This
difference between the motives of those who inherited and those who purchased their
estates was explored further in Section 8.2, which highlights the findings that show
that intrinsic motives are strongest where the estate has been held by the family for
many generations.
Intrinsic motivation in landowners was not specifically defined in this study, although
it was particularly well-illustrated with reference to a tenant of a case study estate
who continues to farm, despite having no financial need to do so:
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“It wouldn’t be the end of the world to him [referring to the estate’s tenant
farmer] if he stopped [sheep farming] because of the small numbers. He likes
it. He sold a field down in Inverness for just under two million pounds for
housing, but he carries on farming.” (Landowner, case study 3)
On all case study estates, the owners were aware that owning an estate was not the
most financially efficient use of their capital, and therefore intrinsic motivation,
valuing the ownership or management of the estate as an activity in its own right, was
a factor in the decision-making process.
Older landowners were more concerned with social aspects. Social motivation was
linked to length of ownership by Gasson and Errington (1993), and this was
reinforced by the results of the survey (Table 8-3) and the landowners in the case
studies (Table 8-2). The social ties develop over time, and the more traditional estates
that have been handed down from generation to generation showed much greater
empathy and concern for the needs of the local community, as previously found by
Ilbery (1983). However, it is difficult to see how the results of this research can be
interpreted in relation to the findings of Atterton (2007) and Granovetter (1985),
discussed in Section 3.3.3, that suggest over-embeddedness can hinder entrepreneurial
development. In contrast to their research, the landowners that were identified by the
Q-sort and the case study interviews as having the strongest priorities for rural
development (see Table 7-11) were those that were most embedded. In Section 8.3,
the landowners’ priorities for management of their estates were explored and it was
explained that the economic and social priorities took preference on inherited estates,
whereas the environmental factors were more likely to be prioritised by those who
purchased their estates (the in-migrants). Although Bosworth and Atterton (2012)
suggest that in-migrants can stimulate the local rural economy, no evidence of this
was seen in these case studies. One explanation may be that many landowners,
particularly on the larger inherited estates that showed strong social motives, did not
operate businesses on the estates themselves but encouraged local businesses to use
estate property. These landowners worked in tandem with local individuals and
organisations rather than displaying the entrepreneurial traits themselves. Rental
income was seen as the priority and that was best achieved through encouraging a
diverse spread of small businesses to operate on the estate.
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The Q-sort (Table 7-11) grouped landowners into distinct types, two with economic
priorities: Independent economic and Supported economic both discussed in Section
8.3.1; Environmental discussed in Section 8.3.2; and Social economic discussed in
Section 8.3.3.
The conclusion is that money and time have a significant impact of landowner
priorities for the management of their estates. The concept that money had an impact
on environmental motivation was expressed by one landowner as follows:
“There is a cycle of ownership. The average tenure of ownership is, I was
told, 17 years. Whether that is true or not I do not know. People who come in
usually have made a lot of money because they are not expecting to make
much from this investment and they pour a lot in to start with. They’re not too
interested in the revenues of the estate and therefore they can afford to be
quite ecological in their approach and then you see, either they get too old or
their wife is not interested, the children find it wet and cold, and interest
diminishes, [they sell] and it goes on again and again and again.”
(Landowner, case study 3)
By comparison, social motivation was engendered through long-term connections
with the community, stronger in resident than absentee landowners (Figure 8-2), but
most prominent on estates with a history of many generations of ownership linked to
the estate. Figure 8-2 shows that economic issues took priority for the resident
landowners who responded to the survey. Only one case study estate featured a
resident landowner who had purchased the estate, and with little outside income, his
priorities were necessarily economic. Absentee landowners were less economically
motivated, particularly those who had purchased estates, but showed stronger
environmental priorities.
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9 Discussion of the challenges to sustainability
and landowners’ views on how these may be
addressed
Chapter 4 set out two main aims of this study: the first, on landowner motives and
priorities for management was discussed in Chapter 8; the second, to identify the
challenges to estate sustainability and obtain landowners’ views on how these can be
addressed, is discussed in this chapter. The results presented in Chapter 7 are
reviewed together with more insight from the case study interviews in light of the
literature on challenges to sustainability discussed in Chapter 5.
Before proceeding to a discussion of the challenges to sustainability in this chapter, it
was necessary to ask landowners for their interpretation of the word itself. When
asked, “What does sustainability mean to you?”, landowners gave mixed responses;
some gave textbook answers, but not all were enthusiastic about the use of the word:
“Sustainability is such a wide word. Always hated it and wished we banned it
from the dictionary.” (Landowner, case study 5)
As explained in Section 8.3.1, most landowners acknowledged the essential economic
foundation needed to achieve sustainability:
“Sustainability here, in our general management view, is not just sustainability
in terms of conservation and nature, it is about making sure it is economic as
well.” (Land manager, case study 10)
Although estates were not often owned for financial exploitation, landowners placed a
considerable emphasis on the economic aspects of estate management. This was
evident from discussions about the meaning of sustainability during the interviews,
many of which produced similar responses:
“I don’t care what interpretation environmentalists put on the word
sustainable, most things at the end of the day come down to money.”
(Landowner, case study 5)
Responses to the landowner survey question on “What does ‘sustainability’ mean to
you in terms of estate management” similarly gave rise to many financial responses;
terms like ‘profitability’, ‘self-financing’ and ‘break-even’ featured strongly although
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the results of the survey gave a lower emphasis to economic priorities among the
factors influencing estate management (Figure 7-8).
To facilitate comparison, the next three sections of this chapter, 9.1, 9.2 and 9.3,
discuss landowners’ views on the challenges to sustainability, broadly following the
admittedly artificial tripartite division of sustainability used in the analysis of the
literature, whilst highlighting areas of cross-over wherever possible. The concluding
section, 9.4, is devoted to a more holistic discussion of individual topics.

9.1 Economic challenges to sustainability
As demonstrated in the preliminary discussion of the word ‘sustainability’, many of
the case study landowners indicated that, for them, economic priorities were
paramount. All other aspects of the estate are dependent upon the economic
requirements being satisfied. As explained in Chapter 3, the instrumental values for
securing an income (Gasson & Errington, 1993) need to be met before landowners
can consider social, expressive or intrinsic values. During the interviews, landowners
consistently highlighted the importance of making a positive return:
“Does it [the estate] pay for itself? Yes it does. If it didn’t we would probably
all be on the dole!” (Landowner, case study 10)
A breakdown in economic sustainability leads to an inability to continue to function:
buildings and machinery fall into a state of disrepair and a cycle of decline sets in.
Eventually, the landowner would be unable to continue to own the estate and it would
be sold to a new buyer with funds to invest:
“Unlike fifty or sixty years ago, the Highland estate is run strictly as a
business. It has to be, because if it is not run as a business, it would, like some
other estates, sadly go down the tubes.” (Landowner, case study 10)
Given that the results of the survey indicated that 93% of landowners wished to pass
on their estates to their heirs (Section 7.1.2) and that none expressed an outright wish
to sell, it is clear that motivation for economic survival underpins all others. This is
supported by the factor correlations for both the ‘Independent economic’ and the
‘Supported economic’ typologies arising from the Q-sort results (Section 7-3,
particularly Table 7-11) that place economic motives above others. Both of the case
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study landowners who did not prioritise the economic issues in the Q-sort (case
studies 2 and 5) have sufficient alternative source income.
In the longer term, just surviving financially, from one year to the next, is not
sufficient to deal with issues such as maintenance or renewal:
“I think in the long term we are a bit of a dead duck.” (Landowner, case study
4)
“Until 2004/5 ... it is probably fair to say that on an annual basis the estate
made a loss and it was kept going through increasing overdrafts and huge
loans, and the sales of bits of land. Broadly speaking, it now, on an annual
basis, breaks-even or even makes a small profit.” (Landowner, case study 2)
The challenges to achieving economic sustainability are considerable. It appears that
most estates without an alternative means of income or substantial rental income are
unable to achieve profitability without Government support. Like case study 2, few
upland estates survive without external support from year to year but most are just
breaking even, as shown by the results of the landowner survey (Section 7.1.5) and
demonstrated in the next two quotes:
“The farm has been profitable. The estate side of it, which includes estate
maintenance, shootings and fishing, that side of it breaks even at best, or
shows a bit of a loss.” (Landowner, case study 4)
“We try every year to make a profit but it doesn’t often work.” (Estate
manager, case study 6)
This means that long-term economic sustainability is, at best, tenuous. Fourteen
estates indicated in the survey that there was no recourse to external sources of
income (Section 7.1.5). The owners of these estates need to ensure that the current
year’s expenses are covered by income and also, where possible, they need to provide
a reserve for the future:
“We are breaking even, maybe making a bit of profit, but there still has been
quite a lot of capital injected, occasional capital injection to cover things like
asbestos and re-wiring. There is some capital fund but it is not very big, so we
basically need the estate to be self-funding.” (Landowner, case study 2)
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The alternatives are limited: landowners are faced with a choice of selling assets,
borrowing money (unfeasible without a means of supporting interest payments), or
allowing the fabric of the estate to fall into disrepair (Figure 9-1):
“Without selling a chunk of the estate, in order to do something with those
[derelict] cottages, we can’t afford it”. (Landowner, case study 6)
Figure 9-1 A typical example of a derelict building

The survey results indicated that 39% of the respondents had sold land for building
purposes (Figure 7-5), although it is not known how many of those used the proceeds
to pay for estate expenses. Even on the larger estates, sales were often seen as a way
to consolidate, by improving retained assets in order to make them more sustainable
in the long term.
All the case study landowners acknowledged the requirement for frequent injections
of capital to cover particularly bad years and to facilitate capital expenditure:
“For the last eight years we have been struggling, I would say, on having
income equalling expenditure and it hasn’t. We have some outside sources of
income and basically that keeps us going.” (Landowner, case study 8)
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Those who do not have an alternative source of income are unable to finance projects
they would otherwise undertake:
“We are more or less now, for several years, give or take an overdraft at the
bank, self-sufficient. As it stands we are marginally profitable as an estate on
a year in year out basis. We don’t have an outside source [of income]. We are
self-contained and so therefore our profit or loss, our income each year is
enough to dress itself, but not enough to do other things.” (Landowner, case
study 6)
A landowner does not usually view their estate as a source of income, and in some
cases it becomes a burden when bequeathed without the other income-generating
assets needed to support it:
“My grandfather wanted to leave me a farm in [place] and my mother
persuaded him not to, as the place was uneconomic. .... Most people ought to
stay working. The estate would have been bought by their great-grandfather
as a plaything.” (Landowner, case study 5)
This landowner earned an income in the City of London and purchased his estate in
the previous ten years, once he had the means to support it, as a place for leisure,
much as he suggests his great-grandfather had done. Regardless of estate size, the
landowner cannot expect much financial reward for the time and effort put in to
managing the estate:
“I think the logic is that it has worked for a long time already so let’s see if it
can continue, but if you want to privately educate three or four children you
are stuffed really!” (Landowner, case study 6)
“Life will be difficult if prospects don’t improve.” (Landowner, case study 8)
Two case study landowners reported that they were reliant on their pensions (funded
from previous earnings from employment) for day-to-day living expenses. Without
exception, on each of the visits to small estates with resident landowners, there was
evidence of economic frugality rather than lavish lifestyles. Living conditions on the
larger estates, and those with non-resident landowners, appeared to be generally
better, with more modern equipment and vehicles reflecting the higher levels of
income (which in many cases came from urban property interests).
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9.2 Environmental challenges to sustainability
Environmental challenges to sustainability were mainly seen in terms of individual
species decline. The inability to control predator numbers, when these reached levels
where they were causing substantial damage to game and other species, was seen as a
risk by some. As mentioned in Section 8.3.2, there were also concerns that some
environmental motives may contribute to protectionism, unintended exclusion and a
lack of commercial development that may lead to community breakdown.
Deer were often mentioned by landowners when discussing challenges to
sustainability, and attempts to agree on sustainable deer numbers with neighbouring
estates and SNH were seen as problematic (discussed further in section 9.4.7). Most
landowners have reached a compromise and are seeing the results of reductions in
deer numbers:
“Looking back ten or fifteen years we were heading down a bad route of too
many grazing mouths and therefore the ecological sustainability was
questionable, but we reversed it.” (Landowner, case study 3)
Another landowner (case study 4) was concerned about the threat to ‘sustainability’
from modern fly-fishing. In his opinion, the practise of ‘skimming’, dragging the rod
down so the fly goes deep and the trout do not have to come to the surface, was bad.
He was trying to compensate by planting trees and fencing off areas to increase insect
levels and improve spawning.

Without such measures, he believed that fishing on

the estate, and more widely, would become unsustainable.
This landowner also attributed the current decline in the grouse population to a lack of
insects, which are an important food source. He believed that the lack of flies was the
cause of the failure to produce sufficient young. (See Bergerud & Gratson, 1988 for a
full discussion on the effect of mild weather on insect populations and the
corresponding survival rates of the chicks of ruffed grouse, a similar species to red
grouse found in the US ). Other landowners linked the demise of the grouse to that of
the blue hare, concerned that the high tick levels are affecting the young of both
(Harrison et al. 2010). Kinrade et al. (2008) show that populations of this Biodiversity
Action Plan species are highest on driven grouse estates, but that hare numbers are
diminishing overall, which does add credence to the landowners’ perceptions.
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The landowners highlighted aspects of Scottish outdoor policy that they believe
conflict with the protection of the landscape and wildlife (See Section 9.4.11).
Although none of the landowners interviewed were against public access to their land,
many felt that they were entitled to some form of compensation for managing such
access. On the estates visited, there were examples of camping and other recreational
activities causing environmental damage, but despite their clear frustration, the
landowners had chosen not to take any action. With no obvious route of recourse,
there is a lack of understanding of how such breaches of the public right of access
should be dealt with. Legal action is expensive, with both causation and loss being
difficult to prove, and is unlikely to be cost-effective as compensation would be
limited to the financial loss incurred.
Many landowners viewed environmental challenges to sustainability in terms of the
grants available. Landowners resented the fact that many grants required them to
spend money rather than carry out work themselves, as this did not help them to
become economically sustainable. They were concerned in particular that the current
grant system did not recognise the full extent of the costs involved in providing public
benefits, giving rise to the question of the extent to which landowners should bear the
costs of implementing policy for public benefit. Landowners’ comments on the grant
system are discussed in more detail in Section 9.4.5.
Despite these challenges, many of the practices of the land managers in these upland
estates were carried out with consideration for the environment, and landowners
believe that their gamekeepers are a primary means of ensuring the continued survival
of many species.

9.3 Social challenges to sustainability
In all but two case studies, the landowners acknowledged that their estate’s overall
economic sustainability was closely linked to that of the local community. This
dependence of the estate on a thriving local community to provide viable tenants,
employees and local services was perceived as crucial in achieving overall
sustainability:
“We are depending on those businesses thriving and being able to attract
visitors ... to keep their books healthy and pay rent.” (Land manager, case
study 10)
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Similarly, a community often depends on the estate for its resources, housing and
employment and also for the visitors it attracts – sporting and others – who will, in
turn, spend money within the community, supporting the shops and local businesses.
However, one landowner found it difficult to separate the social aspects of the
sustainability of the estate from the economic:
“As you probably gathered, there is enormous opportunity to add to the
housing stock and add to the rent roll.” (Landowner, case study 5)
Another landowner struggled to relate the concept of social sustainability to his own
estate in any way at all:
“Socially we don’t have much impact on any community that may be
interested in us.” (Landowner, case study 3)
The results of the survey showed that 52 of 60 landowners who answered the question
agreed that ‘Dynamic communities are vital to the future of rural Scotland’, indicating
that social obligations are important in landowners’ perception of sustainability, even
where links to a particular community may not be obvious. All 61 of the landowners
responding to the survey agreed with the statement ‘A landowner is a
steward/custodian for future generations’.
There was particular concern that the planning regulations were limiting development
in rural areas and therefore this is discussed in more detail in Section 9.4.15.
Landowners understood the need for controls, but were continually disappointed by
the lack of flexibility and forward thinking shown by local planning officers. They
considered that more local policies should take account of local needs.
Although landowners saw the constraints of the planning system as a major challenge
to social sustainability, restricting expansion of employment opportunities and
housing, they accepted that development can be inappropriate and have negative
impacts on landscape, habitats and species. New landowners were more likely to
perceive growth and expansion of the local community as a threat to environmental
sustainability, and were more protectionist in their views.
Taxation is discussed in more detail in Section 9.4.4; however, the limitation on
claims for input VAT on expenses relating to rented property was seen as a particular
threat to social sustainability as it acted as a disincentive to invest in existing
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residential housing, and rural communities suffered as a result. Another housing issue
emphasised by the landowners was the law regarding tenancies and tenant rights
(Discussed in Section 9.4.16).

Most landowners were reluctant to issue new

tenancies, particularly to agricultural tenants, preferring to enter into farming
contracts or farming in hand, as they found the legislation particularly draconian. The
general movement towards enhancement of tenants’ rights in legislation and policy
had led to a nervousness among estate landowners.

9.4 Challenges to sustainability by topic
Most of the analysis presented up to this point has been split between economic,
environmental and social aspects of sustainability. This artificial division can be
problematic when discussing individual areas of concern which cross-cut two or more
of these headings. Consequently, the following sections, which provide a more
detailed analysis of some of the individual challenges to sustainability as detailed in
Chapter 5 are dealt with as separate topics within which the three axes of
sustainability are discussed holistically. The discussion in each of these sections is
based on interviews with the landowner or the estate manager on the case study
estates, but also incorporates results from the survey and Q-sort where appropriate.

9.4.1 Field sports
The cyclical nature of the wild grouse population can leave landowners particularly
vulnerable in poor years. The landowner in case study 1 expressed the concern of
most of those interviewed regarding the low grouse numbers:
“The core business comes from the sporting interests of the grouse moor.
Two years ago they managed six driven days, but only four are planned for
this year.” (Landowner, case study 1)
There is naturally concern about the long-term sustainability of grouse shooting. A
few years of low numbers, as shown by the annual counts carried out by the Game
and Wildlife Conservation Trust (Figure 9-2), have taken their toll on the income
levels of most upland estates. The Fraser of Allander Institute (2010) showed that
grouse shooting took place on 81.5% of surveyed estates, but the number of grouse
shot had declined by nearly 11% over the previous 5 years, and by nearly 50% from
2001 to 2009.
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Figure 9-2 Average density of young and adult red grouse in July/August across
Highland Scotland, 1986-2008

Young
grouse
Adult grouse
Source: (GWCT, 2011b)

For most estates, low grouse numbers represent a real challenge to the financial
sustainability of the estate. This was strongly reinforced by the comments:
“If I can’t shoot grouse, I can’t get the rents, that’s a problem.” (Landowner,
case study 4)
“That piece of ground should have thirty driven days of grouse shooting and
each day is worth the thick end of £100,000 so we are talking about serious
amounts of money, and we offered him [the estate’s long-term shooting
tenant] less than one [day] last year because the birds weren’t there and that is
the problem.” (Land manager, case study 6)
Diminishing grouse numbers will also affect estate values, as will reduced deer
numbers.
“Estates are valued on the open market based on how many stags, how many
salmon and how many grouse. The estate is not going to be sold, the family is
not going to sell so it is not a problem but it could be on another estate.”
(Land manager, case study 10)
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Capital value, as well as the on-going income arising from sport, is a particular
challenge where estates are being asked to co-operate in deer culling to reduce the
grazing impact of the deer in designated areas:
“We have been in this SSSI thing.... our deer stocks have been reduced, more
than halved and so has the potential for shooting deer.” (Landowner, case
study 4)
There is often little direct economic incentive to cull deer, although reducing the
number of deer grazing may reduce the tick burden and lead to an increase in heather
and scrub, ultimately resulting in higher grouse numbers (see the further discussion in
respect of overgrazing in Section 9.2.1). The decision to cull is long-term as, in the
short-term, income from deer shooting will be severely curtailed:
“We took a decision, which I still believe was absolutely the right one, but we
have gone from shooting 110 stags commercially to five, six or seven.” (Land
manager, case study 10)
This owner of this estate believes that the only benefit of reduced deer numbers is an
improved venison price, but he does not consider this to be anywhere near sufficient
to compensate for reduced numbers. His motives for culling were environmental
rather than economic – a clear demonstration of the interactive nature of the
challenges to sustainability that occur on these estates, and highlighting the need for a
balanced approach as suggested in Section 8.4.
Scotland has earned an international reputation for high-quality sport, with the age of
the stags putting the stalking in a class above its competitors. The European approach
(Milner et al., 2006) involves culling all age classes whereas in Scotland, as one
gamekeeper explained, in order to maintain sufficient seven-year-old stags, a huge
population of hinds and young stags is retained. Unfortunately, the retention of high
numbers of deer is not compatible with policies to reduce grazing (see Section 9.4.7),
and may also be detrimental to the grouse population through increased tick burdens.
However, there will always be clients willing to pay for the privilege of shooting stags
over seven years old:
“It happened this morning in fact, with an enquiry: Do you have royals or
imperials? We don’t want to shoot any young deer.” (Land manager, case
study 10)
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On another estate, the reduction in hare numbers due to culling had also reduced the
sporting income:
“We have seen the tick burdens rise and so we decided to give up about
£27,000 per year of income from hare shooting to try and make sure we were
denying the ticks a host.” (Land manager, case study 10)
Ultimately for most landowners, the motivation for culling hares and deer is the hope
of greater grouse numbers if the tick burden can be substantially reduced. Grouse
provide a higher return than deer, hares or, for that matter, sheep, and therefore any
measures that can increase the grouse numbers are seen as positive. The benefits of
culling ‘grazing mouths’ for environmental reasons are, effectively, incidental to the
economic motive for many landowners. Foreign sportsmen are not going to make the
journey to shoot young stags, or just a handful of grouse, but the fundamentals of
economics – supply and demand curves – should, in theory, ensure that the prestige
and the price for the best quality shooting rise accordingly.
Clearly, reductions in grouse and deer numbers are a significant challenge to the
economic sustainability of upland estates, many of which are reliant on the income
from field sports to support other activities.

9.4.2 Agricultural margins
A further major challenge to economic sustainability arises from the poor economics
of marginal upland agriculture, which is unable provide a stable alternative to the
extremely cyclical income from field sports:
“We are probably on the brink of getting rid of our sheep, Scottish blackface,
we have got a breeding flock of 630 and that is not enough to sustain a
shepherd.” (Landowner, case study 4)
Some landowners were taking alternative approaches to farming and were more
optimistic about the future:
“There is still a sheep farm...it had one full-time shepherd...but it ran at a loss
every year, some years a very considerable loss of hundreds of thousands and
that was the main drain on the estate at the time. We looked at various options
and came up with the idea of contract farming. The employee switched from
being a shepherd to other work on the estate part-time and we went in to a
contract farming arrangement with a father and son who have a farm over at
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[name]. That works extremely well. It is the sixth year of this arrangement
and it now actually produces some profit.” (Landowner, case study 2)
Further evidence of the challenge to economic sustainability from agricultural
margins was provided by the consensus in the reasons most landowners gave for
continued sheep farming. The farming of sheep for tick control and to claim the
agricultural subsidies, rather than for the meagre agricultural income produced, was
common:
“The tenant claims the subsidies under the CAP. We get income from the
sheep and rent from the tenant. The tenant has an obligation to dip and is
therefore on a very low rent.” (Landowner, case study 1)
“We are going down the line of the sheep mop [for tick control] which
actually costs us. In the past you have had a tenant paying you, but things
have gone full circle and now we are having to pay the tenant, quite the
reverse, to get them to manage these sheep flocks” (Land manager, case study
10)
These examples demonstrate how a portion of the agricultural rent is often foregone
in exchange for tenant’s obligations for regular dipping of the sheep, and indicate the
importance of red grouse to the income of the estate. The fact that there is a need to
reduce the agricultural rent to address the tick problem is a reflection of the poor
market price and low margins available to the sheep farmer.
As agriculture contributes to economic sustainability both directly and indirectly
(through improvements in grouse stocks), reduced levels of agriculture, particularly
sheep numbers, are a challenge to an estate’s economic sustainability.

Further

discussion of the challenges faced in respect of agriculture can be found in Section
9.1.5 in relation to grants and subsidies.

9.4.3 Diversification
Section 3.3 explored the concept that most Scottish estates are not fully exploited
economically (MacMillan et al., 2009) but are run on traditional lines to provide a
lifestyle. There was reluctance by some landowners to succumb to lucrative modern
income streams:
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“How can you expect investment in the land when one gets more rent for a
telephone mast than we do for a thousand acre hill farm.” (Estate Manager,
case study 6)
Armstrong’s (1980) suggestion that the pursuit of profit may be considered distasteful
was still valid; the old-fashioned notion of diversifying into trade was still
unacceptable to some:
“Individual entrepreneurs who have the funds and skills are running things
like the butcher’s shop, the ski resort, the golf course, the farms and to a
certain extent, the shoots. That is very much the policy. We have a degree of
control, but we are not in trade, we are long-term investors.” (Estate manager,
case study 6)
Conversely, some landowners were open to new ideas and searching for alternative,
more lucrative sources of income:
“I would imagine by two years’ time we will probably be back to breaking
even…by diversifying into the tourist industry.” (Landowner, case study 8)
One landowner, who nevertheless expressed a preference for ‘business as usual’ when
scenarios for the future were discussed, summed up what he thought he needed to do
to ensure the future sustainability of the estate:
“I think it’s a combination of diversification and strong conservation measures.”
(Landowner, case study 8)
This landowner, who correlated with Factor C2 (Supported economic) in the Q-sort,
gave least importance to the statements in the Q-sort connected to social
sustainability. Diversification is often considered to be an important factor in creating
a sustainable local community but it needs to be balanced with conservation
measures; an over-emphasis on diversification can also be a challenge to
environmental sustainability through opening up the countryside to more development
for tourism and recreation (Shucksmith & Ronningen, 2011).
Landowners who did consider diversification had their own ideas about how this
would be put into practice on the estate:
“Greater use of renewable energy if possible.” (Landowner, case study 10)

242

“Expansion of commercial forestry. I think it is something that we can grow, it
is something for the family to grow and when oil disappears and we have
nothing to burn on our fires, there might be a future in it. The sustainability of
the area would be enhanced by forestry, always, because it is a carbon sink and
the other thing is that there is a shortage of forestry and forest products
worldwide, as we have heard and known, albeit this is a long-term investment
that possibly in the future is going to be the only infinite source, because you
can re-grow it for possibly plastics and everything else using new
polymerisation techniques.” (Landowner, case study 10)
This latter landowner was the only one to look beyond the boundaries of an individual
estate to a more global view of sustainability.
However, it appears that diversification is not necessarily a panacea. The commercial
success of the tenants and the climate of the local economy are reflected in the estate
income:
“The commercial rental income is our main income, if one of them stopped
paying we would struggle. We want them to stay here.” (Landowner, case
study 2)
“We have had ten different tenants in twenty years as it clearly is not really a
very successful business proposition.” (Landowner, case study 1)
The business ventures by tenants on these estates were both visitor dependent,
strongly linked to the tourist industry. The latter landowner clearly does not see
tourism as the solution. For him, financial relief has had to come from external
income, and so he was passing financial responsibility for the estate to the next
generation of his family, still commuting from the City, with city earnings, to inject
new life and much-needed funds into the estate.
Diversification did not feature as a ‘most important statement’ any of the Factors
arising from the Q-sort, but nor does it appear as one of the ‘least important
statements’ (see Table 7-11). This suggests that it is not a high priority, but does have
some importance alongside many other goals. As far as sustainability is concerned,
those estates who had successfully diversified believed they were in a better economic
position as a result, but finding suitable ventures that would enhance the long-term
viability of the estate was seen as a major challenge.
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9.4.4 Taxation
There were two main areas relating to taxes that landowners believed challenged the
economic sustainability of their estates. First, in the long-term, they were concerned
about the high levels of inheritance tax that could arise if sufficient measures were not
put in place. Although most accepted, in principle, that death duties were inevitable,
they did not regard the current system as equitable or affordable. Those estates least
able to deal with such taxes were most vulnerable to them. The second tax issue was
VAT, in particular the limitations on claiming input VAT on expenses relating to
rented property. It was felt that the rules acted as a disincentive to investment in
existing housing stock and therefore limited housing availability in rural communities.
Most landowners did not take issue with current levels of income tax. Each of these
taxes is discussed in more detail below:
Inheritance Tax
Reduced capital taxes topped the list of landowner priorities for those correlating with
Factor A2 (Independent economic) in the results of the Q-sort (Table 7-11). Unlike
most other businesses, where the focus tends to be on the current year’s tax liability,
the major fiscal issue exercising the minds of the landowners in this study was future
inheritance tax liabilities. Every landowner interviewed was concerned about the
effects of inheritance tax on the long-term viability of the estate.
“The most important factor is to reduce capital taxes to enable the next
generation to inherit. If these estates get divided up, then we lose the cohesive
large-scale ability.... I think it is essential, not just as the family’s capital asset
but to the strength of rural Scotland.” (Landowner, case study 10)
“Inheritance tax is a major consideration. The increases in property values in
recent years have had a dramatic effect. Increased property values mean
increased inheritance tax liabilities but there is no cash to pay such liabilities.
I have had to pay considerable fees to accountants and lawyers to structure
affairs to try and reduce the effects of the taxes, otherwise when the children
inherit the estate and farm they will also inherit huge liabilities that they will
be unable to pay. It is a serious issue if I wish to avoid breaking up the
estate.” (Landowner, case study 7)
This latter landowner raises the point that the increase in land and property values has
a considerable impact on tax liabilities, but provides no additional funds for meeting
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those debts without forcing a sale of estate property. More than one landowner had
first-hand experience of having to break up the estate to meet tax liabilities:
“My grandfather died very suddenly, quite young and hadn’t handed anything
over, so there was massive inheritance tax and so one of the first things I had
to do was sell off woodland ... various blocks were sold.” (Landowner, case
study 2)
The minimisation of capital taxes can influence the timing of the passing on of estates
to the next generation.
“Inheritance tax would be a disaster. We moved out of the main house and
transferred the property to my daughter just over a year ago. We have to
survive three years to get any reduction in the rate. It should be abolished ...”
(Landowner, case study 4)
“Capital taxation when Harold Wilson was prime minister became a very
important subject. My father, backed up by the legal profession, thought it
would be wise for me to leave the army and take over.” (Landowner, case
study 4)
Reliefs are available for lifetime gifts, and if done early enough, may facilitate the
estate escaping inheritance tax altogether. Some landowners believed there were other
benefits of the estate being handed over to heirs of working age, with the energy and
expertise to deal with the difficulties faced, rather than placing the estate into the
hands of managers or agents after the incumbent’s retirement. Although handing the
estate over early may appear to be a sensible idea from a taxation perspective, it can
have serious consequences:
“Part of the place was, for capital taxation reasons, handed over to my eldest
son. ... He concluded that there wasn’t really a future in this country
financially, and probably politically, and emigrated. In order to provide money
for him, his part of the estate was sold ...” (Landowner, case study 4)
The remaining estate struggles to maintain viability on its reduced acreage. This was
not the only estate that was suffering from the effects of capital taxes. On a previous
death, another estate had been faced with selling various properties and parcels of
land:
“Those that do inherit are left with estates that perhaps aren’t sustainable
because they had to be broken up ... it can be quite a nightmare. It is hugely
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unfair and unsatisfactory and it hits hardest when something has gone wrong.”
(Landowner, case study 2)
Although no landowner would choose to pay inheritance tax, most landowners
understood and accepted the principles on which it is based. They agreed that the
concept of a tax on death was not unreasonable, but there was concern at the impact
of high rates of tax on the long-term future of estates:
“There are strong arguments on both sides of the coin as to why some people
should inherit and not have to work for it and on the other hand there are good
arguments as to why [one should] break up farms, estates and businesses to
pay the tax. I think I probably sit on the fence actually. I certainly don’t want
to pay the tax.” (Landowner, case study 8)
Reliefs that are available to farms and other types of businesses are often not available
if the estate is not farming in-hand or operating as a business. It may be available on
small parts of the estate, but most landowners were of the opinion that the reliefs were
not available to them:
“The taxman said ‘no we don’t regard this in any way a business enterprise’
therefore Business Property Relief would not be available” (Landowner, case
study 3)
“There is this issue about whether or not estates like ours would classify as
business or agricultural property to any extent but by and large they don’t.”
(Landowner, case study 3)
One side effect of this denial of relief for let farms is that more and more landowners,
particularly those with lower acreages, are seeking partnership arrangements, often
with contract farmers, which will allow them to be classified as farmers within the
terms of the relief.
Most of the case study estates were owned, in part if not wholly, by family trusts, as
these have, over the years, offered some limited protection against capital taxes, as
well as safeguarding against erosion of the estate by a single family member through
excessive spending, debts, divorce or other family disagreements:
“It [the trust] is just set up because governments have spent the last hundred
years trying to take away everything you’ve made or earned or worked for, so
you go to such lengths as you possibly can.” (Landowner, case study 5)
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It is not clear who benefits the most from the regime of Inheritance tax. Landowners
were frustrated that they had to pay expensive fees to retain lawyers and accountants
to set up and maintain trusts or other complex legal structures, and to constantly
ensure that these vehicles remain valid under current legislation:
“Most taxes are avoidable if you are prepared to go to any lengths. It is a
matter of spending a bit of money to find a way of sorting out your affairs.”
(Landowner, case study 5)
“The other thing is that the rules constantly change.... Now you are quite
right, you see this thing coming, and the one certainty in life is death, but if
somebody changes the rules, hugely, half way through, you can’t do anything
about it so it is not voluntary.” (Land manager, case study 10)
Many landowners were paying premiums to insurance companies to provide funds to
enable their heirs to pay the Inheritance Tax that would become payable on death:
“My management aims are to pass this estate on to my descendants and they
[inheritance taxes] certainly get in the way of that. ... Unless you are very
sophisticated then you probably end up paying quite a lot. I take out life
insurance policies which is one way of mitigating it, but that is about it.”
(Landowner, case study 3)
“We have tried to plan that if I were run over by a bus, at least a large chunk
of the estate is already being catered for, so you know we have done our best,
but it is not loophole-free.” (Landowner, case study 6)
Prior planning ensured some estates would avoid the taxes entirely through a
combination of these methods, leaving the unfortunate and unwary to pay the tax
when a death occurs unexpectedly:
“I don’t think it is unreasonable that there should be some taxation of capital
at the end of someone’s life. As a principle I don’t think that is unreasonable,
but what does seem unreasonable, highlighted by the example here, is that if
everyone dies at the right time, and you have done the proper planning, you
don’t pay anything, and if you die at the wrong time, you pay terrible,
unaffordable amounts.” (Landowner, case study 2)
A simplified tax, set at a reasonable and affordable level would be fairer, and alleviate
the need for complex structures and insurance policies:
“Inheritance tax is obviously a very serious issue when it comes to planning
for the future, taking in to account in particular that the tax rates in the United
Kingdom are much higher than over Europe as a whole. If you had a much
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lower rate, then the whole thing becomes much more feasible to contain and
plan for.” (Landowner, case study 10)
These pleas for a lowering of Inheritance Tax levels accord with the view of van der
Veen et al. (2007) who have stated that the burden of capital taxes in the UK is higher
than that in Europe (Section 3.2.1). However, Inheritance Tax accounted for only
0.4% of total tax revenue (excluding North Sea oil revenues) in Scotland in the
2009/10 tax year (Scottish Government, 2012b).
Income tax
Income tax was far less contentious, with most landowners satisfied that they were
paying fair amounts:
“Income tax doesn’t tend to be an issue because people aren’t earning enough
off their estates to worry about it.” (Landowner, case study 5)
Other than one historic issue, the case study landowners did not view income tax as a
challenge to the sustainability of their estates. Historical incentives for forestry offer
an example of the detrimental effects of using the tax system to incentivise
investment. The extensive peat bogs planted with single species 26 for commercial
forestry in the 1980s using very successful tax schemes to incentivise investors are
testimony (Warren, 2000). Two landowners mentioned the scheme:
“I am not a big fan of tax breaks because what we should have is reasonable
levels of taxation where people can make enough money to spend on
individual projects. Look at the mess forestry became when it was a tax
break. ... I think grants are the answer if they are properly and effectively
administered.” (Landowner, case study 5)
“One of the main reasons for the Schedule D/Schedule B thing being turned
off was the knee jerk reaction to things like the ‘Flow’27 cover. Whilst I don’t
think we can ever say that it was a particularly fine hour in forestry terms, the
fact that it is a knee jerk reaction it did do quite a bit of damage to the industry
which the industry probably hasn’t really recovered from even yet.” (Land
manager, case study 10)
Whilst the first landowner supports the use of grants under a fair system, the second
quote particularly reflects the independent mind-set seen most strongly in those
26

Mainly non-native Sitka spruce

27

Reference to the Flow Country – an expansive area of peatland in Caithness and Sutherland
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landowners aligning with Factor A2 (Independent Economic) in the Q-sort. These
landowners are looking for commercial solutions rather than turning to Government
grants and subsidies, suggesting a more entrepreneurial attitude.
Value Added Tax
Moving on from direct taxes, one of the major challenges faced by land managers was
VAT:
“VAT is particularly stupid, I would abolish it personally because it is just an
enormous paper shop exercise.” (Landowner, case study 5)
The bureaucracy involved in complying with VAT legislation was a major hurdle for
several landowners, although those with competent book-keepers coped better:
“No we haven’t had a problem with VAT. Down here we run a farming
account and run a properties account which is not registered so it is about
keeping things in the right box.” (Landowner, case study 3)
Many landowners resorted to engaging the services of professional firms to undertake
their bookkeeping and completion of VAT returns, as they felt they lacked the
resources and knowledge to complete the work themselves. This added to the
economic burden of those estates struggling with cash flow issues.
“We are partially exempt, so we can reclaim certain things on certain
activities. It is a bit of a nightmare so … we actually outsource all the
bookkeeping. It is a complicated business.” (Land manager, case study 6)
In particular, the partial exemption rules on residential let property were thought to be
unduly onerous:
“One of the things that I feel is absolutely iniquitous is that if you buy a house,
a new house is zero rated, if you buy any other house, it is exempt from VAT.
No doubt the logic behind that is like water and food, it is one of the
necessities of life. When we rent out properties on the estate, residential
properties, there is no VAT, that is an exempt output, but ... the VAT
implications on that is, on an estate this size, means that we have a partial
exemption VAT problem. ... Not only do we lose the VAT on the repair of
these properties, or the improvements to these properties because it is not
recoverable, but it actually spills over and effects the VAT recovery on our
central administration expenses. ... we are trying to produce affordable
housing and the VAT situation puts the profitability of that operation in
jeopardy. It is grossly unfair.” (Land manager, case study 10)
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The only solution found amongst the case study landowners was to restrict income, to
keep it below the VAT registration threshold:
“The lodge rental income … is treated not as rent but as a business and what I
have done is capped it at the VAT threshold because as soon as you go above
that you get whacked.” (Landowner, case study 5)
VAT is clearly acting as a disincentive for landowners to provide residential let
property in areas where there is housing need. As suggested by Hill and Blandford
(2007), this is an area where fiscal policy conflicts with other areas of rural policy.
The restrictions on input VAT on rental income may be appropriate in areas of high
rental yield, such as found in London and other major cities, but have an unwanted
effect in rural areas where there is a shortage of affordable housing (Rugg & Rhodes,
2008). A more consistent and cohesive strategy is, however, difficult to envisage in
the short-term where fiscal policy, which is set by the UK parliament, conflicts with
Scottish policy in other areas.

9.4.5 Grants and subsidies
This section summarises the views of the case study landowners on challenges to
sustainability in terms of agricultural policy, in relation to the current system of grants
and subsidies under the CAP presented in Section 5.1.
The CAP was originally designed to support farmers trying to compete in a world
market, and many of them have become dependent on it:
“We live in a grant-driven world.” (Land manager, case study 6)
Reduced levels of support as a result of the policy reforms over the last two decades
represent a challenge in economic terms. Reduced support for production has meant
lower subsidies, but nevertheless Government support continues to underpin the
economic sustainability of those involved in farming and, directly or indirectly, many
others living and working in rural communities. The Scottish vision for the
agricultural sector (Scottish Government, 2010d) encompasses three main guiding
principles:


A market based agricultural sector
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Delivery of public goods supported by public funds, and efficiency achieved
through a contract between farmers and society



Light but appropriate levels of regulation

Agricultural subsidies
Starting with the concept of a market-based agricultural sector, the landowners’ views
generally support the idea that, although desirable, an unsupported agricultural sector
in the upland areas of Scotland would not be viable:
“Agricultural let income has not kept pace with other sources of income on the
estate because farming is and has been going through hard times.”
(Landowner, case study 10)
Most of the landowners indicated that government-funded economic support was a
vital element of farming in upland Scotland:
“I do not think agriculture in this part of the world will ever be able to survive
without support of some kind, and I don’t mean a little, I mean quite a lot.”
(Landowner, case study 4)
Although the Scottish Government has a policy of creating a market-based
agricultural sector, farming on many of the case study estates was very dependent on
grants. Some landowners claimed SFP and other grants for in-hand farmed land, and
expressed the view that these were essential to the economic sustainability of the
estate:
“With the single farm payment, yes we make money, but we couldn’t do
without it.” (Landowner, case study 4)
“The grants were really enabling us to operate at a surplus, without the grants
we would bump along at the bottom” (Land manager, case study 6)
On one estate visited, the surplus for the year was slightly less than the amount
received in SFP. Other estates either showed no surplus, despite receiving grants, or
continued at a loss. Losses were most evident where the landowner had access to nonestate sources of funding to supplement estate income.
Where the landowner was economically dependent on the grants, they acted as a
motivator in land management decisions:
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“We farm grants.” (Land manager, case study 6)
On one medium-sized estate, the landowner was concerned for the future of his inhand farming operation, as subsidies and grants formed a large proportion of the farm
income. Many of the larger estates, in particular, had no direct interest in the
agricultural subsidies, as the farming was done by tenant farmers who received the
subsidies. However, these landowners fully understood the plight of their tenants:
“They [our tenants] are dependent on grant income and subsidy, ... because it
is very marginal land from a farming point of view. They do not have the
same options in terms of what they can grow. They are pretty much restricted
to grass and some barley for feeding for the winter, which means that it is a
stock area and they are at the mercy of market prices for stock, and without
public subsidy they simply wouldn’t be able to continue.” (Land manager,
case study 10)
“The hill farmers would cease trading immediately if the subsidies were
removed.” (Land manager, case study 6)
The land manager on this latter estate explained that sheep farming would be
continued to control the tick population and would therefore need to be supported
economically from income arising from the grouse. On a couple of estates, where
economics were not the priority, or where there was little or no real farming activity,
the landowner was indifferent to grants:
“If grants dried up the estate would carry on pretty much as it always has.”
(Landowner, case study 1)
“I am generally in favour of the principles of decoupling. I think that is the
way we have to go. Whether the farmer has the same view I would rather
doubt.” (Landowner, case study 3)
Although this landowner felt that his estate would be unaffected by a reduction or
removal of grants, this may be short-sighted as the tenants were claiming them. One
landowner who clearly understood the indirect impact was more concerned:
“Our tenants claim, we get a rent from it. It makes them more viable so it has a
huge bearing on the rental income of the farm, otherwise we would have to
give them the land for nothing.” (Land manager, case study 10)
The need for continued subsidies was directly linked by most landowners to the low
price achievable for the sale of agricultural products:
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“It seems pretty ludicrous that, I think in our case, the total subsidies we get
are probably something like twice the sale price of the lamb. The end result of
all that, is that through a lot of hard work on the part of the farmers, we just
struggle through.” (Landowner, case study 2)
“Improved farming prices help not only our own farming business but also our
rental income.” (Landowner, case study 10)
There was concern that farmers and landowners were vilified for receiving large sums
in support of agricultural production, and that the public did not understand the link
between farming subsidies, animal welfare, food quality and price:
The British public do not deserve to be fed. They have no interest in food and
do not want to support the farmers, unlike the other nations of Europe.”
(Landowner, case study 4)
Decoupling of the CAP should have alleviated the pressures on production in favour
of a more environmentally-friendly approach but, as with all Government policy,
there are always those who can afford to find ways to exploit the system. Decoupling
created opportunities for legitimate trade in SFP entitlements and the ‘naked acres’
scheme was born (Short et al. 2010). This effectively created a windfall for some
large upland landowners who suddenly found a market for their unproductive land.
Landowners had mixed feelings about the exploitation of ‘naked acres’ to claim
grants. The manager of one estate admitted that it had leased land to a non-farming
tenant purely to take advantage of the scheme:
“Naked acres is money for nothing. The mistake they made was awarding the
subsidy to the individual rather than the land, it should have been tied to the
land.” (Land manager, case study 6)
However, the scheme does provide benefits for the retiring farmer:
“The single farm payment is a sort of pension. When a guy had a sheep stock
and he wanted to retire, and had to disperse his flock he was getting virtually
nothing for them. So getting the single farm payment for not farming is not as
immoral as you might think. I think these guys on the single farm payment are
getting a sort of justice.” (Landowner, case study 4)
Conversely, it leaves the incomer at a significant disadvantage:
“One of the inequities of the system, when the subsidies came in, it was linked
to the producer, not to the land so now we have got the iniquitous situation
that when we try to re-let land there is no subsidy attached to it as the producer
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takes it away with him, sells it on and uses it as his retirement pension.”
(Land manager, case study 6)
The general consensus was that policy-makers had made unfortunate mistakes and the
resulting exploitation of this policy added a further justification for public criticism of
financial support for agriculture:
“I don’t think we are well served by having a tradable instrument, I think it is
almost like investment banking.” (Landowner, case study 5)
Although sustainability is the core element of government policies, attempts to
achieve more sustainable agriculture through the grant system have not always been
satisfactory. Despite some improvement, conventional rather than organic agriculture
which may be considered more ecologically sustainable, remains the dominant
paradigm. One estate had attempted to add value to its agricultural produce and take
advantage of the additional grants available, by moving to an organic system:
“We went organic for a while, we did our five years and took about £100,000
off the government and that brought us back in to profit. We had been
scraping the barrel before that. In fact the last year we made quite a big profit,
£40,000 or something but of course the profits are ploughed back in.”
(Landowner, case study 4)
At a more basic level, one of the main facets of the SRDP was ensuring land is kept in
Good Agricultural and Environmental Condition (GAEC), which in principle had the
support of landowners.
Keeping the land in GAEC is the first step in complying with the second aspect of the
Scottish vision for the agricultural sector (Scottish Government, 2010d), ‘the delivery
of public goods’. Going beyond GAEC, the extent to which agri-environmental
schemes have generated public benefits is controversial, despite considerable efforts
in ecological monitoring (Kleijn and Sutherland, 2003; Kleijn et al., 2006). This
aspect, which clearly overlaps with environmental and social priorities, is discussed
further in sections 9.2 and 9.3.
The third aspect of the Scottish vision for the agricultural sector is ‘a light hand on
regulation’. However, landowners felt that the Scottish Government’s powers under
the grant system may be too light when it comes to cross-compliance with GAEC.
Whilst landowners and land managers accepted the principle that good land
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management included the control of water pollution, soil erosion, degradation of the
environment and loss of biodiversity, they expressed concerns that the current policy
may be unenforceable:
“If you read the thing [cross compliance rules] it is horrific, it is draconian.
Whether they actually bother with these things is a different matter. If we
have no sheep and they can come along and say the hills are under grazed, you
are not cross-compliant, but they would have a hard job to prove it. Equally,
they could come along and say your hills are over grazed you’re not cross
compliant.” (Landowner, case study 4)
However, the implementation of the system has not evolved any effective method of
policing its requirements, and the EU only requires 1% of claimants to be inspected
annually, insufficient to provide a significant level of control (House of Commons,
2011).
Conversely, the bureaucracy surrounding the grant system is seen as a major
challenge for any landowner hoping to claim grants under the agri-environmental
schemes:
“The trouble with many of the newer schemes is that for the money you get,
it’s not really worth filling in all the forms for.” (Landowner, case study 7)
“The whole thing was set up with the intention of being easier to access, less
bureaucratic and has ended up almost exactly the opposite. It really is quite
disappointing.” (Land manager, case study 10)
From an economic perspective, all types of grants are an essential element of support
for most upland farmers. The interviews did, however, provide plenty of evidence of
landowners’ frustrations with the system. Landowners’ views, particularly in relation
to the bureaucracy of the system, contrast strongly with the Scottish Government’s
vision for a market-based agricultural sector delivering public goods under a lighthanded regulatory regime. Although landowners agreed in principle with the concept
of the decoupling of the CAP, moving away from production subsidies, they were
unable to foresee a future for farming in the uplands without some form of financial
support.

Grants for conservation

255

Some landowners would carry out conservation work regardless of the grants, and
others stated that they only claimed the grant where they would be doing the work
anyway – suggesting that grants per se were not the motivating factor, but were
helpful:
“Where we can see a financial benefit of doing conservation work, we will
consider it. Unless it contributes to the income of the estate, it is basically outwith our ability at the moment.” (Landowner, case study 8)
There was much criticism of conservation schemes, particularly when grants
reimbursed money spent rather than paid for work done. This often has the impact of
removing the funding from the local area, when the expertise has to be brought in
from other areas. For example, payment under LMO contracts are often made only on
submission of the appropriate invoice for work done or services rendered:
“I would like to see more grants for conservation work, but I would hope that I
would get paid for doing work rather than for spending money. The current
grant system pays for things that you don’t really want, it doesn’t pay me for
working my land.” (Landowner, case study 8)
In recent years, the rates of grants available were perceived to have been reduced and
landowners did not always feel they were getting sufficiently compensated:
“I always get the impression when there is a grant available for something it is
never quite enough to make something attractive. I always say, well, if you
make it too attractive then everyone will go for it. The incentives are probably
not quite there. As for replanting forestry, I think they are a long way short.”
(Landowner, case study 4).
However, in some cases the incentive of a grant had been successful in ensuring
conservation work was carried out:
“This pond ... is something that we wouldn’t ever have done [without the
grants]. It was always a little bit wet here and my father did it through the
Environmentally Sensitive Area Scheme. ... it has made a lovely pond with
integral woodland, shelter with nice trees.” (Landowner, case study 7)
“Where we can see a financial benefit in doing any conservation work, we will
consider it.” (Landowner, case study 8)
Landowners stated that it was difficult to plan under the competitive grants system, as
there was no guarantee that the funds would be forthcoming:
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“It means that only people who can carry out their plans without the grants,
i.e. those who don’t need the grants, they are the only ones who get them.”
(Landowner, case study 8)
Hodge and Reader (2010) suggest that farmers are adopting the options that are most
consistent with their particular circumstances. This is to be expected given the wide
range options. It also favours those with land under conservation designations:
“We are fortunate, in that the site we are looking at, on which we have got our
main grouse moor, is an SSSI and so therefore it is easier to justify that under
the SRDP for [grant] money because they are looking at maintaining the moor
in good condition.” (Land manager, case study 10)
Some were disappointed that they failed to get the grants they were hoping for,
despite wishing to undertake suitable projects:
“We have probably 40 to 50% of the jobs [projects] eligible under the SRDP
... but to date we have got nothing, not one cent.” (Landowner, case study 5)
There have been so many changes in the grant systems in recent years that some land
managers were concerned that the conservation policies were losing focus and that the
funds available were spread too thinly:
“What is good today may not be good tomorrow.” (Land manager, case study
6)
“It should not be a problem that a landowner can make a surplus out of a
grant. The grant should be an incentive, that is its function.” (Land manager,
case study 10)
On some estates, the conservation work was completely driven by the grant system:
“I am under an obligation to replant but I am waiting for the grant. When I
signed up there were grants and now there are no grants. People don’t replant
without a grant, so we wait for a new scheme.” (Landowner, case study 4)
“There are things that we would like to do. There is probably a list of wishes
of things that we want to do. Most of them we can only do because the grant
is there.” (Landowner, case study 2)
A couple of estates were simply not interested in claiming grants for conservation
work, either because they did not need the money, as was the case with a couple of
landowners that had purchased their estates:
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“I haven’t actually tried the grants” (Landowner, case study 3)
or because they did not see the work as a priority:
“As you can see, there are other things such as housing people that have to
come above conservation in the priority list.” (Land manager, case study 2)
A common theme throughout the interviews was that landowners were unable to
reconcile commercial aspects of land management with government policy.
Landowners felt that there was a general lack of commercial awareness in
government departments amongst both those designing the grant systems and those
implementing them. Where many of the incentives offered under the grant system
were intended to act as compensation for revenue lost from carrying out commercial
operations, i.e. they represent public money for public benefits, the view was often
that the funding was insufficient. Although such funding may cover the cost of an
operation, it did not compensate for revenue lost.
Often professional land agents and consultants are used to complete the grant claim
forms – the explanatory notes for LMOs run to 92 pages (Scottish Government, 2008)
– as the complexity of the system means that often landowners themselves have
neither the time nor the expertise required:
“The biggest problem with conservation grants is paying the experts to fill in
all the forms.” (Landowner, case study 7)
“All these agents are parasites making money out of landowners by filling in
forms.” (Landowner, case study 7)
Other criticisms of the system of grants and subsidies under the SRDP were
numerous:
“The SRDP is a disgrace, I don’t know who dreamt it up, it is a sort of
‘Noddy’ scheme dreamt up by people who sit behind computer screens all
day.” (Landowner, case study 5)
One landowner expressed his frustration that government agencies did not appear to
respect landowners’ knowledge and experience:
“It is a difficult balance to influence behaviour without being heavy handed.
It would be preferable if more reliance was placed on owners to do the right
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thing. Telling them to plant trees one year and take them down a few years
later is not helpful.” (Landowner, case study 3)
This was particularly evident where grant schemes laid down very specific criteria
that were not considered to be appropriate to the local area:
“The grant system needs tweaking to allow for the variation in the Scottish
climate. There are higher grants for tree species which are not appropriate
here. Anyway, at 73, I don’t have the time or energy. I get very frustrated
with the whole bureaucracy.” (Landowner, case study 4)
The general consensus amongst landowners was that the grant system needed
simplification and improved implementation:
“I think the scheme [SRDP], apart from the slight punishment that the forestry
got which I think is unwise, in ambit and concept is good. Where it is
appalling, and I can’t stress that too strongly, is in its implementation.”
(Landowner, case study 5)
In summary, landowners did agree that they should be rewarded for providing public
goods and accepted that grants for conservation work should continue to be the
mechanism through which this was delivered. However, there were issues with the
fact that schemes were competitive and lacked transparency. There was also
resentment that, under some grant scheme options, landowners were only being
reimbursed when they produced receipts to show that they had paid others to
complete the work, rather than being paid for doing the work themselves, as this did
not help the bottom line. Landowners were also of the opinion that the regulations
surrounding the SRDP were confusing and ineffective, and this was exacerbated by
inefficient implementation and bureaucracy.
Forestry grants
Although landowners were not specifically questioned on forestry policy, some were
particularly concerned that policies and grants were insufficiently long-term and
consistent:
“We cut this wood down on the basis that we were going to get replanting
grants and so on, on the basis that there had always been some. All the
applications were in, the trees were felled and they pulled the plug. We
haven’t bothered to replant the trees, the hill can just sit as it is.” (Landowner,
case study 4)
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“The last grant we had was for trashing fifty acres which my father had his
arm twisted to plant by the Forestry Commission in 1967 to plant.”
(Landowner, case study 3)
One landowner recounted the problems he had faced in obtaining felling licences for
commercial forestry planted with funding from grants many years ago:
“Somehow or other it has got to be recognised that when you are investing in
good faith, you have got to be allowed to run these things as a business and
therefore you cannot be denied the chance [to fell] unless there is very good
compensation paid.” (Landowner, case study 10)
Luckily in this case, the landowner was finally able to sell the forest to the local
community based on its amenity value – the landowner was of the opinion that the
timber was rotting as it stood and as felling licences were not obtainable, the forest no
longer had any commercial value. The landowner believed that the community were
under the misapprehension that trees were eternal. This was particularly significant
where there was strong opposition to felling a single age crop.
Forestry is a particular example of the long-term nature of upland land management,
and there was concern that variability in the availability of grants over time was
detrimental and acted as a disincentive to investment:
“There were riparian grants available through the Forestry Commission where
you could plant trees and shrubs on the banks for stabilisation and leaf litter.
That went by the wayside about four years ago. We have had an on-going
argument with SNH for about fifteen years and by the time we had organised
it with SNH to do the survey, that grant was no longer available and has now
been thrown in the bin with the existing rural grants.” (Landowner, case study
8)
“Currently they [grants] are not of a level sufficient to influence behaviour but
in the past we have had grants for, years ago, planting hundreds of acres of
forestry then grants for removing half of it in order to return it to hill, which is
good value for the public obviously!” (Landowner, case study 3).
As well as criticism of the grant policy, comments were extended to the Scottish
Forestry Strategy:
“The Strategy pays lip service to the commercial aspects of forestry. They
recognise the benefits of forestry, they recognise the jobs that it creates, but
quite frankly, they prefer all the other parts to the commercial aspects of it and
the problem we face in terms of running a commercial operation is that these
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other aspects place significant constraints on our commercial operations. ...
The regulation and the bureaucracy makes owners think twice about carrying
out their commercial operations.” (Land manager, case study 10)
Many landowners felt there was little incentive to plant trees:
“About fifteen years ago we received some forestry grants, the Woodland
Grant Scheme planting was done and it paid for itself. Under the newer
forestry grant scheme they have done one project and cut down one plantation
of nearly 500 acres. The grant was about £2,000. The estate policy is to cut
trees and not replant, but perhaps allow regeneration of about 30% as native
species. It is not a good tree area.” (Landowner, case study 1)
Some landowners viewed the grants offered as compensation for providing public
benefits, but many felt that the compensation was insufficient to act as an incentive:
“Our grant income is totally swallowed up by the expense that it is [allocated]
for. It is not really adding to our bottom line.” (Land manager, case study 10)
“Our philosophy is, yes, we agree with conservation, but economics have to
come in to it.” (Land manager, case study 2)
Others believed that landowners who are not claiming grants should be able to
continue with commercial forestry without restrictions:
“I have always said that if things were to change and the subsidies were to be
removed entirely, and if we were left to manage the woodlands commercially
with a commercial bent, undertaking that to the maximum, then that would be
fine but that would mean doing away with a lot of the regulation and doing
away with public benefit or what is perceived as public benefit. But at the
moment, if they removed the subsidy, and don’t remove the regulation, then
that is a big disincentive for us to continue to manage the woodland.” (Land
manager, case study 10)
This argument originated from the same estate that had been refused felling licences
for commercial timber planted more than 50 years ago that was ready for market.
Their experiences have clearly made them very wary of investing in forestry.

9.4.6 Heritage buildings
It was noted in Section 5.3 that Soliva et al (2008) had expressed concern regarding
the threat to cultural heritage. On many of the case study estates, the maintenance of
the physical aspects of cultural heritage - historical buildings - was a major drain on
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the finances of the estate increasing the risk that such buildings would become
dilapidated. Most estate landowners expressed concerns over the cost of maintaining
heritage buildings on the estate, viewing them as a serious challenge to its economic
sustainability. Several landowners were in favour of more financial assistance for
dealing with listed buildings, either from Government or from NGOs. Many of these
buildings are in need of considerable attention and the landowner does not necessarily
see any financial benefit from the work done. The costs of repairs to these buildings
can mean that work is delayed and the buildings fall in to a state or disrepair.
“They are rather attractive, but expensive to maintain.” (Landowner, case
study 7)
“We haven’t got the money to run it ourselves. Its overheads per year are
colossal. All our profits on the entire estate would go just in to that one
building.” (Landowner, case study 6)
Using the buildings for alternative purposes, sometimes in conjunction with
diversification schemes, was also challenging. In particular, complying with
legislation in these buildings can add to the expense:
“That is another bureaucracy, the fire regulations. The new fire regulations
have crucified a lot of historic houses, absolutely closed them down. The fact
that it is a stone constructed building with stone staircases is not taken in to
account at all... There is no moving them from their tick boxes.” (Land
manager, case study 2)
Most landowners believed that their buildings were an onerous responsibility and
added a significant challenge to achieving economic sustainability. None of the
estates visited had found a means of making a large heritage building economically
sustainable in its own right – all were reliant on estate income from other activities.
In one case study, limited economic resources resulted in the lease of an historic
building (Figure 9-3) at a peppercorn rent for 50 years, giving use and responsibility
to a community organisation. The social motivation behind such a bold gesture was
secondary to the economic reality that the estate would be unable to fund the on-going
maintenance of the building. Consequently, the community offered the best financial
solution to the problem, removing the landowner’s social obligation to maintain and
manage the building for the benefit of the community and the wider public interest,
whilst retaining long-term ownership in the interests of the estate. Overcoming a
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challenge to the economic sustainability of the estate had resulted in a win-win
situation, improving both the economic and social sustainability of the estate and the
benefiting the community.
Figure 9-3 Historic building leased to the community

However, it is worth noting that this resulted in the building being supported from
public funds rather than making it truly self-supporting. However, this may be
acceptable as the only long-term solution as attempts to let heritage buildings for
other purposes, for example as hotels, were problematic on more than one estate, as
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the returns were generally insufficient to support the tenant’s business and provide a
rental return to the estate.

9.4.7 Overgrazing
There was a general consensus amongst case study landowners that there is a need to
reduce deer numbers in order to tackle overgrazing issues as found in previous
research , for example: Warren, 2009 and Ward et al., 2007. The lack of cover on the
hills is a result of overgrazing from deer and sheep (Figure 9-4), and there is concern
that erosion of the peat layer is releasing carbon (Reed et al., 2009).
Several landowners have agreements with SNH to restrict livestock numbers, to allow
the ground to recover from the grazing practices of the past few decades. The
agreements in place vary according to what is being protected, but most of these
arrangements occur on SSSI land that has been overgrazed by sheep. This type of
agreement can only be effective where all forms of grazing are restricted. If the sheep
are taken off the land, but the deer numbers are not controlled, deer simply fill the gap
(Holland et al., 2008).
Figures 9-4 and 9-5 each represent an issue where a landowner had received criticism
from SNH for over-grazing and was now seeking to correct the problems. In contrast,
Figures 9-6 and 9-7 show the re-growth that occurs in a relatively short period of time
when deer are excluded. The recognition of the overgrazing problem, though most
landowners have no financial motivation for reducing deer numbers, is interesting.
Peer pressure applied through local deer management groups and the educational role
of the former Deer Commission for Scotland (DCS) does appear to have motivated
landowners to take action.
This is despite the description by one landowner of the former DCS as “ineffective”
(Landowner, case study 1). Another landowner gave the view that his local deer
management group did “not much influence management, though as a source of
information it is helpful” (Landowner, case study 3).
High deer fencing is often used between estates with differing policies.

Miles of

fencing are created to exclude deer from an estate focused on grouse, but this can
create more conservation issues, as they become a hazard for other species such as

264

capercaillie.

Fencing to protect vulnerable areas, such as young forests and

riverbanks, is also not always desirable in terms of landscape:
“A lot of fencing was done twenty plus years ago when we went into sheep
farming, but when it got to the end of its life, it clearly wasn’t economic to put
it back up again which in landscape terms is obviously a lot nicer and it is one
of the pleasures I get from it, the landscape.” (Landowner, case study 3)
Conversely, the tenant is having to balance the grazing needs of his sheep with those
of the deer, which are the responsibility of the landowner. The tenant’s subsidy is in
principle (under the rules for GAEC) dependent on grazing levels, which include the
deer. It is easier where the landowner has more control over sheep numbers, either
through in-hand farming or contract farming rather than being tied to tenant farmers:
“We are persecuting the deer quite badly and trying to manage the sheep.”
(Landowner, case study 3)
SNH (2011b) sets out the upland ecosystem plan for upland habitats, and within it
summarises the ecosystem biodiversity challenges facing landowners in upland
Scotland. The first threat listed is agriculture, and the corresponding action is to “Find
a sustainable level of grazing… which will benefit both livestock and biodiversity…”.
Across the uplands, a combination of reduced stock numbers and deer management,
as explored in section 5.2.1, has been encouraged by policy-makers in an effort to
improve diverse upland habitats.
Section 5.2.1 explained that deer were a major factor in upland land management.
Grazing intensity and deer management form part of a complex cycle of dynamic
interactions including muirburn and tick control. Deer are reproducing at rates beyond
the capacity of the habitat available, sometimes even encouraged by winter feeding
(Putman & Staines, 2004) although most estates have now stopped this practice.
There does however remain a serious need to reduce the numbers of grazing mouths:
“Each year approximately 30 stags and 75 hinds and followers are culled.
Last season they had to take out 40 stags to try to reduce the numbers.”
(Landowner, case study 3)
However, these are wild animals and therefore culling on one estate in isolation is
ineffective:
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“You can’t create a vacuum and not expect to get deer from other estates.”
(Land manager, case study 6)
One newer landowner felt that he received insufficient guidance on how many deer to
cull:
“I did actually write to the Deer Commission asking how many they would
like us to shoot. I got a very long-winded answer of several pages, notable
only because it didn’t have a number in it, so I am none the wiser. In
Germany they give you a figure I believe, or so I was told.” (Landowner, case
study 5)
Conversely, others were concerned at the increasing levels of interference by
government agencies in land management issues:
“... [neighbours] thought that they had bought a piece of free countryside with
a huge amount of deer on it and they actually discovered that they bought an
environmental gem ... I suspect within a few years they [the landowners] will
have gone because they will have been hounded out by the ungrateful
government. They just want to be left in peace to enjoy their piece of ground
but they have had such a hassle.” (Land manager, case study 6)
Although some landowners thought that deer management groups had been helpful in
bringing landowners together in a forum for the exchange of views, they were not
universally helpful:
“If you go to any Deer Management Group they used to have one objective or
two. Now when you go to them, there are nearly as many objectives as there
are members.” (Land manager, case study 10)
“The Deer Management Group is a voluntary exchange of information. We
can try and influence them but if at the end of the day they [our neighbours]
choose to do it that way then they are entitled to do that.” (Land manager,
case study 6)

Figure 9-4 Bare hills as a result of over-grazing by deer and sheep
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Figure 9-5 Poaching by sheep and deer causes erosion of the peat

Figure 9-6 Re-growth after deer exclusion (1)
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Figure 9-7 Re-growth after exclusion (2).
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In some areas, the conflicts have reached a point where landowners wish to distance
themselves from the arguments:
“Suddenly all the objectives changed and you were no longer finding lairds at
these meetings, you were finding their managers or committees or trustees as
there are conflicts out there. Serious conflicts; not wanting to speak to your
neighbours.” (Land manager, case study 10)
The issue of neighbouring estates with different policies towards their deer is a
continuous area of conflict as it can impact on the livelihood of those around them:
“We can’t dictate what our neighbours do.” (Landowner, case study 4)
“The deer here are mainly other peoples. Over the last 30 years they have had
about 20 to 25 stags during the October rut and about 75 hinds and calves
giving a total cull of about one hundred. Conditions have changed mainly as a
result of the tick problem. The neighbouring estate ... has fenced and is killing
all the deer. This has resulted in a lack of decent stags so there is now no deer
shooting to be sold. There is just the income from the venison.” (Landowner,
case study 1)
One land manager explained that the deer reduction programme had a serious indirect
effect on the bottom line. It was not just the income from stalkers that suffered but
also the income from letting the lodge. The reduction in deer stalking would also be
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felt throughout the community, as a reduction in visitor spending would also be
correspondingly reduced:
“We have gone from shooting 110 stags commercially to shooting five, six or
seven. ... As far as funding is concerned, there is money coming in through
the Forestry Commission, through SNH and support through DCS but the fact
is, that income covers the cost of operating the policies that they require us to
maintain but it does not cover the profit element that came through the stag
shooting that there was previously.” (Land manager, case study 10)
Fencing, whether to keep deer in or out was another area of contention:
“Historically the Forestry Commission were shooting too many rather than
maintaining the fences.” (Landowner, case study 2)
Fencing also gives rise to welfare concerns which is an area specifically covered by
the Code of Practice on Deer Management:
“Our neighbours have put up a stock fence with an electric wire along it to try
to hold their own deer back. It makes for welfare issues because if the deer
desperately have to get down that valley but there is a fence, they are going to
jump the electric fence and risk what happens or they die against the fence.”
(Land manager, case study 10)
Although most landowners are now taking steps to reduce grazing mouths, it appears
that the challenge to environmental sustainability from overgrazing will remain
significant regardless of sheep numbers.

Reducing deer numbers clearly has an

immediate impact on estate economics, but how this may effect economic
sustainability in the longer term remains to be seen.

9.4.8 Land abandonment – wild land
Another challenge to sustainability occurs when agricultural land is abandoned. A
number of extensive farming systems across the EU are under threat as farmed land is
being abandoned, as it provides insufficient income (Macdonald et al. 2000). Farming
in the Scottish uplands provides a number of ecosystem services which would be lost
if land were abandoned (Waterhouse et al., 2011). The case study estates revealed
areas where sheep farming for profit had largely been abandoned and, in many areas,
was only being retained as a tick reduction measure for the benefit of the grouse or to
claim subsidies – both economic rather than environmental reasons:
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“We are farming for tick.” (Landowner, case study 1)
One landowner revealed that he was being paid not to graze his land:
“We fill in an IACs form, we don’t actually farm.” (Landowner, case study 8)
This landowner explained that the estate had an environmental management
agreement with SNH for not putting sheep on the ground. However, among most case
study landowners there was considerable resistance to the scenario of re-wilding. It
featured as a least important statement in the Q-sorts of all eight of the landowners
correlating with Factors A2 (Independent economic) and C2 (Supported economic).
The case study landowners associated re-wilding with re-introductions of species that
were once native to Scotland, as proposed by Brown et al. (2011):
“We don’t want badgers, beavers and otters. Red squirrels, yes and nice birds.
A lot of these things we used to have. Beavers were last in Scotland four
hundred years ago. We used to have bears and wolves. They were all
exterminated because they were a problem but some bright spark down south
who sits in an office, who hasn’t got a clue, and has probably never been to the
country says wouldn’t it be nice. Put them in a zoo.” (Landowner, case study 4)
Conflicts regarding the re-introduction of species are well documented (Brown et al.,
2011; Kemp et al., 2011; Macdonald et al., 2000; Leaper et al., 1999; Kitchener &
Conroy, 1997). One landowner referred to the release of beavers in Argyll:
“The idea is a farce” (Landowner, case study 4)
Another landowner believed that some newcomers to Scotland believed in some sort
of romantic ideal:
“A lot of these people don’t own it because they want to make a business out
of it, they have made their money somewhere else and want to enjoy it. They
believe that in Scotland they can enjoy a sort of wilderness experience which
of course they can’t.” (Land manager, case study 6)
Some landowners felt that, to some extent, a lack of estate management, due either
directly to an economic shortfall, or indirectly through reduced manpower, could lead
ultimately to re-wilding. One landowner questioned whether this meant that the estate
would not be sustainable, or that its ecosystems would evolve and become home to
different species than those that currently inhabit the land. Therefore although re-
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wilding may imply reversion to some sort of temperate wilderness inhabited by wild
animals (Warren, 2009), in practice, unless a predatory alternative to man is
introduced, over-grazing by deer and other herbivores – as discussed in Section 9.2.1
– may destroy any potential wilderness (Brown et al, 2011).
Waterhouse et al. (2008) expressed concern that too many sheep were being removed
from the hills. This view was reiterated by some of the landowners. In particular,
there was concern that because sheep were ‘hefted’ 28 they could not easily be
replaced; Old fashioned shepherds - ‘dog and stick men’ were also described as a
‘dying breed’ without whom, a return to sheep farming on the open hill in the future
may be at the very least impractical but potentially impossible.
Although environmental sustainability is hard to define, the case study landowners all
agreed that a combination of money, people and proactive land management are
essential to maintain a healthy, thriving and diverse balance of nature in upland
Scotland and therefore re-wilding was not considered to be a holistic sustainable
option.

9.4.9 Muirburn
Heather burning, commonly known as muirburn, creates a mosaic landscape (Figure
9-8) and is another sensitive issue as discussed in Section 5.2.3. It is a land
management tool used to maintain the mosaic of heather needed to provide habitat for
grouse. Ultimately, sportsmen, whether landowners or paying guests, provide the
funds for much of the work carried out by gamekeepers and other estate staff on the
ground which often benefits other species apart from grouse. However, motivation for
muirburn is driven by the desire to improve grouse numbers as demonstrated by the
following quote:
“... Estate [neighbour] does not burn the heather. Their idea of conservation is
towards re-wilding; not my idea of conservation. ... On the other side of us is
the opposite, he [the neighbouring landowner] is single-minded about grouse;
28

Hefting is a traditional method of managing flocks of sheep on large areas of open land. Initially,
sheep had to be kept in an unfenced area of land by constant shepherding. Over time this has become
learned behaviour, passed from ewe to lamb over succeeding generations. Lambs graze with their
mothers on the “heaf” belonging to their farm instilling a lifelong knowledge of where optimal grazing
and shelter can be found throughout the year. (Davies et al. 2008)
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spending money on the back of his windfall from the wind farm.” (Land
manager, case study 3)
Most sporting estates burn the old heather in order to stimulate new growth, as it is
seen as a key issue in the success of grouse moors as explained in section 5.2.3. From
a conservation viewpoint, it can also be useful in the creation of new native
woodland:
“Our results support the use of prescribed fire as a tool to promote increased
Scots pine seedling establishment. This technique is likely to give strong finescale variation in seedling densities, and so would most suit areas where a
variable spatial pattern of regeneration is sought, for landscape or naturalness
reasons.” (Hancock, 2009, page 319)
The main comments from landowners centred on their concerns that the essential
nature of muirburn to provide habitat for all types of ground nesting birds, not just
grouse was insufficiently understood by policy-makers. One landowner expressed an
opinion on the dates on which he was allowed to burn:
“I think the heather burning needs adjusting. There is a case for being allowed
to burn earlier than the 1st October. I don’t think it needs to go any later, 15th
April is the cut off for a lot of people. We burn in October here because we
are higher up and that is when you often get the best burning weather.”
(Landowner, case study 4)
As discussed in Section 5.2.3, inappropriate muirburn can have negative impacts on
habitat and species biodiversity. It also has the potential to increase soil erosion and
affect watercourses, particularly where burning is carried out close to the water’s edge
(Cummins et al, 2011). The resulting lack of vegetation on the banks has impacts on
invertebrate and fish populations and on riparian stability through preventing natural
riparian woodland regeneration.

Although muirburn can also have significant

benefits, it is considered a significant problem for the upper Dee salmon fish stocks
due to its impact on juvenile and spawning habitats (Dee District Salmon Fishery
Board and River Dee Trust, 2009).

Landowners are told not to burn close to

watercourses (Scottish Government, 2011b) but, as one land manager explained,
traditionally, these have been used as stops to control the burning. Naturally, the
landowners are interested in maximising the salmon stocks, so it is in their interests to
reduce the impact. However, to have draconian rules laid down about how close to
water they are allowed to burn could prevent burning altogether in some areas, which
would be devastating for the grouse and other heather-dependent species.
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Young heather provides nourishment for the grouse, whereas old heather cannot
sustain the population desired for shooting. Burning is a natural process creating
rejuvenation, and also helps to reduce the number of heather beetles which are
detrimental to the production of the green shoots that grouse rely on (Rosenburgh &
Marrs, 2010). Although natural fires in Scotland are unlikely to occur at the rate at
which they are lit by gamekeepers, when they do occur due to a build-up of highly
flammable vegetation such as old heather, they are more likely to cause widespread
damage (McMorrow, 2011). However, controlled burning can prevent the process of
natural succession favoured by the supporters of re-wilding, and results in the
continuous cycle of purple heather moorland that is synonymous with Scotland. Both
natural successional scrub woodland and managed heather moorland offer suitable
habitats for different iconic Scottish species and therefore, as explained in Chapter 5,
the choice between the two is not clear-cut, and very much depends on which species
is given priority in terms of habitat protection.
Figure 9-8 A typical landscape showing in the distance the pattern of vegetation
created by muirburn
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9.4.10 Species protection
The approach of agri-environment schemes is “based on protection and prescription”
(GWCT, 2009, page 1). It is focused on individual species, and has been criticised for
not offering a holistic solution; the GWCT (2009, page 1) suggests that “The nation’s
approach to conservation isn’t working well enough” and that “it has largely failed to
arrest a continuing decline in biodiversity”.
Landowners reinforced the view that the grant system supported a species-orientated
approach:
“The grants have meant that our nature conservation has centred around water
voles, bats and attempts to restore salmon to the upper reaches.” (Landowner,
case study 1)
“The grant for black game has probably covered the cost because they [the
gamekeepers] did the work themselves.” (Landowner, case study 1)
There was, however, concern that the costs of managing protected species were
disproportionate:
“Last year we had badgers in a bank on a road and for us to apply for a licence,
carry out the protection work, and do the operation, cost us over fifty per cent of
the income from that felling operation, just to protect the badgers. We spent
over £4,500 in protection works and licensing.” (Land manager, case study 10)
Raptors provide a further example of the approach of ‘protection and prescription’
and are seen as one of the biggest challenges to sustainability by land managers.
Under current legislation, gamekeepers are prosecuted for the persecution of birds of
prey, but ultimately it is the landowner who is responsible for the policies of the
estate. Although all the landowners interviewed condemned wildlife crime, several
stated that conservation organisations were single-species orientated and failed to see
the bigger picture:
“The RSPB is a very powerful organisation. There is no doubt it was much too
far one way and everyone talks about sustainability, but it is decidedly pick and
mix.” (Anonymous landowner)
“Their [RSPB] policy is that birds come before everything else. I think ravens
are a good example. We have tried to get licences for the ravens because they
eat an awful lot of grouse, peewit and curlew eggs. They have also destroyed
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deer carcasses that have been left on the hill for a couple of hours, but so far we
have been unable to get a licence. If you have a sheep farm and can show that
the ravens are doing damage to your sheep flock, then you can get a licence but
not for non-domestic stock.” (Land manager, case study 6)
This was not the only estate that reported a problem with ravens; it seems that, even
where lambs were at risk of attack by ravens, the licences were not forthcoming:
“The estate has a big problem with ravens. They cause serious issues with the
sheep but despite asking, we can’t get a licence to shoot them.” (Landowner,
case study 7)
Landowners also suggested other species where blanket protection gave rise to
unintended consequences:
“A survey said that if you were to reduce the population of cormorants in Great
Britain to a satisfactory level they would need to cull over six million, because
the RSPB has protected them for so long ... Each cormorant eats approximately
three or four pounds in weight of fish per day. How many humans could we
feed with the number of fish these birds eat?” (Landowner, case study 4)
“We are convinced that the pine martens are noshing their way through
capercaillie eggs and yet nobody can do anything about it because pine martens
are a protected species. Which is more important, the capercaillie or the pine
martens – the government won’t tackle that one, it is tricky.” (Land manager,
case study 6)
Russell (2007), then Scottish Minister of the Environment, argued that there was
scope for the grant system to be used to withhold payments from those landowners
found guilty of wildlife crime, but that would only be effective if the landowner
claimed subsidies. In many cases, the tenant farmer receives the subsidies and
traditionally, the farmer does not hold the shooting rights. Russell’s suggestion that
public money was a significant tool in the fight against wildlife crime demonstrates an
inadequate understanding of the reality of the countryside. The issue of wildlife crime
is culturally complex and does not necessarily have economic motivations (Enticott,
2011). Redpath and Thirgood’s (2009) preference for negotiation rather than
enforcement is a more realistic solution. A middle ground, learning from the example
of Langham Moor (Baines et al., 2008), needs to be found. One suggestion put
forward and being currently trialled on Langham Moor is ‘diversionary feeding’ of
raptors (Thompson et al., 2009). The study will take many years to complete, and will
need to demonstrate how the practice of feeding can be continued once the raptor
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population has increased dramatically, as it is expected to do so as a result of the
higher survival rates of offspring. It is not clear whether an ecological balance,
resulting from density-dependent morbidity of the raptors, will be achieved, as the
cyclical ecological cycle of predator-prey relationships is complex and not easy to
recreate.
The importance of this particular rural debate is much bigger than the issue itself, as it
goes to the heart of the question of what is the purpose of the Scottish uplands and
who should decide. “Predation is a natural phenomenon to which all bird species are
subject, and predators have lived alongside most of their current natural bird prey for
millennia without eliminating them. However, bird populations can decline or their
numbers can be held low where levels of predation on them are high” (Gibbons et al.,
2007, page 7). The landowners interviewed believed that an improved balance was
required:
“The RSPB will say they want buzzards, harriers, golden eagles. We don’t mind
a balance but we don’t need fifteen pairs of buzzards, ten sparrowhawks etc.”
(Landowner, case study 4)
“Something that would make a lot of sense would be if you could cull ravens. ...
Buzzards we are over-run with.” (Landowner, case study 5)
Many landowners had excellent relationships with conservationists and were very
keen to ensure that wildlife on their estate was respected and encouraged. They did,
however, believe that flexibility was required when it came to more common species:
“We have got a lot of raptors on the estate and we are well known for having a
good relationship with all these designated bodies. We have the ospreys which
are studied, we have got eagles which are studied, we have got the only pair of
nesting hobbies in Scotland in the last five years. But, don’t get me wrong, a
harrier on a driven grouse day is a pain in the neck, a shocking disaster.” (Land
manager, case study 10)
“I actually saw a hen harrier attacking a grouse the other day and it was so
demoralising... The wild bird population here, the song birds have been severely
depleted. We don’t have any lapwings on the place, there is just one pair at the
top of the glen. We used to have hundreds. The little birds that live in the
shrubbery have suffered most.” (Landowner, case study 4)
Reservations were expressed by landowners regarding any suggestion of further
regulation or policy to protect species and their habitats:
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“I would rather do it [species and habitat protection] voluntarily rather than
have it legally imposed.” (Landowner, case study 6)
Suggestions by the researcher that some conservation work could be done by
conservation organisations without involving the landowner in any expense or grant
applications were received positively. It seems that, providing that the work was not
be detrimental to the objectives of the estate (grouse for example), there would be no
objections from the landowners.
“We would greet them [conservation organisations] with open arms.” (Land
manager, case study 2)
“We have got a wetland which we worked jointly with the RSPB. We have to
think about the bonuses and the ramifications. We have had a lot of survey
work done here and that does not cause us any difficulties. We work with the
Game Conservancy Trust [now the GWCT]. They are our preferred partner, if
there is such a thing, and the Heather Trust, we have done a bit of work with
them. One has to look at it, to go in with your eyes open, seeing what is in it
for them, and if you are talking to the RSPB, you have to think that they may
be looking for something more than you want to deliver, or their agenda may
not be to your liking, but they have a valid place.” (Land manager, case study
6)
Nevertheless, several landowners had reservations and were negative towards the
policies of the RSPB:
“Very influential lobbying groups like the RSPB do things for their own
benefit and they will come up with a prescription and flog it to the government
and that may not be in everybody’s opinion the best way forward.” (Land
manager, case study 6)
“I wouldn’t see the RSPB dead on this place.” (Landowner, case study 4)
“The danger is that they [the RSPB] frequently promote themselves as a
government agency whereas in fact they are not.” (Land manager, case study
6)
On the whole, land managers appeared to have a good understanding of current
regulation for managing predators and were following guidelines for best practice:
“Snaring is not a problem, our guys know exactly how the law should be, we
snare, we don’t hide that at all, it is done. If we are snaring in pine woodlands it
is only at places that the capercaillie officer agrees with us as he would, but we
have got as much experience as any capercaillie expert, we know and we set up
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special designated middens which draw the fox to the snares rather than putting
blankets across. Used properly there are no problems.” (Land manager, case
study 10)
“We use little cards ... a label on each one to tell the public what is going on, we
leave one on each trap.” (Land manager, case study 6)
Fox hunting took place on a couple of estates, but from necessity rather than sporting
interest:
“We are still allowed to use foxhounds. We use a gun pack.” (Land manager,
case study 6)
“We have a gun pack which I think still receives a grant from the government.
They are unglamorous and highly efficient.” (Landowner, case study 3)
There was some concern that elements of society wanted to see all species protected
from the traditional sports of hunting and shooting, whereas landowners emphasized
the contribution of country sports to the local economy:
“We don’t have hunting up here but the problem with the hunting ban is that it
could lead, if the banners had half a chance, to the banning of shooting. ... It
[shooting] is absolutely vital and people don’t realise this. There are rules in
place that mean you can’t go and butcher things with the wrong type of weapon
and everything else ... I would dispute that sporting is intrinsically cruel. …
The fact is that in these sparsely populated areas, the sport is so important to the
local community and the environment.” (Landowner, case study 10)
“What worries me about politics is that people tend to have just a complete
blanket ban on something, like handguns or hunting, because they think it is
politically important without looking at the infrastructure of how estates work.”
(Landowner, case study 6)
“I think our long-term dilemma is going to be whether the Scottish Government
of the future will see the sporting opportunities on an estate like this in the same
way that the English [sic] Government saw foxhunting.” (Landowner, case
study 6)
The main consensus of the landowners and land managers interviewed was that most
of the general public do not fully understand the environmental benefits of grouse
shooting and the necessity of predator control as explained more fully by Sharp
(2010) and Thirgood et al. (2000b). The species conservation debate is a strong
contributory factor in the wider debate concerning grouse shooting and field sports in

279

general. McMorran (2009) highlights the divide between locals who strongly support
grouse shooting for both its economic and its environmental benefits “with outsiders
viewed as not fully understanding the ways of the countryside and incapable of
understanding the benefits of the grouse shooting industry” (McMorran 2000 page
24).
Survival of another protected species, Scotland’s red squirrel, is dependent upon the
connectivity of native forest (Hale, 2001; Bailey, 2007). Yet, despite a Government
drive to increase tree cover in response to issues such as red squirrels and general
climate change policy, some estates have given up the management of woodland as
uneconomic. Ownership of native woodland is often purely incidental, sometimes a
result of giving up on commercial forestry due to poor returns, rather than motivated
by environmental concerns:
“There are a few wooded areas on the estate but no real commercial forestry.
Most of the forest is native amenity woodland.” (Land manager, case study 3)
On other estates, low levels of grant funding meant that there was little assistance to
plant more trees, even where there was willingness:
“There are certain things I would like to do more of. I keep trying to think of
ways I can economically, without jeopardising other interests, to get more
trees growing. Not pine trees, things like birch, that sort of thing.”
(Landowner, case study 3)
One landowner pointed out an area of new planting and explained that the trees were
just four years old. The original planting had been eaten by pine weevil, and so most
required replanting. His experience did not make him keen to repeat the exercise.
Another issue commented on was the fact that broadleaves attracted higher rates of
grant than for example native Caledonian pine, a more appropriate species for much
of the uplands – another anomaly of the grant system.
Motivation for retaining or encouraging woodland were mixed. One landowner was
reluctant to increase the area of woodland, as he believed it would offer a refuge for
vermin, and so would be detrimental to the grouse population. Whilst landowners
appreciate that planting trees often provides environmental benefits, some also
perceived forests and woodland as a haven for vermin that prey on young birds. Deer
and other small mammals inhabiting woodland harbour a far greater population of
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ticks than those living on the open hill (Halos, 2010). Further north, on an estate with
few grouse, a landowner enjoyed the woodland for stalking in poor weather when he
could guarantee a good day’s shooting under the cover of the trees. Sporting rather
than environmental concerns drove the motivation for the retention of the woodlands
in both of these cases.
On Speyside, a lot of fencing that is harmful to wildlife has been removed but that
which remains, to protect and encourage the growth of native forest, can be seen for
miles due to the orange flags aimed at protecting capercaillie from bird strike (Figure
9-9).
The fencing has been erected as a conservation measure at great expense as part of the
Capercaillie LIFE Project (GWCT, 2011a) but cannot be considered aesthetically
pleasing. Given that Speyside may be the last refuge of capercaillie (Baines et al.,
2011), the exercise may be worthwhile, although the current capercaillie originate
from individuals reintroduced to Scotland from Sweden in 1837 after 50 years of
extinction. The long-term sustainability of capercaillie in Scotland is tenuous and it
may only a matter of time, depending on climate, before the species becomes extinct
in Scotland once more (GWCT, 2011a, Baines et al., 2011), and therefore the
justification to spend further limited finances on what one landowner referred to as a
‘dead duck’ may be questionable.
Figure 9-9 Orange fencing designed to reduce bird strike
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As discussed previously, economic sustainability is challenged by issues that affect
the sporting capability of the estate, therefore much of the land management work
done is to improve habitat for grouse; fortunately, this is usually beneficial to other
birds (Sharp, 2010). Ground-nesting birds and small mammals are as much at risk
from the threat of ticks as the game, but there appears to be little that can be done to
improve the situation beyond culling susceptible species in order to deny the tick a
host:
“The keeper at the neighbouring estate got a thousand ticks off one brown
hare. They are not allowed to spray, as the sprays are considered dangerous.
They were putting down grit for the grouse but even this has now been
stopped. Deer blocks with a special herb to stop the ticks have also been
stopped. There is nothing they can do, there is too much bureaucracy.” (Estate
manager, case study 3)
Another landowner was considering draining and improving valley pastures, as he
was concerned that the rushes were harbouring a large tick population which although
were not directly affecting the grouse at upper levels, were having an impact various
other wetland species. However, the wetlands are a haven for wild birds to which
such a disturbance is likely to be detrimental. This is another case where a simple
solution to the tick problem remains elusive and, during the interviews, it became
clear that solving the tick issue was a major concern for most case study landowners.
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Landowners admit that maintaining a balance between the conflicting interests of
different species is difficult. All the landowners, estate managers and gamekeepers
interviewed recognise the validity of the concerns over species selection as expressed
by authors such as Marren (2002) and Gibbons et al. (2007). This poses the question
of whether it is right that the decisions and actions, of either conservationists or
sportsmen, should define the balance of the wildlife population through selecting
which species should be allowed to prevail.
As discussed in Chapter 8, estate policies can change over time; when an estate
changes hands, as landowner motives have an impact on priorities for estate
management:
“... Estate [neighbour] is always held up to be a paragon of virtue. They
didn’t use to be. They allegedly had too many deer and the trees were being
eaten, but now, they are not particularly fussed about sport and the guy is
pumping money into making a wilderness.” (Land manager, case study 6)
Conflicts caused by changes over time, or where neighbours have opposing
management priorities, can create environmental issues:
“... Estate [neighbour] used to feed the deer to encourage them on to the
estate. When the estate changed hands, the feeding stopped and many deer
died of starvation.” (Land manager, case study 3)
One aspect that was very clear from the case studies was that a change in the public
perception of the gamekeeper’s role is needed. The most experienced gamekeeper
interviewed explained how it had taken some time for him to understand his new role
as a ‘conservationist’ on an estate that had changed hands several times since he
started working on it as an under-keeper, fresh from college, many years previously.
It was clear that his deep understanding of the local ecology made him the perfect
candidate for the role, and he almost reluctantly acknowledged that the only thing that
had changed was his title. His new role as ‘conservationist’ was fundamentally no
different to his previous role of ‘gamekeeper’. Public perceptions of gamekeepers
have been damaged by publicity concerning incidences of illegal activities
(Thompson et al., 2009; Galbraith et al., 2003), and there is a need to redress the
balance. All the gamekeepers and land managers interviewed demonstrated a deep
interest in conservation and felt that the role of the gamekeeper in the practical
management of habitat and wildlife is seriously under-publicised. The case study
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landowners agreed that no one species should be isolated for protection or
prosecution.
Landowners’ perceptions of what is causing species declines may be purely
speculative, as a precise understanding of cyclical demographics of any species
continues to be the subject of scientific research (e.g. Townsend, 2010). However,
each of the interviewed landowners was able to point to work they would like to do to
increase the biodiversity of their estates, for example:
“I think that we could certainly increase biodiversity and river catchment,
cooling of the environment and all sorts of things beneficial to the
management of the biodiversity by increasing native mixed woodland. I think
that is singularly important.” (Landowner, case study 6)
One of the challenges to sustainability included under the heading of species
protection in Table 5-3 related to non-native species. Landowners mostly viewed this
particular challenge in terms of the threat to the sustainability of native forest as, in
the past, forestry has concentrated on the planting of non-native species for
commercial gain. Comments on this topic, which incorporated both economic and
environmental challenges to sustainability were therefore discussed in Section 9.4.5.

9.4.11 Tourism, recreation and access
Holiday accommodation, in most areas, offers the most lucrative source of income but
requires a high level of investment to achieve the best returns. Although it can take
housing away from the community, there are mixed feelings because encouraging
visitors is seen as a positive contribution to the economy:
“I think there is also a justifiable desire for people to come here on holiday
and I think there is a need for housing for them. I think they appreciate the
place as much as anyone else and could be an important part of the economy.”
(Landowner, case study 2)
Although most landowners thought tourism was beneficial, Frew and Hay (2011)
point out that both real returns from the tourist industry and visitor numbers are flat or
declining in Scotland, and that most of those visitors are from Scotland itself, so are
merely causing a displacement of income within the country – from urban to rural
areas. That being said, it is preferable for Scottish GDP that the Scots spend their
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holidays in Scotland rather than elsewhere and the increase in facilities for them may
encourage more ‘staycations’.
Tourism is often considered to be central to the development of small communities,
but Beeton (2010) suggests that understanding of the complex nature of tourism and
its relationship with community development is often limited. To succeed, a
community requires not only individual entrepreneurial landowners or tenants to
develop businesses, but also a community-based entrepreneurial approach in order to
fully realise the potential. Allowing the local community to establish small rural
enterprises on estate property was encouraged on several of the case study estates:
“We let land for all sorts of purposes aside from farming ... we are always
open to approaches from people looking to establish businesses for different
reasons on bits of land.” (Land manager, case study 10)
However, some landowners believe that action is conditional on the estate being
economically sustainable:
“Unfortunately we are not in a position financially to do that. If we had ...
[corporation] behind us like some of these very rich people, you bet your
bottom dollar we would be propping up the community much more than we
can. I would be living in the big house and we would be a very different set
up, but we cannot do it and it absolutely breaks your heart when you have to
say to people I am sorry but you are retiring next year.” (Landowner, case
study 6)
There were no policy issues arising regarding policies for protection of the landscape
other than those discussed in Section 9.4.15, below. Most of the landowners’
comments centred around issues of public access granted by the Land Reform
(Scotland) Act 2003 and the limitations of the Scottish Outdoor Access code (see
section 5.2.5). Although the code provides guidance, many landowners felt it did not
provide sufficient protection. Similarly, Macmillan and Leitch (2010, p.22) found that
“attitudes to public access were shaped by their potential to conflict with sporting
activities and personal privacy”.
The more recent SNH Outdoor Policy (SNH 2012) has not allayed fears as it is
largely concerned with improving access to particular sites and developing facilities
for walking and cycling on core networks. Its scope is limited when it comes to
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resolving issues facing private landowners away from those main routes. The position
of landowners was summarised by one land manager:
“Everyone has a different opinion, there are conflicts between one sector of
the community who want to use it for horse riding, somebody who wants to
use it for cycling or for dog walking and trying to keep the biodiversity
aspects, protect the capercaillie within there and folk are blindly ignoring the
signs they put up in there anyway.” (Land manager, case study 10)
The landowners interviewed had made considerable efforts to accommodate public
access, but some believed that the introduction of a ‘right’ had reduced the level of
respect shown to the land.
“Before we had the legislation there was never a problem. There was mutual
respect. Now people are arrogant as they have an entitlement.” (Land
manager, case study 10)
Most landowners were largely tolerant of recreational activities, although mountain
biking, camping and canoeing did elicit some criticism.
“If visitors are well briefed, well-educated and well behaved it is not a
problem; it is when you get people who think they know what the law says
and decide to be bloody-minded about things that problems occur.”
(Landowner, case study 8)
“I think it is fair to say that 99% of people are never a problem, it is just the
one per cent that you have to worry about.” (Land manager, case study 10)
Although landowners were not averse to public access to their estates, they did feel
that insufficient recognition was given to the cost to the landowner and the
environment. However, several estates had benefited from being able to claim grants
under Land Management Contracts for encouraging access:
“We have got one Land Management Contract menu scheme running for
access.” (Land manager, case study 10)
“We have just received confirmation of a grant for some repairs to pathways,
brochures and way marking.” (Land manager, case study 2)
The number of landowners who had participated in these schemes largely reflects the
fact that landowners see the scheme as offering money for little outlay:
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“Part of our hill road system is also supported by land management options,
part of the IACs thing which I believe we are only allowed to use for x
number of years. They are actually paying us £4,000 a year. It is only a
limited length of road you have to have. I don’t think it is any more than a
mile.” (Landowner, case study 4)
“A clever wheeze was that you basically found a piece of path that was going
through a registered piece of land, you claim on it and you don’t actually do
anything with it. There was one case where one of the tenant farmers put
signs up through one of our Land Rover tracks and we suddenly discovered
the signs appearing on the gates. We didn’t know who had put them up so I
told the keeper to take them away and that somebody would shout. Sure
enough, a [tenant] farmer said: ‘Hey, that is my Land Management Contract
money’. He was probably claiming about three grand and he had spent a
couple of hundred pounds on signs and that was it.” (Land manager, case
study 6)
Apart from the obvious financial incentives to maintain tracks, it was also seen as a
way of controlling access, as most visitors kept to well-marked trails – which was
seen as beneficial:
“We get up to fifty people a day up here in the summer. As long as they stay
on the main track, I try and take a fairly ambivalent attitude.” (Landowner,
case study 7)
Where visitor numbers were high, a few landowners were adding facilities to
commonly used routes:
“Diversification projects include connections with the [named] trail and the
[named] trail. We benefit from being on a minor A road.” (Landowner, case
study 1)
“We are hoping to do up an old cottage as a walkers’ centre.” (Landowner,
case study 2)
“We have a car park, a pay and display car park, and we are trying to get
planning permission for another one. We charge people £2.50 per day. They
can use the toilets and we provide picnic tables and an information display.
There was nothing before so they abandoned their cars on the side of the road.
Most people seem happy to pay for that. We are not charging people to walk
in the hills but we are charging for car parking and toilet facilities. Anyhow
we want to build another one, but the national park planning authority are
being awkward about it. SNH are not enthusiastic so it is not easy.” (Land
manager, case study 6)
However, there were also pitfalls to be avoided:
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“You have got to be very careful, because for example there is an old shed out
there and a child could fall and cut themselves on it, so I say to the men: ‘Go
and board that shed up’, but there is a swallows nest in there, then by boarding
it up we have broken the law, so we are very, very aware that any work we do,
to houses, to river banks, any forestry operations, we have got to be thinking
way out in front.” (Land manager, case study 10)
“We will be putting signs up on all the gateways where the stalkers go up so
you will see these all over the estate during the stalking season. ... We have
also put up fire signs which say ‘Don’t light fires’. It is more about
information than conservation. We have well over 100,000 people walking on
the estate every year but it is difficult to take any money off them. You can’t
charge for access but we have to maintain the footpaths, the gates and the
bridges.” (Land manager, case study 6)
This was not the only landowner worried about the fire risk. When asked if he did any
heather burning, one landowner replied:
“No, we have enough problems with other people wandering around with
boxes of matches.” (Landowner, case study 8)
Landowners were, in the main, conscientious about fulfilling their obligations to
visitors, with most participating in the Hill Phones scheme:
“We participate in the Hill Phones initiative and I contribute to the Hillwalker
magazine.” (Land manager, case study 6)
However, some aspects of managing public access were particularly onerous under
current legislation:
“I found two health and safety officials down here one day and they told me I
should install safety rails on the jetty. ... I explained that the jetty was a listed
building ... they left looking very embarrassed. If somebody fell off it, if I
allowed somebody on to it and they fell off, I will be sued. I have to keep the
public away from it under the terms of my insurance.” (Landowner, case
study 8)
Camping was an area of particular concern to landowners:
“We have a bit of a battle with campers. They are what we call
congregational car boot campers who are not really doing a huge amount of
harm but basically there is too many. We have had up to ninety. People come
with their raves, they bring generators, marquees and stuff. Small-scale
camping is not a problem, it is when you get big numbers. They are polluting
the river and leaving a lot of litter. ... driving in to [name] it looks like a
shanty town and it looks dreadful. We are looking to see if we can set up a
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camp site to relocate some of these people and it may be a business
opportunity for somebody locally.” (Land manager, case study 6)
“We found somebody camping underneath our washing line one morning. I
asked this man if I could help him but he said ‘no’. I asked what he was doing
here and he told me it was none of my business. I explained that it was my
business, because he was in my garden.” (Landowner, case study 8)
There was concern, among the case study landowners, that high levels of public
access to private land could have detrimental consequences:
“People can run their own business on your land and you get nothing. There
is nothing to stop you becoming a wildlife guide and guiding on our ground,
every single day of the week and you would owe us nothing. These people
may understand what wildlife is, but they may not understand how disturbance
will impact, how their disturbance [of the wildlife] will impact on the bigger
picture. It comes back to the same thing. If it is recognised that there is public
benefit, then there should be public support.” (Land manager, case study 10)
Despite earlier stating that he was ambivalent about walkers, on being confronted by a
group of gorge walkers, fully equipped, with a guide from the local college (Figure 99), belaying themselves from trees and climbing up the banks of the river, one
landowner expressed his frustration:
“Under the current rules of ‘Right to Roam’ I can do nothing about these
people. They can have their activity holidays etc. on my land. Somebody is
earning money from these people and I get absolutely bugger all!”
(Landowner, case study 7)
There are some costs associated with this type of recreation: erosion of banks, damage
to riparian growth, disturbance of wildlife, disturbance of farm stock, and
maintenance of access tracks and fencing. The contested concept of free access for all
(Sara, 2007), and the potential conflicts arising (Quinn et al., 2010), were a concern
for many landowners:
“I don’t think that people understand enough about the impact that providing
public benefits has for the landowner.” (Land manager, case study 10)
Figure 9-10 Example of outdoor activities taking place on a case study estate
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“They [the public] leave gates open and let the cattle in to the lodgepole
[forestry plantation] and they really enjoy the grass in there. It is difficult to
get them out.” (Landowner, case study 4)
Landowners pointed out that there are limits to how far the estate will go in
supporting public ideals. One land manager indicated that part of the issue was the
conflicting motivations of different interest groups, for example local dog walkers and
the RSPB:
“There is a limit to which the estate, or any estate can accommodate these
wide-ranging public aspirations for them.” (Land manager, case study 10)
However, much of the criticism was levelled at what was considered to be excessive
and unnecessary regulation:
“The Countryside Code is a bit of a joke because it is a set of rules that by
definition cannot be enforced.” (Landowner, case study 5)
Vergunst (2013) points out that, in time, case law should help to develop a deeper
understanding and trust of the code. In the meantime, he suggests that the tensions
arising from traditional conflicts between the different stakeholders will continue to
cause concern on both sides.
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9.4.12 Rural industry and employment
The case study landowners believed that the encouragement of visitors for field sports
helped the local economy and was responsible for generating much needed rural
employment:
“The stalkers are coming in September and October when the main tourist
season is over and the fisherman are here now in the quiet season. If you drive
down to [name] now you will see a lot of expensive cars down the river and
those are all guys that have come up here for their holidays, renting cottages
and staying in hotels. The river is a goldmine in this part of the world. If you
closed the river there would be huge numbers of jobs that would go because it
is seasonal stuff. At this time of year the tourists have gone ... but you have all
these sportsmen tourists. We are quite clear that stalkers and fishermen are
tourists and they are very well heeled tourists and they will buy a lot of diesel
for their Range Rovers and they will buy a lot of kit from the shop. They will
happily fund expensive meals out and stuff like that so it works, it benefits
everybody.” (Land manager, case study 6)
As explained in section 9.1, most estates are making sufficient funds to survive from
year to year, but not earning enough for the landowner to live an extravagant lifestyle
on the earnings of his Scottish estate. Those who do live in luxury do so as a result of
sources of income beyond the estate. Given that grouse shooting can bring in high
incomes, it is evident from simple mathematics that these are being spent on the
management of the grouse moor, the house and other buildings, and employees or
local tradesmen. Similarly, local expenses also swallow up rental income received.
The Fraser of Allander Institute’s study (2010) supports the premise that the main
beneficiary of the estate income is the local community. On the largest case study
estate, the accounts showed only a very modest profit (less than the total of subsidies
received), which was kept in reserve to cover future shortfalls or help fund capital
projects:
“We have fifty or sixty people involved on each day’s grouse shooting and a
lot of those are being paid by us. That cash is going straight into the local
community. So actually grouse shooting is brilliant because not only do the
shooters pay us to keep everybody, but also that money is going round the
local economy. You can see from the figures that it isn’t the ‘rich’ landowners
making the money. The money from grouse shooting stays here, it all goes
back in the local economy.” (Land manager, case study 6)
Grouse shooting is a high-cost enterprise: a few days of shooting fund the
employment of estate staff for the remainder of the year. The Fraser of Allander
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Institute (2010) survey estimated that grouse shooting accounted for 46% of the
permanent employment across the estates they surveyed, comparable with the
findings of the case studies:
“The main estate cost is the gamekeeper” (Landowner, case study 1)
“We employ in the region of twenty five people of which fifteen are
gamekeepers, so it is a huge part of what goes on.” (Land manager, case study
6)
Employment is an area where most estates try to support the local community,
although this is not always practicable. Landowners’ views on the availability of local
employees were mixed. For certain positions, such as gamekeeper, there were plenty
of candidates and, although these were not always local, they were likely to be from a
similar rural Scottish community:
“My father went in ‘66, advertised for a keeper and stalker and he got three
replies and one didn’t come to the interview and one was well known for the
bottle, so he took the other one who stayed for thirty five years. When the
time came in 2001 to replace him with an identical job he had forty replies. It
just showed enormous social change. Back in ‘66 it wasn’t regarded as a
desirable role.” (Landowner, case study 3)
On some estates, new money and the entrepreneurial spirit that Kalantaridis (2010)
identified as a catalyst had facilitated vastly increased levels of employment:
“They are employing twenty two people on that [non case study] estate where
they used to employ three. It is unbelievable. This man has vast wealth and
enthusiasm and is trying his best.” (Land manager, case study 6)
“In the last ten or fifteen years a lot of big new money has come in and that
has led to actually higher employment on estates than was there when we first
came and a much sort of higher status for working on them too.” (Landowner,
case study 3)
However, when local labour was available, it was not always considered to be the
most suitable, and many landowners were looking beyond the local community for
employees and tradesmen:
“It is difficult to find suitable local labour.” (Landowner, case study 8)
“There was a cleaner but she resigned as she was absolutely hopeless.
Unfortunately we will end up, I’m sure with a non-Scottish cleaner as there is
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the work ethic problem. There is plenty of [non local] people who want
work.” (Landowner, case study 5)
As well as the problems of availability and suitability, some landowners felt that
standards, reliability and value for money were also an issue, illustrating how
economic efficiency often took precedence over social concerns:
“The problem is finding good quality tradesmen. A local lady called me up
and asked if I had anyone to spare because she wanted to redecorate a cottage
and was told it would be a year to get it done. We have Polish contractors.
They have been there for six years now, which is ludicrous. The unemployed
from Glasgow should be on the bus Monday morning, we could find them
somewhere to stay and send them back on a Friday afternoon. That would
make perfect sense to me, but I would be looked on as a weirdo. For the Poles
on the other hand, nothing is too much trouble.” (Landowner, case study 5)

9.4.13 Community breakdown
One of the challenges to social sustainability listed in Section 5.3 was community
breakdown, with many commentators (e.g. McKee 2013; Glass et al 2013c; Fraser et
al 2006) recommending strengthening of the involvement and engagement between
the landowner and the local community.
Within the case study visits, examples of formal structures for community
involvement and integration were few (e.g. the lease of a heritage building as
discussed in Section 9.4.6), but there was much more evidence of informal alliances:
“It is this different attitude of not us and them, but us collectively, let’s all do
it together, let’s work it out.” (Landowner, case study 6)
Alliances such as this are developed for the mutual benefit of the community and the
estate, and can be achieved with limited economic resources or used as a method of
securing long-term sustainability without the need for the estate to provide short-term
cash injections:
“I see it in a slightly different way, I would say that we are partnership
working with a lot of different people, using their cash and some of their
expertise alongside our expertise.” (Land manager, case study 6)
“A few years ago we had a bit of a debacle because an [estate based] business
went bust and an alternative approach was put to us by the employees of the
company to secure that piece of ground. They wanted to give it a try, but
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could not afford to pay the rent. We said yes, we would support them to give
them a chance to make it work and it has paid off.” (Landowner, case study 6)
On another case study estate, when finances were at a particularly low ebb following
the death of the landowner and consequential Inheritance Tax liability, some of the
staff were offered alternative arrangements which were beneficial to both parties:
“There was also the in-house mason and joiner. So they were sort of
privatised. They became self-employed. The mason is still going well.”
(Landowner, case study 2)
However, it was clear that sometimes the community did not speak with one voice, so
that controversial final decisions had to be made by the landowner. Therefore, not all
landowner actions were viewed positively by all members of the community:
“The cricket club was failing, lots of places couldn’t get enough people. In any
case it was in one of our grant schemes, so we had to plough it up. So we
wrote to the cricket club and told them, and they agreed. We got a bit of stick
from the local community for that.” (Land manager, case study 2)
Landowners acknowledged that there is always room for improvement when it comes
to keeping the local community and other interested parties informed about the aims
and objectives of the management of the estate:
“I dare say there is a lot of ‘oh he wants to wear tweed and prance about the
place’ so what we must do is improve our website and tell people what we are
at.” (Landowner, case study 5)
However, most of the estates visited did share information with both locals and
visitors:
“I feel we have a very open estate. If anyone comes in and asks then they are
very happily told. We also send out newsletters.” (Land manager, case study
2)
Social cohesion was viewed as important to landowners, as it holds the individuals in
a rural area together in an informal support network:
“It is such a small area, everyone knows everyone else. There is a simple
story about a local crofter who fell and broke his leg. He was carted off to
hospital. His next-door neighbour thought he’d better go and feed his sheep,
so off he went and fed the sheep. Another chap heard that he had gone to
hospital and thought he won’t have fed the sheep ... so off he went and fed the
sheep; a third person also thought about the crofter’s sheep, and he too went
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off to feed them, but the sheep weren’t interested; they had eaten enough!
That sums up this area.” (Landowner, case study 8)
The benefits of living in a trusted and supportive community were appreciated:
“For the first three years we lived here we didn’t have a key for the front door.
We didn’t even lock the house if we went away for three weeks skiing.”
(Landowner, case study 8)
However, as one landowner tried to explain, not all incomers understood the need for
co-operation and mutual assistance. In an area without individual recourse to either
the economic or physical resources to always deal with problems as they arise, good
neighbours were vital:
“So many urban people have no idea about rural life or what you need, or if
you do not have water, you have to go up and unplug the pipe yourself or
whatever it is.” (Land manager, case study 2)

9.4.14 Planning and development
Planning and development was included as a challenge to sustainability under both
environmental and social headings in Chapter 5. The planning system and its bias
toward protectionism was seen as a threat to social sustainability. All the landowners
interviewed were of the view that reform of the planning system was essential in
order to move forward:
“I think reform of the planning rules should be right at the top of the political
agenda.” (Landowner, case study 2)
“I think we need more clarity in the planning system.” (Land manager, case
study 6)
The Scottish Government is committed to reform of the National Planning
Framework and is addressing many of the issues raised by landowners. Gertler (1994)
suggested that reform was long over-due. He expressed concern that planners and
economists dominate the decision-making that shapes the built landscape, and show
scant regard for community survival in attempts to rationalise services and
infrastructure. Landowners were strongly of the opinion that this was still the case:
“The government need to facilitate initiative and not stifle it.” (Landowner,
case study 7)
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There was, however concern amongst the case study landowners that, despite Scottish
policy being inclusive of rural communities, growth may be restricted on the grounds
of environmental protection, supporting the theories of Barker & Stockdale (2008):
“The main person on the [planning] committee here is known as ‘Stop the job
Bob’.” (Landowner, case study 8)
“I think if there is a strong environmental agenda, planning will get more and
more difficult in rural areas.” (Landowner, case study 8)
Increasing mobility is both a threat and an opportunity as commuters break down
rural/urban distinctions. Rural landscapes and the governance of such landscapes need
to develop resilience to deal with changes in purpose (Shucksmith, 2010):
“We want to be able to benefit from tourism development but we have no
desire to spoil the environment we live in.” (Landowner, case study 7)
This sentiment was expressed by a few landowners, but others felt that the national
park designations were an added barrier to development although ‘sustainable social
and economic development’ is specifically listed as one of the four management aims
of the Cairngorms National Park (2003) under the National Parks (Scotland) Act
2000:
“The national park paralyses everything.” (Land manager, case study 10)
“It [the planning system] has the potential to make the thing frozen rather
than a viable dynamic and I worry for the Cairngorms.” (Land manager, case
study 10)
The inappropriateness of the application of country-wide legislation is highlighted in
some rural areas. A couple of landowners felt that, often, large developers building
houses in rural areas had no understanding of the countryside, and that high-density
housing was particularly abhorrent:
“We have council houses with no ground around the houses, no gardens for
people to grow their own produce.” (Landowner, case study 8)
“They are just building a new little block of houses in [name] village.
Absolutely ghastly. They are all stacked on top of one another, on quite a bad
corner, and however they got planning I do not know. They should have put a
couple of houses there instead of five or six.” (Landowner, case study 4)
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More than one landowner suggested that a more open approach should be shown to
those wishing to build their own homes:
“I think that to be truly eco-friendly you need to have people here building
their own homes. You need to allow them to build their own home not bring
in big contractors who are going to build your four-bedroom, three-bathroom
standardized house available from Glasgow to Durness. That is really not
what is needed here at all.” (Landowner, case study 8)
A similar frustration was found by one landowner trying to expand into tourism, to an
extent that made the whole project unviable:
“Under the new Licensing Act …… basically we would have needed to redesign the whole of the restaurant for disabled toilets, disabled access,
disabled area for food and wine and our total alcohol sales actually come to
something like £6000 per annum total and it was going to cost us £100,000.”
(Landowner, case study 8)
The same landowner ran into similar issues when he tried to convert another property
to a holiday cottage:
“The main hold up was that they insisted we re-designed it for wheelchair
access and eventually they gave up when we explained to them that if
somebody could get from where you have parked your car, up that path to the
house, they wouldn’t need a wheelchair. To be honest, what is someone in a
wheelchair going to do here? They need to be realistic about these things.”
(Landowner, case study 8)
On many of the estates visited there was considerable scope for expansion of
commercial activities in existing redundant buildings (Figure 9-11):
“There is a bloke in the valley who does wood turning, but that is as industrial
as it gets. There are some boat people at the opposite end, but yes we have
some sheds that are free and we could consider rural workshops.”
(Landowner, case study 5)

Figure 9-11 Example of buildings suitable for commercial development
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Control of the land ultimately rests with the landowner and, with it, the responsibility
to ensure a balanced and appropriate approach to expansion of the rural economy.
Any development carried out without due regard to the environment presents a
challenge to environmental sustainability. During the case study visits, there were
examples of situations where landowners themselves had caused environmental
damage.
For example, building a new road or track may be desirable to open up further areas
for shooting and recreation, but the simple act of road construction, from quarrying
the stone, the erosion of peat beds and the disturbance of wildlife habitat, can cause
long-term damage (Lance, 1989; Bayfield et al., 1984). Whereas on one estate
visited, basic track construction was in progress, on another estate, a new owner was
trying to correct past errors in road construction that have caused erosion of peat
(Figures 9-12 and 9-13), but the cost of hiring the specialised machinery and
manpower to rectify the problem would be prohibitive for most landowners.

Figure 9-12 Hill track showing signs of peat erosion
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Figure 9-13 Collapse following erosion of underlying peat due to poorly
constructed hill track

299

In another case, the landowner had encountered considerable opposition from the
planners to his ideas to attract more wealthy tourists into the area:
“We have got to provide facilities for tourists and one of the things that is up
for SRDP is a very large cattle shed which is unused. With the addition of one
bay at the end it would actually make a good indoor tennis court. One of the
problems outside the sporting season on the Highland estate is that there is
nothing to do. I have been trying to deal with that by an indoor swimming
pool so you can sit in the warm when it is lashing down and have a nice time,
or you can play tennis. Both of these facilities would be available to the
public when there are no tenants. The pool was rejected and the tennis court,
there is no such facility anywhere in the highlands, we are waiting to see, but I
expect it will be turned down. There isn’t any imagination whatsoever.”
(Landowner, case study 5)
A particular irritation was where the landowner could see that double standards were
being applied:
“If you built a factory in a field and polluted they would be all over you like a
rash. If you build a factory in a loch and pollute they do not want to know.”
(Landowner, case study 5)
“This place had the most marvellous atmosphere until the Highland Council
decided they were responsible for it and because of health and safety they
have put lights up and walkways. They spent something like £150,000 to
£200,000.” (Landowner, case study 8)
Another sometimes controversial area of development where landowners were
receptive to ideas was in the field of renewable energy but only if the economics of
the projects were viable:
“I think one has to be open-minded about these things and I personally am a
very strong advocate of not using the world’s resources and shipping them
from one part of the world to another and all that kind of thing. So if and
when the technology [for alternative energy sources for residential heating]
and the price is right, then we will strike and we will use it, but at the moment
it is not there yet.” (Landowner, case study 6)
Those estates that have embarked on renewable energy projects are probably more
driven by the financial gains or savings than they are by ideals of carbon reduction,
although this may be seen as a ‘win win’ opportunity.
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9.4.15 Housing
A shortage of affordable housing in rural areas was listed as a key challenge to social
sustainability in Section 5.3. Landowners trying to hire labour from outside the
immediate area are faced with having to find housing for them. Employees are often
at the mercy of their employers as far as housing is concerned, and some fare
considerably better than others:
“This is a farm steading that we have actually let. It used to be an employee’s
house. We have done up the other house for the shepherd.” (Landowner, case
study 7)
On one estate, an employee had been provided with a plot of land on which to build
his own home, providing an innovative ‘win win’ solution: releasing the existing
housing stock back to the employer and providing more security for the employee in
the long-term, and presumably gaining his loyalty.
Beedell et al. (2009) suggested that some landowners took it upon themselves to
address challenges such as this that would normally be left to the public sector. This
concept was reinforced in several of the case studies, for example:
“I tend to concentrate on the residential because there is a huge demand for
housing caused by retirement homes and holiday homes.” (Landowner, case
study 5)
However, it can be difficult to distinguish whether the development of housing is
motivated by financial gain or genuinely done to support the local community. For
example, the landowner of case study estate 2 was the only one to correlate positively
with Factor B2 (Social economic) in the Q-sort. This landowner has considerable
interest in developing residential property in the area but no interest in grouse
shooting. His interests and motivations are bound to be strongly influenced by the fact
that the future economic sustainability of his estate is dependent on residential and
commercial property development, an issue at the heart of social motivation.
Although his motives appear to be socially orientated, he may ultimately be driven by
economics. If the result is the same, it could be argued that the motive is irrelevant:
“The Rural Homes for Rent funding is a fantastic scheme, excellent but we
need more of it. Rented housing is what’s needed. Around here the idea of
affordable owner-occupied housing is a non-starter, because of the huge
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infrastructure costs, even with the grant, an accountant would take a look at it
and say forget it, why bother.” (Landowner, case study 2)
Most estate housing is not exploited to the full and is often ‘affordable’ by default,
usually as a result of lack of investment. Properties let on long-term leases command
particularly low rents, due to the poor condition of the fabric of the property and the
lack of investment in modern boilers, insulation, etc. It therefore appears that the
provision of new ‘affordable’ housing may be a by-product of harsh economics rather
than socially motivated:
“The old tenants will be moved to the new ‘affordable’ houses and we will
then renovate the old. The potential income from holiday letting might justify
the renovation work better than the existing [rental] rates.” (Landowner, case
study 2)
In other words, at the end of the process, there will be no more affordable housing
than there was to begin with, so the benefit to the community is limited to the
provision of new for old. It is also of interest that the landowner in case study 2 was
one of the younger landowners interviewed, corroborating Macgregor and Stockdale’s
(1994) findings that younger landowners were more likely to be more commercial and
involved in development.
Not all landowners were motivated to provide new affordable housing, as some
thought it could be detrimental. On one of the estates visited, in a particularly remote
area, the landowner felt that the affordable housing was being used by city councils to
shift the responsibility for urban problem families and was denying real locals the
housing they needed:
“If you produce affordable housing you get undesirables in the community.”
(Landowner, case study 4)
Several landowners state that, in order to avoid unnecessary public spending, private
ownership should be exploited by facilitating more affordable sustainable
development by landowners:
“We now have the most expensive housing in Europe, and we do not have
nearly enough of it. In the public sector it is pretty poor quality, so it has been
an utter failure.” (Landowner, case study 5)
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“We are looking at building in [area] as a long-term plan to build 250 houses
over ten, twenty or even thirty years. We are working with developers, it is
allocated in the local plan and we have been working with [NGO] and they
have done good work in getting the local community and the local authorities
on board so instead of producing a standard box set up, which is what you see
everywhere, they have come up with something more imaginative, that people
can buy into.” (Land manager, case study 6)
The Rural Property Development Scheme (now superseded – see Section 5.1.6) aimed
to increase the supply of rented housing in rural areas by assisting projects that
improve or convert eligible empty properties for the provision of affordable rental
units (Scottish Government, 2004). The Rural Homes for Rent grant was particularly
popular with landowners, and was an economically efficient way of achieving higher
levels of affordable housing within the community:
“Doing the four houses in [village name] we will get £175,000 towards that.
That is a capital grant, and if you divide it by four, how else can the state
create four new homes for £45,000 each?” (Landowner, case study 5)
“We will be adding more than twenty [affordable housing] units over the next
five years which helps the local community by providing subsidised housing.
It also helps us as it provides a rent roll.” (Landowner, case study 5)
Not all landowners agreed on the concept of affordable housing, particularly where
there was a lack of infrastructure to support potential tenants:
“There are 200 houses in the local plan. They want a high percentage of those
to be affordable. You don’t need 120 affordable homes in a place like [name]
because there aren’t 120 jobs, there probably aren’t even fifty.” (Land
manager, case study 6)
“It has been suggested that we should let houses to the local authority. You
would if you knew who you were going to get, if it was going to be a local,
but you just don’t know who you might get. ... You find people shipped in
from Liverpool or somewhere by the DHSS. We had a [tenant], by the end of
the winter she had burnt all the furniture in the fireplace to provide heat.”
(Landowner, case study 8)
In other cases, there was some negotiation required to achieve a mutually acceptable
solution:
“We have managed to persuade the planners to remove the stigma of having a
restrictive condition saying that they can only be used for affordable housing
because we have entered in to a commitment with the Scottish Government to
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make these houses available for so many years. The longer you commit the
more money you get.” (Landowner, case study 5)
However, planners were not universally sympathetic and some applications for
affordable housing had not succeeded:
“We were successful in getting the grant [Rural Homes for Rent] funding but
not successful in getting the planning.” (Landowner, case study 2)
Another landowner was concerned that it was not possible to construct affordable
housing using environmentally sustainable materials and approaches, as these were
generally very expensive:
“Eco-housing is not a big thing because you can’t build it to rent it and get a
good return. It is diametrically opposed to more affordable housing.” (Land
manager, case study 10)
The definition of affordable housing confused some, and houses that fell well short of
modern standards were often tenanted at very low rents:
“I don’t think the government would call it affordable housing but we
certainly would because some of the rents we are charging these people are
very, very low. They are very affordable, some of the rents are £1,000 a year
and in one case we managed to get a pensioner to go the local authority and
get a rent rebate. As we are so far from places of work we can’t charge any
more. We are dealing with the local marketplace and the majority of folk are
on fairly low wages.” (Land manager, case study 6)
Keeping the existing housing stock in a fit state (in accordance with the complex
regulations) was challenging on some estates without the financial means to upgrade:
“The problem has always been to have sufficient funds to upgrade. ...
Keeping a roof on them is important.” (Landowner, case study 7)
“None of them [the estate cottages] have had any major money spent on them
since I have been here and so we rather fire fight when somebody shouts.”
(Land manager, case study 2)
Landowners noted the benefits to both the estate and the community of improvement
grants:
“If we were doing improvements without grants we would have to quadruple
the rents.” (Landowner, case study 2)
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“We have been utilising the private water supply grant recently which
provides £800 per house to upgrade a private water supply through the local
authority. It is quite a burden having to maintain them so the grant is quite
useful. It costs us a lot more than £800 to do the work but it is still helpful.”
(Land manager, case study 10)
Landlord and tenant issues
Adding to the challenge of achieving social sustainability is the law with respect to
tenants’ rights. Landowners were of the opinion that the current legal position made
the granting of long-term tenancies untenable, the tenants having been given a very
high level of security of tenure and in some circumstance, the ‘right to buy’:
“There was a very trigger-happy lawyer who is encouraging all his clients to
serve these notices (tenant’s right to buy) and I don’t blame them, they are quite
within their rights to do so.” (Land manager, case study 6)
“The law is so heavily weighted against the control that the landowner has on
any individual tenancy, a lot of tenants abuse their position. One farm, well
there are two actually, but one in particular is just an almighty scrap-yard ... it is
just a mess and there is absolutely no control.” (Landowner, case study 6)
However, most landowners and managers condemned the untidiness of some tenants
and locals (Figure 9-14):
“The story of the West Highlands is that it becomes some sort of uncontrolled
scrap yard”. (Landowner, case study 5)
“I particularly mind about the unsightliness of plastic on fences and rubber
tyres abandoned on the side of the road”. (Landowner, case study 6)
In many cases, the problem is beyond the control of the landowner:
“Every weekend there is a new burnt-out car or new load of builder’s rubble in
a gateway. This is an urban problem dumped on the countryside.” (Land
manager, case study 6).
One land manager explained that, in the case of tenant farmers with secure tenancies,
there is little a landowner can do to improve the situation, as removing a tenant was a
long and costly process with little hope of success. Another landowner added that
experience of this type of behaviour in tenants had put him off getting involved in
more affordable housing.
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Figure 9-14 Example of untidiness and pollution on a case study farm

Legislative measures put in place to protect tenants are having the effect of curtailing
future secure tenancies as few landowners are prepared to sign away their rights:
“We farm in hand. The lunacy of the legislation in Scotland of enfranchisement
rights is sort of old style 1970s hard left stuff. It is like Stalin’s Russia, so no,
we have a farming contract.” (Landowner, case study 5)
Butler & Winter (2008) provide a discussion relating to landowners in the same
situation in England. These constraints on the long-term letting of residential property
are leading to an increase in the creation of holiday lets wherever possible:
“If planning rules were relaxed, I think more holiday homes would be built.”
(Landowner, case study 7)
Short-term rentals are seen as an alternative to residential property letting. Some
landowners were keen to develop tourism, as it offered income for the estate:
“We are working on a chalet development at the moment which will generate
quite a bit of money. We are talking about twenty to thirty chalets and that is
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on tenanted farms so it is proving quite challenging because you have all sorts
of complicated issues relating to getting vacant possession ... and then there is
a dreadful thing called the tenant’s right to buy.” (Land manager, case study
6)
However, there were mixed feelings about the development of holiday homes; some
landowners were concerned that local communities were disappearing, as more
houses were bought by those looking for second homes:
“I remember coming up here in the 1950s and 1960s and everyone was local.
There is no local living here any longer.” (Landowner, case study 8)
“We wanted affordable housing in the village. Our original plan for
bungalows was to provide more housing for local people buying first houses…
With all the good little cottages around here selling as holiday cottages there is
nothing left for locals.” (Landowner, case study 8)
This section has highlighted the landowners’ concern for social issues within the
community. The fates of their local communities are very important and inextricably
tied to the sustainability of the estates. Social sustainability could be enhanced both
through proactive actions by estates, as addressed in Scottish Land and Estates’ recent
Landowners Commitment (SLE 2014), and by government policy that encourages
partnership working between private estate owners and external agencies to address
the challenges. This theme is discussed in greater depth in Glass et al. (2012).

9.5 Addressing the challenges
Section 6.1.1 discussed the possibility that if an estate was not economically
sustainable over the long term, this may lead to its sale. Some of the case study estates
visited were only marginally sustainable and very vulnerable:
“So long as we can continue and can afford a large double whisky and food to
go on the stove, we will sit it out for a bit longer.” (Landowner, case study 8)
On another case study estate where finances were perilous, potential environmental
sustainability was clearly undermined by a lack of on-the-ground management. The
grass was over-grazed, the heather was rank, and poor attempts had been made to
burn it. Standing trees were interspersed with wind-blown Sitka spruce that was of no
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use for anything other than firewood, and given its location, extraction of the wood,
even for that purpose, was not considered economically viable (Figure 9.15).
Figure 9-15 Windblown Sitka spruce

The grouse on this estate were seriously under threat from ticks and predation to a
point where they no longer produced an income, so keepering had almost ceased. In
the long-term, it is likely that estates such as this will be sold to a wealthy buyer who
can afford to support the estate, over and beyond its purchase price, from funds
acquired elsewhere. Failure to achieve economic sustainability does not signal the end
of an estate, but the end of the current landowner’s period of ownership. To date,
there have always been sufficient buyers to continue the cycle, despite the high land
prices in recent years. Many of these new buyers have used their money to contribute
positively to the environmental sustainability of their estates:
“I think, interestingly, the people who are more recent, certainly are more
conservation minded and I think I expected that.” (Landowner, case study 3)
However, not all recent buyers are motivated by their love of landscape or interest in
conservation, and where sport becomes the sole motivation it can be detrimental:
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“The traditional managers, of which I am one, are a bit nervous of what is
happening in the Angus glens. This new breed of single species orientated,
let’s destroy the deer, let’s destroy the hares, fence everything fully, driven by
incredibly rich men who are used to getting their own way, and telling their
people to do whatever it takes to get the grouse back and there are plenty of
people out there who will. …That is a very unfortunate move, but that is
where it is going. We have got to be very careful to try and get the balance
here.” (Anonymous land manager)
“There are a few different types of estate management going on. You get
traditional estate management, older money, and people are happy to go on
with medium input for medium return, and then you have got new money,
putting every single penny they can into it and really going at it with huge
amounts of equipment, staff, busing people in to heather burn, and really
going at it, looking for high returns, but no matter what is happening just now,
most estates are seeing a decline in grouse numbers.” (Land manager, case
study 10)
So in the long-term, economic failure constitutes a disaster for those personally
involved, but what about the environment and the social issues? The short-term lack
of investment is likely to be detrimental to both the environment and the community.
From an environmental perspective, failure to maintain habitat can bring about the
extinction of species, which may not be easily reversed with changing fortunes. For
example, instability of land ownership is stated by the Capercaillie LIFE Project
(2011a) to be one of the primary reasons for the decline in capercaillie numbers.
Similarly, a spiral of decline can lead to community breakdown and an abandonment
of rural areas that may be difficult to reverse. As discussed in section 6.1.4, longer
established landowners are more motivated to ensure social sustainability, so a high
turnover

of

wealthy,

economically

sustainable

environmentally-motivated,

landowners may not answer a community’s needs, although this was not shown to be
the situation on case study estate 11. On this estate, the new landowner had made a
point of employing individuals with families in an effort to create a community on the
estate and build the critical mass needed to sustain the local community services.
However on case study estate 5, also recently purchased, the workforce had been
brought in from much further afield. The contrast between these two estates highlights
the range of approaches of new landowners, suggesting that generalisations are
problematic.
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For many estates, economic sustainability, to minimise the risk of long-term
economic failure, was highest on the list of priorities. All the landowners interviewed
were risk-averse:
“Unless we could come up with a brilliant idea whereby we would be the
centre of some trading activity, which we haven’t yet come up with, we are
not going to go down that road. At the moment, without the trading position
that we are discussing, we are still up to here with administration, delegation
and responsibility, so if we were to take on something more we would have to
employ more people and that would involve more risk.” (Landowner, case
study 6)
On one case study estate, where the traditional estate management regime would
clearly not have been sustainable going forward in the long-term, an alternative model
of reducing the risks of bad years had recently been put in place. By dividing up and
treating the sporting interests as commercial rents and making the tenants liable for all
costs incurred on the land whilst retaining the status of a managing agent, this estate
has largely succeeded in minimising its annual fluctuations. This is not, however,
foolproof, as the loss of a tenant still gives rise to a potential shortfall. Models like
this, and syndication schemes akin to those used in high-risk enterprises like horse
racing, are attractive to the individual sportsman who may prefer not to take on the
onerous demands of owning an estate. It can work effectively to achieve economic
sustainability. It can enhance environmental sustainability through the standard
setting of the landowner as managing agent, whose staff can then work with
conservation organisations to ensure that the land is kept in good condition, striking a
balance between the needs of the sporting tenant and conservation interests. The funds
of the high-spending sporting guests contribute to the social sustainability of the area,
through both spending and the retention of employment.
Integration of the various estate activities was often a result of the landowner’s
motivation to increase sustainability and reduce risk:
“What we are trying to do is build as many pillars as we can. The ideal would
be, in risk management terms, that these individual silos of economic activity
in fishing or shooting and so on, would all contribute to the overall
sustainability of the whole, but the other feature which strengthens all of this
is that we are involved in what is often called multiple land management. ...
What I mean is that you can use these assets in isolation and get an income
return, but if you can link them together, in packages, they sustain each other.
For example, the highland lodge is linked to the sport as a package and it
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enables you to start to get above the sustainable economic level.” (Land
manager, case study 10)
But, as shown in section 6.2.1, a connected approach is not always obvious or easy
when working with the conflicting environmental issues:
“I don’t know how you pull it all together because there are so many
competing interests and activities and aspirations and restrictions, and that was
before the national park came along.” (Land manager, case study 6)
Several other landowners and managers expressed their frustration at dealing with the
many conflicting interests that needed to be considered to maintain or enhance
environmental sustainability:
“That [burning close to watercourses] is something that is currently under
discussion at the moment which the gamekeepers are going to find difficult. I
have said to the fish scientist that you have really got to put your case to let the
gamekeepers know why and I have mentioned it to the gamekeepers who have
said it is a disaster, an absolute disaster because they use the watercourses as a
stop. He has spent forty years doing that and he is not going to be happy when
he is told you have got to stay back. He needs to have it explained to him.”
(Land manager, case study 6)
Communication, education and information exchange are often the key to ensuring
that the best outcome is achieved for all stakeholders. By creating an understanding of
the aims and objectives behind specific policies, those on the ground are more likely
to accept changes:
“It is the job of the estate manager to make sure that there is a balance
between making sure the gamekeepers have their role laid out clearly, the
forestry people have theirs and the salmon people have theirs.” (Landowner,
case study 6)
Deer management is a specific example of how information and education have
helped many estates take action to minimise environmental degradation. Interviews
during the case study visits showed that many examples of knowledge transfer had
provided a basis for action by gamekeepers. Knowledge is not, however, the only
constraint; the financial implications are always present:
“It costs money to actually reduce deer numbers and as you do, you reduce
your income from red deer, ... you will lose some weeks of letting the lodge
and so it goes on. ... This is a long-term commitment, ... but it could be a
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long-term suicide route in terms of being financially sustainable.” (Land
manager, case study 10)
In this case, the various agencies came in to offer assistance with the costs and, after
some negotiation, the estate has been guaranteed financial support for the work it
carries out over ten years. Without this financial assistance, the landowner indicated
that the project would not have been possible:
“If you are constrained in any way it reduces your flexibility, opportunities
and one thing and another, and your willingness to do it. You say to hell with
that, you have got to make sure that our business is washing its face before we
even think about it and that is why, on the sustainability question, it has
always got to be remembered in relation to the whole.” (Landowner, case
study 10)
At a holistic level, the importance of landscape was acknowledged, both for the
landowner’s own benefit and for the benefit of the wider public.

Beyond that,

Scotland’s iconic scenery is intrinsic to the economic welfare of its rural areas:
“I think diversification is really important because we are not a museum.... but
there is a need to balance the needs of the local community with the pretty
picture tourists want to look at, because tourism is our main industry.” (Land
manager, case study 2)
On the case study estates that had been purchased, the interviews showed that new
buyers often prioritised the landscape and environmental issues to reverse a slide that
may have been caused by the financial predicament of their predecessors:
“I think the strategic aim is to make it back into a well-managed, tidy, active
highland estate.” (Landowner, case study 5)
“My priority is to see wildlife thrive, to see biodiversity in its real sense, but
you have to manage it.” (Landowner, case study 6)
Long-term continuation of the estate depends on many interlinked variables. It is
important to landowners that they support local businesses. Looking to the future,
estates are dependent on rural businesses, and it is in their interest to keep them
profitable. Whether this is because the local business offers a service or because it
pays rent for commercial premises, or even if it just adds to the critical mass of the
community, the inter-dependence of estate and community is vitally important to
achieving long-term social and economic sustainability.
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All the landowners and land managers interviewed felt undervalued by society for the
positive aspects of their work. In particular, they wanted the public to understand and
appreciate the importance of grouse shooting to both the rural economy and the many
wider conservation benefits which flow from the employment of gamekeepers:
“The money earned from stalking and the sale of venison is not sufficient to
pay the keepers’ wages, but what does, is the grouse ... If you simply rely on
venison, ... and if the grouse disappeared then we would have to reduce the
fifteen odd keepers employed to half a dozen at most because it just wouldn’t
be justified.” (Land manager, case study 6)
These landowners believed that sporting estates play a significant role in the
management of the Scottish uplands, creating attractive landscapes, ecological
diversity, economic inputs and employment - and therefore have much to contribute
to the future sustainability of Scotland
“Because for ... and the rest of the family, the intention is that they hand over
their assets to the next generation in as good if not better condition than they
received them. ... So we think in terms of sustainability for the long-term,
and the family are more interested in long-term sustainability than any
political party or national or local government or whatever.” (Land manager,
case study 10)
The landowners who had inherited their estates voiced a stronger sense of
responsibility to pass on the estate to heirs in a sustainable condition: a similar finding
to Munton (2009), who states that lifestyle occupiers do not hold the same long-term,
inter-generational time horizons as traditional family farmers.
One tool used for understanding a landowner’s views the future sustainability of
upland estates was to propose various scenarios to the interviewee and obtain their
comments, as described in Section 6.2 . These scenarios for the future of the Scottish
uplands correspond to those provided by Reed et al. (2009b) shown in Table 6-7. By
placing individual landowners’ views in the context of each of these four scenarios, it
is possible to uncover how landowners may react to different approaches to policy.
Shucksmith and Rønningen (2011, page 275) state that a “combination of extreme
pressures, high societal value and small farms’ resilience suggests upland areas may
be a promising site for alternative visions of the future to emerge”. Most landowners
were accepting of the need for change, and recognized a duty to take an
environmental approach to upland farming and sporting interests. However, they were
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sceptical about a future scenario that involved managed change for biodiversity. In
practice, they found that achieving a balance was not always easy:
“It is about getting the balance right and that is what we all argue about.”
(Estate manager, case study 6)
Table 7-11 also indicates that most of the landowners gave low priority to ‘Reduced
grazing pressure allows greater biodiversity’ or ‘More conservation work’ in the Qsort. One landowner was particularly sceptical of this scenario. He had hoped that
the current cross-compliance legislation would encourage at least one of his tenants to
become more environmentally aware, but despaired that there was no practical way in
which the legislation could be enforced, and that even the most damaging farmers in
Scotland were still in receipt of full subsidies. He suggested that stronger
environmental policy would need to be effectively reinforced on the ground, but there
is currently no mechanism in place for this.
Another barrier to biodiversity is the intensity of grazing, discussed in Section 9.4.7,
and, although the landowners interviewed were controlling both sheep and deer
numbers, it was evident that there was little in the way of financial incentive to reduce
the density of grazing species, as pointed out by Taylor (2009).
It is notable that the most environmentally motivated estate visited did not claim any
subsidies and therefore would be unaffected by shifts in policy. Table 8-5 indicates
that the most environmentally-motivated landowners were not dependent on their
estates for income; in fact, these estates were not economically viable. It follows
therefore that these landowners would not be motivated by stronger fiscal policies
aimed towards the environment. The estates whose environmental motives were
secondary were economically viable; although the landowners were not dependent on
their estates for income, they may be more influenced by a stronger environmental
policy agenda. Such an agenda would be particularly motivating to those correlating
with Factor C2 (Supported economic) for whom government support was important,
and environmental issues were secondary to economic motivations.
When questioned, all the landowners interviewed opted for a future under the scenario
of ‘Business as usual’. Even the case study 5 landowner, who showed the strongest
environmental motivation in the Q-sort, was keen that government policy continued
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to support agriculture as its primary objective. This corroborates Elands and
Praestholm’s (2008) research that showed a landowner preference for a local society
sustained by the agricultural sector.
The largest number of case study landowners correlated with Factor A2 (Independent
economic) on the Q-sort, which stressed the importance of ‘Improved farming prices’
and ‘financial viability without subsidies’. Discussions with the landowners suggested
that this is because they fear that the agricultural subsidies will be withdrawn and
therefore they need to become economically sustainable in the long-term without
them. This may be beneficial to the environment:
“Without subsidies, farming would become less intensive.” (Landowner, case
study 5)
Others expressed reservations whether continuing to run the estate for traditional sport
would be possible in the long-term:
“I personally do not think there is a future for grouse, for various reasons.”
(Landowner, cases study 4)
This begs the question: ‘What are the alternatives?’
When presented with the four different scenarios, most landowners were unable to
visualise an alternative to ‘Business as usual’, although they were aware that future
support for agriculture might be limited. The landowners were unanimous in their
belief that the land needs to be ‘Managed for biodiversity’ rather than abandoned
(discussed in Section 9.4.8), and neither were they keen on the re-introduction of
species that were viewed as a natural extension of re-wilding. Although most
landowners accepted that some form of ‘Diversification’ might be necessary to
survive financially, they also expressed concern that this could contribute to the
degradation of the environment.
The lack of enthusiasm for any of the alternative future scenarios on the part of the
case study landowners could be viewed as apathetic, or traditional conservatism by
more forward-thinking protagonists of change. However, several landowners
reiterated, over the course of the interviews, that a long-term view was behind much
of the apparent inaction on the part of estates. This was summed up by one land
manager:
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“The long-term vision of an estate like this means that you don’t have to do it
all in a hurry because the raw materials are still there. There is no rush. Sadly,
a lot of businesses in the ‘80s were of the view, let’s get it done as quickly as
possible and make as much money as you can in the short term because
tomorrow we die. Tomorrow the place doesn’t die.” (Land manager, case study
6)
In terms of a Scottish upland estate, changes happen slowly. Landowners on these
estates are traditional and conservative, an approach that may help to ensure the
upland landscape, often dominated by purple heather, remains for generations to
come. In addition, landowners are now supported with knowledge and incentives to
provide high levels of biodiversity to enable them to ensure land management is more
inclusive rather than exclusively for the benefit of grouse.
A universal criticism from all landowners was that all areas of government policy
were plagued by excessive bureaucracy:
“I think the most helpful thing that could be done to increase sustainability
would be to reduce the bureaucracy.” (Landowner, case study 7)
The survey asked landowners “What do you believe are the main constraints/barriers
to sustainability on your estate?” Many landowners listed bureaucracy. On all estates,
it was a major issue, often creating a ‘why bother’ attitude.
Another similar issue was the lack of longevity of policies:
“In essence, you plan, you think you have planned for the future and made
allowances, probably to over-fund for the predicted problem, and then there
are other things which come in to it like the government screw-up of pensions,
or they give you this for political reasons and everything else. That is
precisely what happened.” (Landowner, case study 10)
Although there was plenty of evidence on the case study estates of integration
between government departments leading to more ‘joined-up thinking’, areas
explored in this chapter highlight some of the issues that still remain to be addressed:
“The commercial element is one factor, but we have all sorts of other factors
as responsible managers and one of these things will be imposed on us if don’t
actually manage it voluntarily ourselves.... I would rather do it voluntarily
than have it legally imposed.” (Landowner, case study 6)
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Most landowners wish to see issues resolved through more interaction between
stakeholders, rather than through regulation. Although they acknowledge that
regulation is required as a back-stop, they regarded the ‘right to roam’ law as an
example of a heavy-handed approach; most felt it was completely unnecessary.
Table 9-1 draws on data provided in Section 8.3 and summarises the meanings that
landowners placed on each of these facets of sustainability during interviews and their
views on how this could be achieved. The table also summarises the challenges to
sustainability discussed in this chapter.

Table 9-1 Summary of landowners’ perceptions of sustainability
Aspect of
sustainability

Landowners’ perceptions

Economic

Meaning

Sufficient funds generated to cover expenditure in the short-term,
but also need an internal or external source of funds to cover
repairs and other capital expenditure

How to
achieve

Grouse stood out as primary source of income for many. Schemes
to minimise risk, through either innovative leasing or
diversification of activities.

Challenges

Sale of land or property, unless used wisely in consolidating
assets, may lead to a reduction in estate sustainability.

Meaning

Mainly seen in terms of grouse, deer and salmon, but with an
appreciation of the knock-on effects on other species of
maintaining habitat and reducing tick numbers.

How to
achieve

Investment in keepering is seen as key.
Reduction in deer numbers.

Challenges

Spiral of decline may be irreversible in terms of species loss

Meaning

Successful tenants lead to healthy rent roll
quality sport attracts wealth to the local community

How to
achieve

Co-operation with existing tenants, facilitation of new businesses
and use of innovative leasing arrangements

Challenges

Lack of funds for investment in housing and commercial activity
Lack of willingness to diversify

Environmental

Social

High-

The landowners who appear to be achieving long-term sustainability are those who
take a holistic approach, addressing all three pillars of economic, environmental and
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social sustainability. Table 9-1 indicates that to achieve economic sustainability
requires a balanced view, minimisation of risk, and an innovative approach.
Economic sustainability allows the estate to invest in the environment without
recourse to external funds, thereby enhancing environmental resilience. But to be
sustainable in the long-term, an estate needs to take the time to invest in the
community to achieve the mutually beneficial goal of community sustainability.

10 Conclusion and recommendations
This cross-disciplinary study, with its roots in land economy, has been part of a larger
project to consider how upland estates may contribute to a sustainable future for the
uplands of Scotland. By way of introduction and in order to place this study of private
landowners in context, Chapter 2 outlined the importance of Scotland’s uplands and
explained the significance of private landownership within them.
In the light of the significant roles played by these private landowners, it is important
for the Scottish Government and other stakeholders to have an understanding of the
landowners’ motives and priorities if they wish to encourage them to engage in the
process of ensuring sustainable management of the uplands. Following a review of
past work, particularly MacMillan et al. (2009), Higgins et al. (2002), MacGregor and
Stockdale (1994), Armstrong and Mather (1983) and Armstrong (1985), Chapter 3
identified gaps and weaknesses in the literature showing that previous research is
inconsistent and out-of-date and offers limited explanation of the underlying motives
and priorities of landowners. In particular, the extent to which economic motives
underpinned landowners’ decision-making remained unclear.
In order to understand the priorities of private landowners better and to enable policy
makers to use the information obtained, it was considered important to consider
landowners’ priorities in light of the challenges to sustainability encountered on
upland estates (explored in Chapter 5).
The methodology chosen to fulfil the objectives of this study is made up of three
overlapping elements described in Chapter 6:


Landowner survey sent to owners of multifunctional upland estates of more
than 2000 hectares;
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Q-methodology based on the survey responses and undertaken on the case
study estates;



Case study interviews on eleven estates chosen from the survey respondents to
represent a cross-section of landowner types.

A summary of the extent to which this study has met each of the objectives set out in
Chapter 4 is provided in the following two sections.

10.1 Landowner motives and priorities
As explained above, in order to fill the gaps outlined in the existing literature detailed
in Chapter 3 on landowner motives and priorities, the following objectives were
defined in Chapter 4:
To explore the range of motives of landowners in upland Scotland and gain an
understanding of their priorities for the future management of their estates:


Landowner motives for ownership



The impact of residence and inheritance on landowner motives



Landowner priorities for estate management

The literature in Chapter 3 indicated that motives accumulate, rather than one
superseding another, forming a hierarchy that is climbed over time as each goal is
achieved (Gasson & Errington 1993; Ilbery 1983). The discussion of the results
provided in Chapter 8 (particularly Table 8-1) reveals that, for many Scottish upland
landowners, the intrinsic motive is often paramount, usually expressed as a sense of
duty or love of place that goes beyond physical aims of self-fulfilment that represent
the top tier of the hierarchy suggested by Maslow (1954). The more expressive
motives representing personal ambition, often appearing as dominant motives in
previous surveys (see Table 3-1) – including an interest in field sports, farming or the
environment also featured highly – but these were combined with intrinsic motives
for all but three of the case study landowners (Table 8-1). Only one of the case study
landowners gave a singular instrumental reason for ownership in the survey (income),
and the interview showed that his motives also include intrinsic motives (love of
place).

319

The conclusion that can be drawn from these findings is that, although most of these
landowners demonstrate strong economic priorities, they are not striving solely for
these instrumental goals, to provide an income or financial security. Some landowners
are motivated by personal ambitions, the expressive goals; many more are motivated
by the more powerful intrinsic motives, including a sense of duty and attachment to
place as described by McKee (2013), MacMillan (2009) and Denman (1965).
Errington and Gasson (1994) suggested that the nature of a farm business could only
be understood in the context of the family that operates it. With this in mind, the case
studies were chosen to represent different ownership types: resident/absentee and
inherited/purchased (Section 6.2.2). Tables 8-1 and 8-2, showing the dominant
motives of the case study landowners, suggest fewer intrinsic motives amongst those
who had purchased their estates. Further analysis of the survey results (Table 8-3)
revealed that intrinsic motives become stronger over time, as found by others
(MacGregor & Stockdale 1994; Gasson and Errington 1993), and taking over from
the more ‘selfish’ expressive motives that represent personal ambition.
The patterns emerging from the survey data suggested that, although the fact that a
landowner was resident on their estate for most of the year, or not, had little impact on
his motives for purchase or retention of the estate, the strength of family ties to the
estate was significant in understanding landowner motives for continued ownership.
Landowners whose families had owned their estate for more than 100 years all
displayed dominant intrinsic motives. In comparison, no landowners who had owned
the estate for less than 25 years showed intrinsic motives, compared with only 44% of
those owned for 26-49 years, and 63% of those owned for 50-100 years. This shows a
strong association between multi-generational ownership and a dominance of intrinsic
motivations that has not previously been explored.
Chapter 8 also looked at the economic, environmental and social priorities for
management, comparing the survey results with the Q-sort factor for each case study.
Similar to Miller et al. (2009), the survey results showed that economic priorities were
paramount on estates that supported the landowner financially (Section 8.3.1),
although these priorities could not be entirely isolated from environmental and social
issues. This highlights the fact that using this tripartite analysis involves an artificial
separation of the axes which, in reality, are intertwined (see further discussion in
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Section 10.3). This supports the literature discussed in Section 3.3.1 (MacMillan et al.
2009; MacGregor & Stockdale 1994; MacGregor 1988; Armstrong 1980) that
suggested this was particularly the case on agricultural rather than purely sporting
estates. For example, the results of the Q-sort (Tables 7-11 and 7-12) showed that
economic issues were a strong priority for most case study estate landowners. Those
whose incomes were based on farming, either in-hand or indirectly through
agricultural rents, aligned with Q-sort factors A2, independent economic (positive
attitudes) or C2, supported economic (more pessimistic attitudes).
Both MacGregor (1988) and Armstrong (1980) indicated that wealthy non-resident
landowners of purely sporting estates were less concerned with the economic aspects
of their estates. Similarly, in this study the strongest economic priorities were found
among the landowners who relied on their estate’s activities to provide an income
(Table 8-4). Resident landowners were more likely to be economically dependent on
their estates and hence showed stronger economic priorities for their estates than
absentee landowners. These Q-sort results were supported by survey results (Figure 82); however, potential for comparing these findings with the previous literature in this
area is limited, as the previous surveys detailed in Table 3-1 do not explain the results
or provide a comparable analysis of motive by landowner type.
One case study landowner who was resident and had inherited his estate, but was not
economically dependent on it, gave a higher priority to social issues. Of the owners of
estates that were economically-driven, most placed social priorities above the
environment in the Q-sort. Social motives appear to be engendered through long-term
involvement with the community and hence were strongest on inherited estates
(Section 8.3.3), whereas environmental priorities were a strong feature of purchased
estates with no requirement for the estate to produce an income (Section 8.3.2).
Like the Q-sort, the survey results revealed significant differences between
landowners of purchased and inherited estates in terms of the factors influencing
estate management. Figure 8-1 highlighted the greater priority given to environmental
factors by those who had purchased their estates, as opposed to the economic and
social priorities of the inherited landowners.
Chapter 8 therefore concluded that time and money have significant impacts on
private landowners’ priorities for estate management:
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The fundamental management priority that underpins all the estates was
economic. Only when the economic position of the estate was secure would
other issues be considered to any significant extent.



Environmental priorities are most evident on purchased estates that do not
have economic constraints.



Time - length of family ownership - creates strong ties and increases social
motives. An increased sense of duty comes with longevity of tenure and
underpins a greater commitment to social priorities affecting the local
community.

Alongside the Q-sort and survey results, the case study interviews provide a more
detailed understanding of the results and indicate that, although most private
landowners have strong economic priorities, they are not primarily profit-maximisers
and therefore, once fundamental economic stability is achieved, the landowner is
likely to pursue other priorities. On many estates, landowners were clearly trying to
balance various priorities; several case study estates show evidence of the application
of ‘satisficer’ principles recognised by Gasson (1993) and Armstrong (1980) and
discussed in Section 3.2. This was particularly evident on the larger inherited estates
where there was a clear demonstration of landowners taking a paternalistic role.
Similarly, Spencer (1997), in his study of landowners in Northumberland, explains
that long-established landowners are often satisficers who regard themselves as
paternalists balancing wealth creation with social obligations. Murdoch et al. (2003)
also discusses how paternalism remains an important aspect of landownership, with
landowners evolving to taking a local role in shaping rural areas. The results of this
study suggest that the most sustainable estates are therefore likely to be those where
the landowners balance their priorities and make decisions based on the satisficer
concept to fulfil multiple goals in accordance with the views expressed by Elkington:
“We need to bear in mind that it is not possible to achieve a desired level of
ecological or social or economic sustainability separately without achieving at
least a basic level of all three forms of sustainability simultaneously.
Increasingly we think in terms of a triple bottom line focusing on economic
prosperity, environmental quality and social justice” (Elkington 1999: 75)
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10.2 Challenges to sustainability
In order to consider the impact of landowner motivation on land management,
Chapter 4 outlined a further aim of this research:
To identify the challenges to estate sustainability and obtain landowners’ views
on how these can be addressed:


Landowner perception of challenges to sustainability



Landowner views on how these challenges can be addressed

Chapter 3 explained that decision-making is not based entirely or exclusively on
empirical reality but on an individual’s perception of reality (Kings & Ilbery, 2010)
and therefore Chapter 9 explored landowners’ perceptions of sustainability before
moving on to consider the challenges faced by upland estates. When questioned, most
landowners either provided a textbook definition of sustainability comparable to
Elkington (1997) or the Brundtland Commission (WCED 1987), or concentrated on
the economic aspects of it, again suggesting the fundamental economic underpinning
of the concept of a ‘sustainable’ estate.
The discussion in Chapter 9 began with a brief review of the challenges to
sustainability, divided between each of three pillars of sustainability in line with the
literature discussed in Chapter 5, before moving on to consider various topics
individually. Table 10-1 summarizes some of the positive outcomes of case study
landowners prioritising each of the three aspects of management. Clearly, the
prioritisation of one aspect can lead to challenges to sustainability in other areas, as
expressed by landowners on those estates.
As explained above, the results of the survey and the Q-sort shown in Table 8-4
indicate that the strongest priority is given to economic issues where the landowner is
resident and takes an active part in the day-to-day business of the estate. This often
leads to an increase in entrepreneurship, diversified activities and more productive,
high-value farming. Landowners in this category have a tendency to view
sustainability primarily in short-term monetary terms. Retaining a robust grouse
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population and good quality deer herds is considered to be of paramount importance
by such landowners (Section 9.1.4), as grouse shooting was often the primary source
of income. This supports the findings of MacMillan et al. (2009) who reported that
97% of landowners listed ‘Sporting interests’ as very important. Unfortunately,
MacMillan et al. (2009) did not distinguish between the importance of sport as a
source of income or economic imperative and sport for its own sake (personal selffulfilment), although the significant benefits of sporting income are recognised in
their commentary.
Table 10-1 Summary of positive and negative outcomes of economic,
environmental and social landowner priorities for management
Landowner
priorities

Positive outcome found on case study
estates

Challenges to sustainability
arising on those estates

Economic

Leads to an increase in entrepreneurship,
diversified business activities, and more
productive farming.

Lack of funds can hinder
consideration of social issues as
landowners seek short-term gains
from development.
Asset exploitation may also be
detrimental to the environment.

Environmental

Increase in quality of habitats and
species diversity, provided conservation
work is not overly species-selective.
Aesthetic improvements in landscape
and reduced pollution.

A strong environmental stance can
lead to protectionism which causes
intended or unintended exclusion of
people; a lack of commercial
development or housing can cause
breakdown of community and a
spiral of decline.

Social

Partnership working provides impetus
for social cohesion and resilience.
Estates can help to provide the core
population needed to sustain community
functions such as schools, post offices
and transport links.

Expansion of employment
opportunities and housing can have
a negative impact on landscape and
ecology.

Since the mid 19th century, the economy of the Scottish uplands has benefited from
the wealth of landowners and their sporting guests. The Fraser of Allander Institute
(2010) estimated that grouse shooting contributed £23.3 million to GDP, an increase
from £17 million in 2001. Most of the landowners interviewed in this study saw the
future sustainability of their estates as intrinsically linked to grouse shooting, as this
provided the economic foundation for everything else. Consequently, the landowners
with economic priorities viewed any threat to field sports as a serious challenge to
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sustainability, in terms of not only economics, but also investment in maintenance of
the environment and the communities supported by the income the industry generates;
a similar finding to that of McMorran (2009).
Doubts about the future of field sports also led to an interest in diversified activities in
order to spread the financial risk (Section 9.4.3). This economically-driven
landowners perceived a lack of funds to cover large items of expenditure, fund repairs
or pay Inheritance Tax as a particular challenge (Section 9.4.4). Where a sale of land
or property was necessary, they were concerned that this may lead to a reduction in
the long-term economic sustainability of the estate (Table 9-1). They also expressed
concern that the exploitation of assets through diversification or development may be
detrimental to the environment, supporting the concerns expressed by Glass et al.
(2013c). As discussed by McKee (2013), economic constraints meant that a lack of
investment in residential housing was a challenge to social sustainability (Section
9.4.16). Thus, a lack of funds hinders consideration of environmental and social
issues beyond those funded by grant income or incidental to other activities such as
grouse shooting. Economically-driven landowners felt that the competitive nature of
grants was not helpful, and complained about the lack of transparency and the high
level of bureaucracy (Section 9.4.5).
The landowners interviewed stated that they believed that an agricultural solution to
the issues of economically sustainable land management in upland Scotland may not
exist. Landowners expressed concern that the economic outlook for farming in the
uplands was bleak (Section 9.4.2) with agricultural incomes remaining low, as
reported by Waterhouse et al. (2011). However, the CAP still holds the key to
incentivising economically motivated landowners to provide public goods (Hart et al.,
2011).

Strengthening of the rules for GAEC to encompass a wider range of

environmental and public benefits alongside stronger enforcement measures would
increase its impact as a motivational driver. At the same time, these landowners
believed that the contributions they make to environmental management should be
better appreciated through schemes that recognise the benefits of farming and
gamekeeping in managing upland estates for cattle, sheep, deer, grouse and salmon
alongside wildlife species in concert with public interests such as recreation,
landscape values and clean water. Such schemes may lead to increased uptake as
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landowners are more likely to adopt options consistent with their circumstances, as
suggested by Hodge & Reader (2010).
Interestingly, one landowner pointed out that it was only ‘the gun’ that differentiates
private estates from charitable ones, describing his shooting parties as ‘excursions’:
“We should set ourselves up as a charity. We put all our money into trying to
bring back grouse, trying to protect deer and other wildlife. We do
‘excursions’ into the hills so people can see all these things. We should be
applauded as a charitable organisation.” (Landowner, case study 4)
This quote expresses the frustration of most of the landowners interviewed - that they
feel unappreciated by the general public for the contribution of private estates to
maintaining the uplands of Scotland.
The only landowners to place environmental priorities above all else were absentee
landowners who had purchased their estates (Table 8-5), supporting the proposition
discussed in Section 2.2.4 (particularly Armstrong 1986) that only wealthy
individuals, earning high incomes elsewhere, can afford to purchase estates and have
sufficient funds to cover on-going costs rather than relying on profitability. These
landowners were not constrained by the economic limitations facing many others.
Their motives for ownership were based on expressive motives: personal ambition to
achieve environmental goals. They could also be distinguished from the long-standing
estates whose owners’ motives were more intrinsic and duty-based. Investment on
these estates had led to an increase in quality of habitats and species diversity, with an
emphasis on protected species (Section 9.4.10). Aesthetic improvements in landscape
and reduced pollution were also evident, as investment in infrastructure used modern
environmentally-sensitive techniques. The landowners on these estates were not
economically constrained and therefore not motivated by grants and subsidies. It
follows that it would be difficult to recommend that financial support for the
environment should be detached from agricultural production, as discussed in Section
5.1.5, as this could lead to considerable payments to those estates that are least in
need of funding.
The results of the case studies indicate that only the landowners prioritising economic
issues are incentivised to negotiate the complex, competitive and bureaucratic
conservation grant system that is currently in place. With approximately 1.5 million
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hectares in Scotland not registered for SFP (Buchan et al., 2010) there is cause for
concern that the Scottish Government’s policies may lack influence in the uplands.
With more landowners moving away from an agricultural basis of production, and the
disincentive to create new farming tenancies, this influence may reduce further as
more land is withdrawn from the CAP and new landowners find themselves stripped
of their involvement, as entitlements are dissociated from ownership. Going forward,
linking CAP funding to ‘management’ of the land rather than ‘farming’ would ensure
the widest reach for its environmental schemes – but may lead to further land being
removed from agriculture.
Even on the estates with the most environmentally motivated landowners in this
study, the concept of re-wilding (Brown et al., 2011) was not considered to be a
viable option. Nevertheless, on the estates where the landowner prioritised the
environment, landscape and wildlife were more important than social issues and
therefore there was a risk that people may become excluded (Section 9.4.15). These
estates failed to recognise or acknowledge a community beyond the estate’s legal
boundaries and therefore took no conscious role in ensuring the sustainability of local
communities.
Most case study landowners who did not prioritise the environment expressed a
preference for an agriculturally-based future whilst still, at least in part, embracing the
concept of ‘managed change for biodiversity’. Raised awareness of environmental
issues has led to landowners taking more responsibility for reduced grazing levels
(Section 9.4.7) and other adaptations of behaviour to facilitate increased biodiversity.
As already discussed, the main constraint to environmental sustainability was
expressed in terms of the economic requirements to produce an income. Expenditure
on conservation measures, beyond those undertaken in the usual course of land
management for sport, was only possible where funding was available either from
private sources or from grant funding. However, projects such as pond creation,
principally to enhance habitat for wildlife, were seen on several case study estates.
The strongest social priorities were shown by the landowners of inherited estates
(Table 8-6). On these estates, partnership working provides impetus for social
cohesion and resilience. These estates help to provide the core population needed to
sustain community functions such as schools, post offices and transport links. The
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lack of affordable property and of appropriate development in these rural areas was
seen by some landowners as constraints to the social sustainability of the estate
(Section 9.4.16). However, more positively, although these estates often had very
limited funding for new ventures, they were willing to work with the community to
find solutions. LEADER and other SRDP Pillar Two initiatives emphasise the
paradigm of partnership and participation at all levels (see also McKee 2013). The
policy commitment to agricultural protection has moved to a commitment to the
preservation of rural society and, in particular, the retention of people in rural areas,
encompassing policy challenges of overcoming rural issues such as affordable
housing and limited employment (Scottish Government 2011a). Landowners hoped
that these bottom-up policies would encourage innovation and action, and some were
actively developing more imaginative ways of working with the local community to
find solutions, as discussed in Section 9.4.14. However, although on some of these
estates there was a risk that development would have negative environmental impacts,
extremes of extensive diversification and commercialism were considered to be
equally undesirable by these landowners, an opinion unchanged from those found by
Armstrong (1980) and Macmillan et al. (2009).
As discussed above (Section 10.1) retaining resident and inherited landowners would
therefore appear to be an important ingredient in building long-term resilient
communities in the Scottish uplands. These established landowners, with intrinsic
motives, exhibit strong concern for and involvement in the social sustainability of
rural areas. Challenges to the long-term tenure of landowners could therefore threaten
the sustainability of rural communities. Issues such as those surrounding residential
and agricultural lettings act as disincentives to encouraging the granting of long-term
tenancies. Landowners also stressed concerns over the emphasis on protection of the
environment within the planning authorities, in line with views expressed by
Shucksmith (2010) and Rohde (2004). Lack of local flexibility and understanding,
combined with bureaucracy, are not only seen as constraints to the social
sustainability of upland estates, but will also be detrimental to the resilience of upland
rural communities (Section 9.4.15).
Landowners’ views reinforced the need for a light-touch approach, which is also
highlighted in the Scottish Government’s Land Use Strategy (2011c):
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“To influence behaviour in the way you want without being heavy-handed.”
(Landowner, case study 3)
The case study landowners expressed concerns similar to those of Cooke (2008), who
suggested that appreciation of the contribution of Scottish estates to the sustainability
of upland Scotland has been limited to those within the industry. Communicating the
benefits offered by private landownership to policy-makers and the wider public may
help to overcome many of the prejudices and misconceptions of the past. Landowners
felt that it was important for the policy-makers to embrace the position and power of
Scottish landowners and accept their role in rural decision-making:
“We see ourselves as enablers of government policy.”
(Landowner, case study 10)
In order to address the challenges to sustainability facing upland estates, the case
study landowners stressed the importance of Government policy-makers engaging
more effectively with landowners who are making decisions about land use on their
estates.

10.3 Limitations and recommendations for further work
As explained in Chapter 4, it is important to appreciate the limitations of the tripartite
analysis used throughout this study. This approach was justified in order to analyse
and understand landowners’ priorities and to select case studies, but in reality,
economic, environmental and social issues intertwine and interact. A more holistic
approach to the various challenges to sustainability was therefore employed in the
latter part of Chapter 9, but the discussion surrounding landowners’ priorities in
Chapter 8 provides useful insight that would otherwise be missed.
One element of this study was a survey of a substantial number of Scotland’s upland
landowners. However, as explained in Chapter 7, one or more types of landowner
may have been unwilling to take part and therefore did not contribute to the survey
results. Section 7.2 explained that difficulties were also encountered in the choice of
case studies, leading to the conclusion that certain types of landowner did not wish to
come forward to take part as a case study - although it may be that some types are
unlikely to exist at all (Figure 7-14).
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Although the case studies include a sample of only 11 landowners, the use of Q
methodology to carry out a systematic study of the subjective views of landowners on
future priorities for their estates ensured that this provided valid results. Using an
inversion of factor analysis, the 34 ‘priorities’, represented by cards based on a list of
priorities given by survey respondents (the concourse), make up the population
against which the case study landowners’ views, the variables, were correlated to
produce a limited number of distinct viewpoints. Stephenson (1953), Brown (1980),
Thomas and Baas (1992), and Exel and Graaf (2005) show that a well-structured Qsample will reveal these distinct viewpoints. However, as explained above, certain
classes of landowner were unavailable for this study. It would therefore be interesting
and useful to carry out similar research including landowners within the missing
categories (Figure 7-14). It is possible that these elusive landowners could provide an
additional ‘Q Factor’ or viewpoint.
The Q-sorts were completed during each case study visit and the statistical analysis
was not carried out until after all of the case study visits had been completed. Thus,
while profiles for each of the Factors emerging from the Q-sorts were compiled from
the data gathered on those visits, they could perhaps have been enhanced further by
discussion with each of these case study landowners in full knowledge of the overall
Q-sort results, in order to build a more complete picture of each Factor.
The term ‘sustainability’ encompasses a very wide spectrum of issues and this work
has merely touched the surface of many of them. There are therefore many areas
where further study of landowners’ priorities and the challenges to sustainability,
relating to individual areas of interest, could be undertaken as outlined in the
following paragraphs.
Given that economic motivation was found to be paramount on many estates, this area
should be given priority. Two particular aspects where there was a paucity of
literature were:


The impact of Inheritance Tax on the long-term economic sustainability of
estates (following Hill & Blandford 2007).



The implications of the current landlord/tenant legislation for the future of hill
farming in upland Scotland (see also Winter 2009)
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A breakdown and analysis of the recipients of CAP funding by geographic area, if
such information was available, would be particularly interesting. It would be helpful
to understand the levels of CAP funding, the rate of take-up of the various schemes,
and the categories of funding that are ultimately received by private landowners
resident in upland areas, as opposed to institutional landowners, those involved in
lowland farming, or those not managing land at all. Findings on the levels of funding
received for upland areas on the case study estates suggest that it is likely that the
amounts of CAP funding received by private upland estate landowners as a whole
represents only a relatively small proportion of total CAP funding in Scotland.
Landowners were particularly concerned that their public image was distorted in this
respect; only by completing such analysis would it be possible to demonstrate the
actual situation.
Another topic for study would be to develop an understanding of the impacts of
landowner values on environmental land management, and in particular, the effect of
gender on the instigation of conservation work, following the work of Stern et al.
(1993).
Extension of the study to include lowland areas of Scotland or other upland areas
beyond Scotland would also be possible areas for future research, as the parameters of
this study were pre-specified as part of a larger project focused on the uplands. Whilst
this research specifically targeted owners of large estates in the uplands of Scotland,
the methodology could be used in future to uncover the motives and priorities of
landowners with holdings of various sizes across all parts of Scotland and beyond.
Further research could be used to highlight differences between lowland landowners,
often predominantly interested in farming, and the upland sporting landowners in this
research. Many of the same principles apply to lowland landowners although they are
perhaps more likely to display motivations in line with the English farmers discussed
by Gasson and Errington (1993), as their land will be predominantly agricultural
rather than sporting.
Beyond the specified parameters of this research, further investigation into the
motivations and priorities of landowners across various geographical and social
landscapes would enhance understanding of how and why decisions are made that
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affect rural areas. This study was designed to focus on landowners of large upland
sporting estates, but equally the land management decisions of tenant farmers and
crofters will have a significant impact on the environment. As land reform has
strengthened the rights of tenants, so the influence of the landowner has been
weakened and the tenants’ motives and priorities have become increasingly
significant. Scotland’s land management responsibilities are now very much divided
between the landlord and the tenant, making issues of economic, environmental and
social responsibility extremely complex.
The issue in the forefront of the minds of many of the landowners was clearly the
reduction in grouse numbers and the connection to high levels of ticks. Landowners
would welcome further research that could help them to reduce the tick burden for the
benefit of the grouse, other wildlife - and, with incidences of Lyme disease on the rise
in Scotland (Mavin et al., 2009), this would also benefit visitors.
The role of the gamekeeper in conservation would be a further interesting topic which
could help to address perceived divides between the roles of those working on private,
NGO and charitable estates. In many cases, the role of the gamekeeper on the private
estate may be more akin to that of a conservationist, as demonstrated by the keeper on
the estate in case study 11, whose tenure had spanned several very different
landowners. Many respondents felt that the public perception of the gamekeeper has
been damaged by the high profile given to cases of illegal persecution of birds of
prey, hence the animosity expressed by many of those surveyed and interviewed
towards the RSPB. There is no academic literature addressing the changing role of the
gamekeeper in the 21st century which could help to educate and inform the public and
other stakeholders about the key roles these individuals play with regard to the
management of estates and the implications for all aspects of the sustainability of the
uplands of Scotland.
Only through constant interaction with landowners can constructive feedback on
policy be provided. In conjunction with the other studies completed as part of the
‘Sustainable Estates for the 21st Century’ project, further work, including discussion
workshops and a booklet (Glass et al. 2012), has been carried out with landowners
and local communities to explore the benefits of engagement and joint working to
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meet the challenges for all stakeholders with an interest in the social and economic
aspects of the sustainability of Scottish upland estates.
The nature of this research meant that the landowners from the case study estates
volunteered to take part. Naturally this means that these landowners are more
proactive in their attitudes and, despite some reservations regarding confidentiality,
were more open to ideas and discussion. However, some landowners in Scotland are
less interested in engaging publicly with the issues discussed here; a major challenge
is finding ways of understanding these more elusive landowners.
Given that privately owned estates are likely to remain a significant piece of the
upland jigsaw for many decades to come, it is important to recognise their beneficial
potential and to understand the motivations influencing land management decisions,
so that all such estates can be enabled to play their part in contributing to the
economic, social and environmental well-being of the Scottish uplands.

10.4 Conclusion
The purpose of this research was to increase understanding of the priorities of the
owners of large private rural estates in the Scottish uplands and of their views on how
to address challenges to the sustainability of their estates. Private landowners make
significant decisions on land use, but available literature provides little insight into
why and how they make decisions. There is a clear gap in this literature, as it is outdated, inconsistent and offers limited explanation of landowners’ underlying
motivations and priorities. The diagrammatic representation (Figure 10.1) shows how
landowners’ motives and priorities are central to understanding the broad issue of
sustainability in upland Scotland.
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Figure 10-1 Diagrammatic representation of the gap in the literature
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The upper part of the diagram represents the wide field of knowledge that makes up
the existing cross-disciplinary discourse on sustainability. As discussed in both
Chapter 1 and Chapter 4, contributions to knowledge in this field come from a
diversity of sources, and there is a significant international body of literature from
which to draw information about various aspects of sustainability (for example,
Robertson 2014; Mulligan 2014; Blewitt 2014; Glass et al. 2013c). On a national
scale, some of this literature deals directly with the issue of sustainability in upland
Scotland as a whole (e.g. Glass 2013d), but much of it deals with the individual
themes relating to estate sustainability, such as environmental problems (for example,
Midgely and Price 2010, Warren 2009), social issues (for example, McKee 2012,
Mitchley et al. 2006, Fraser et al. 2006) or the economics of upland land use (for
example, Fraser of Allander 2010, Macmillan et al. 2009, Higgins et al. 2002).
Chapter 5 draws on this literature to identify many of the challenges commonly faced
by upland estate landowners with regard to each of these themes.
The extant literature does not explore how landowners in upland Scotland perceive
and prioritise the various challenges to sustainability and their views on how these
challenges can be addressed. The questionnaire, case studies and Q-sort presented in
this thesis address this shortcoming directly by asking landowners for their opinions
on the current issues that they face in their estate management. Chapter 9 discusses
how the case study landowners view each of these challenges. The results of the case
studies therefore represent an important contribution to knowledge, as much of the
previous research in this field has been limited to postal surveys, often completed by
land agents (for example, MacMillan et al. 2009; Higgins et al. 2002) or is based on
expert but second-hand opinion from professionals or academics (for example, see
Glass 2013d or Scotland’s Futures Forum 2009) rather than with the landowners
themselves. A key practical reason for this is that gaining direct access to these
private individuals has long proved to be notoriously difficult for researchers; the
owners’ agents and managers act as effective gatekeepers. The present research
successfully overcame this perennial challenge.
Central to the diagrammatic representation (Figure 10.1) is the need to understand
landowner motives and priorities for estate management. Although, as discussed in
Section 3.3.1, some studies in the field of Scottish estate management have
considered motives for purchase and retention of estates (MacMillan et al. 2009;
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MacGregor & Stockdale 1994; MacGregor 1988; Armstrong 1980), these studies
were not designed to consider how landowners’ motives and priorities would impact
on estate management and sustainability. Despite the considerable debate in the
literature on private land ownership and absentee landowners (discussed in Section
2.2), no previous study in Scotland considered the impact of residence or inheritance;
in fact, none of the academic literature penetrates into the landowner’s personal role
in engendering upland sustainability in Scotland. Armstrong and Mather (1983)
placed farming landowners into a continuum based on financial resources, but did not
seek to use the information for any purpose (Section 3.1). Other previous studies on
private estates in Scotland have focused on land ownership and land reform (for
example, Wightman 2010, MacMillan 2000), land use and environmental
management (for example, Warren 2009), economics (for example, Higgins et al.
2002) and game sport (for example, Macmillan et al. 2009) but none focused on
understanding the motives and priorities of the landowners themselves.
Looking beyond Scotland, there is a body of literature on rural development that
includes studies on the motivations of English farmers. For example, more than two
decades ago, Errington and Gasson (1994) suggested that the motivation of farmers
arises from values, beliefs and attitudes as well as class, culture and background; but
there have been no studies of this nature on Scottish landowners. Much of the more
recent rural development literature from the United Kingdom deals with themes of
entrepreneurship and diversification, rather than sustainability per se (for example
Bosworth and Atterton 2012; Shucksmith 2010). In addition, applying findings from
small English lowland farms to large Scottish upland estates would be inappropriate,
considering the striking differences of scale, land use and environment, and the fact
that many upland landowners are not dependent on, or even interested in, agriculture.
Furthermore, the importance of this gap in the literature is stressed by Slee et al.
(2014) who state that 'It is important to understand land manager preferences and
consider how these preferences impact on land use practices' (Slee et al. 2014 p.210).
The diagram illustrates how landowner motivations and priorities lead to decisions on
estate management. This combines diverse areas such as agriculture, field sports and
fishing, historic buildings, habitat conservation and community issues. There is no
international or theoretical body of literature that deals with estate management (i.e.,
the management of large, privately-owned rural estates) other than the Scottish
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literature mentioned above, perhaps because Scottish sporting estates are sui generis.
Nevertheless, how estates are managed undoubtedly affects not only the sustainability
of the estate itself but also the sustainability of the Scottish uplands as a whole.
In order to address the gap in the literature, a large-scale structured survey was
combined with Q methodology and case study interviews on 11 estates to investigate
the motives of their landowners. Although each of these landowners stated that they
did not foresee any major future changes on the estate, preferring to retain the status
quo, the q-sort was used to uncover patterns in the longer-term visions for the future
that were behind the landowners’ expressed motives. By forcing landowners to order
their priorities, the methodology revealed patterns in the data, highlighting the
differences between those landowners who were economically dependent and those
who were not.
This was the first application of Q-methodology to this specific field and it proved to
be a useful tool in analysing landowner motives. It facilitated a systematic comparison
of views across the case study estates, resulting in the discovery of emergent factors
which, when combined with case study interviews and survey results, provide
indicators of the strength of landowner motives concerning economic, environmental
and social sustainability issues.
Although some motivational drivers are difficult to address, this research considered
the more accessible factors of inheritance and residence. The final results show that
wealth was far more relevant than residence and is therefore represented in Figure
10.1. These findings represent an important contribution to knowledge about the
motives and priorities of landowners in upland Scotland. They indicate that most
private landowners have, by necessity, strong economic priorities, but that they are
not striving solely for monetary goals such as the instrumental goals of income or
financial security. Those on purchased estates were also found to be motivated by
personal ambitions such as expressive goals often linked to environmental priorities.
Conversely, on inherited estates, landowners are strongly motivated by intrinsic
motives, notably a strong sense of duty and attachment to place. In summary, time
and money clearly impact significantly on private landowners’ motives and priorities
for estate management:
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The fundamental priority underpinning estate management is economic; only
when the estate is financially secure are other issues considered to any
significant extent.



Environmental priorities are most evident on purchased estates without
economic constraints.



Lengthy family ownership creates strong ties. An increased sense of duty and
commitment to social priorities comes with longevity of tenure.

Despite the strength of the underlying economic motivation, most landowners in
upland Scotland are ‘satisficers’ trying to balance multiple objectives in order to
address the various challenges to sustainability. This was particularly evident on large
inherited estates where landowners take a more paternalistic role. Consequently,
retaining such landowners appears to be an important factor in building resilient
communities.
One implication of the findings of this research is that, contrary to some previously
expressed opinions (Wightman and Higgins 2000, Macmillan et al. 2009), most
landowners that took part in the present study are economically motivated - field
sports for them being an economic necessity rather than a personal luxury. Several
landowners are not personally interested in shooting, but still acknowledge its
importance to the estate. Field sports were a highly significant source of income on
most of the case study estates. This income is used to pay for the maintenance of
historic buildings and conservation work; hence, without sporting income, many of
the case study landowners would be forced to sell all or part of their estates.
Armstrong and Mather (1983) suggested that the economic objective became
paramount in times of hardship. More than 30 years later, this suggestion is clearly
supported by the case studies and Q-sort reported here. In addition, this research goes
beyond Armstrong and Mather (1983) by investigating differences that emerged
between the motives of landowners on inherited estates and purchased estates. The
juxtaposition of time and money imply that length of ownership is important in
cultivating social sustainability, but that sufficient funding is the key factor in
stimulating environmental projects.
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These results have important implications for policy-makers. With regard to funding,
although grants still incentivise many landowners to provide public goods, most
believed that their contributions to all aspects of sustainability could be better
rewarded: the current policy of simply refunding costs for environmental work is
considered insufficient incentive. Most felt that Government policy could improve the
alignment of landowners’ and public goals to achieve more effectively the desired
long-term sustainability in the uplands, particularly though partnership working with
agencies and environmental charities. Critically, this research shows that, for
landowners, actions towards positive environmental outcomes depend on ensuring the
overall economic situation of upland estates rather than merely addressing the level of
grant for environmental work. Likewise, social sustainability is strongly linked to
community embeddedness (Granovetter 1985), a quality that is developed over time
rather than incentivised by grants. Although change will take time, initiatives that
bring landowners and communities together, such as the project ‘Working together
for Sustainable Estate Communities: exploring the potential of collaborative
initiatives between privately-owned estates, communities and other partners’ (Glass et
al 2012) will, in the longer term, enhance social sustainability. The Scottish
Government’s 2014 consultation on land reform (Scottish Government 2014d) also
explicitly addresses these issues and the Scottish Land and Estates’ Consultation
Response (2015) specifically suggests that greater engagement is essential. Although
discussions have moved forward since this research was carried out, these
documented opinions of landowners, and their motives and priorities for estate
management, remain centrally relevant to current debates concerning the ownership
and management of rural land in Scotland.
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II. Landowner survey – covering letter
Your ref:
Our ref: PR/M/PA4020
Date:

22 September 2008

Dear Member
Re: ‘Sustainable Estates for the 21st Century’
As you may have read in this month’s edition of LandBusiness, a major new research project on estates
in the Scottish uplands is now underway, aiming to investigate the practical steps required for estate
‘sustainability’. The primary objective of this rigorous, independent research is to understand the
complex driving forces influencing estates, and how their owners make decisions to ensure that their
estates fulfil their diverse roles, and promote sustainability.
Central to this project is the research of four PhD students from the Centre for Mountain Studies, at
Perth College - UHI (soon to be the University of the Highlands & Islands). Two of the students are
focussing on privately-owned estates, investigating the motivations of landowners and their perceptions
of sustainability (research by Pippa Wagstaff), and the role of private landownership in facilitating
sustainable rural communities (Annie McKee). Each student will utilise around ten estate case studies
to explore their research questions. More information about the work of the Centre for Mountain
Studies and the ‘Sustainable Estates’ project can be found on their website:
http://www.cms.uhi.ac.uk/estates.htm.
Please find enclosed a questionnaire that represents the first step in the study of upland estate
sustainability, aimed at providing an overview of the motivations of landowners, and identifying
examples of good practice in facilitating sustainable rural communities. The questionnaire is targeted at
those who own, or are the main beneficiary of, privately-owned upland estates, of at least 2000
hectares. The questionnaire should take less than 40 minutes to complete. If you are not the landowner
of your estate, please pass on the questionnaire and this letter to the appropriate person. Please return
the questionnaire in the Freepost envelope provided to the Centre for Mountain Studies, ideally by
Friday 17th October. An online version of the questionnaire is also available through a link on our
website and e-newsletter.
The Sustainable Estates Project, being the first academic study of what sustainability means in the
context of upland estates, provides an important opportunity for the land management sector to further
public understanding of the crucial part which it plays in maintaining a thriving rural economy.
Appreciation of the economic and social contribution of land based businesses is largely limited to
those within the industry and communicating that to policy makers and the wider public is a priority if
the sector is not to continue to be held back by the prejudices and misconceptions of the past. This
project can help greatly in that communication process and I would urge estates who are asked to do so
to participate willingly."
All data gathered will be kept anonymous and confidential. If you feel uncomfortable answering any
questions, please continue to the following section. If you would be interested in participating further
with this landmark study, please complete the attached form or contact the students directly (details to
be found on the questionnaire). Your participation in this initial survey and further case study analysis
is crucial to the success of this important research project and would be greatly appreciated.
Thanking you in anticipation.
Yours sincerely

Douglas McAdam
Chief Executive

394

III. Pre-notification article in LandBusiness magazine.
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IV. Reminders placed on SRPBA website, in eNews letter and in
LandBusiness magazine.
FIRST REMINDER
Closing date for the Sustainable Estates Questionnaire is Friday 24 October. If you have
not already filled in the questionnaire, can you please take the time to fill it in?
This questionnaire represents the first step in the study of upland estate sustainability, and is
aimed at providing an overview of the motivations of landowners, and identifying examples
of good practice in facilitating sustainable rural communities. The questionnaire is targeted at
those who own privately-owned upland estates, of at least 2000 hectares. The questionnaire
should take less than 40 minutes to complete.
For more information and to view questionnaire click here.

SECOND REMINDER
Although the closing date for the Sustainable Estates Questionnaire was Friday 24 October,
the research students at the Centre for Mountain Studies would be very grateful of further
responses to the ‘Sustainable Estates’ questionnaire. If you have not already filled in the
questionnaire, can you please take the time to fill it in and return it as soon as possible. The
responses received so far have been hugely appreciated.
This questionnaire represents the first step in the study of upland estate sustainability, and is
aimed at providing an overview of the motivations of landowners, and identifying examples
of good practice in facilitating sustainable rural communities. It is targeted at those who own
privately-owned upland estates, of at least 2000 hectares. The questionnaire should take less
than 40 minutes to complete.
For more information and to view questionnaire click here
Members who complete the online questionnaire are encouraged to email their contact details
to the students at the Centre for Mountain Studies, if they wish to participate further or find
out more information about the ‘Sustainable Estates’ project.
If you have any questions or queries regarding the questionnaire, please contact Annie McKee
(annie.mckee@perth.uhi.ac.uk) or Pippa Wagstaff (pippa.wagstaff@perth.uhi.ac.uk);
telephone: 01738 877876.
Thank you.
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V. Letter of thanks printed in LandBusiness magazine
‘Sustainable Estates for the 21st Century’
The PhD research students at the Centre for Mountain Studies, UHI-Perth College
would like to thank all members who kindly responded to the ‘Sustainable Estates’
questionnaire survey last autumn. The survey was posted to all members who own at
least 2000 hectares of land in Scotland and was also available through the SRPBA
website. The research team were delighted to achieve an excellent 34% response rate,
with answers referring to nearly 1.8 million acres of Scottish estates. The
questionnaire explored the motivations of private landowners, their perceptions of
‘sustainability’, examples of good practice in community sustainability, and also
provided a significant amount of estate ‘demographic’ data. The results illustrate the
wide range of activities instigated by estates that contribute to sustainable rural
development. Particularly noteworthy was the enthusiasm of private landowners in
embracing opportunities for renewable energy production, with most respondents
describing current renewable energy enterprises on the estate, or in plans for the
future. Furthermore, landowners provided many examples of good practice that
contribute to estate community sustainability, illustrating an important, continuing
commitment to the people living and working on their land. This survey has
highlighted the potential positive role of private landownership in enhancing
sustainable rural development, as well as the constraints and barriers felt by private
landowners in achieving goals of sustainability. Members are encouraged to watch
out for further reporting of the findings of the ‘Sustainable Estates’ survey in
LandBusiness, and to continue to support the PhD students in the next steps of their
research.
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VI. Reasons for purchase or retention of the estate
Reasons for purchase of an estate

Reasons for retention of an inherited estate

I would purchase another to protect a range of
aspects, if I had the money. Sadly we do not.
Deer stalking
Investment potential
Sporting and environmental
Sport and recreation
A beautiful place
Farming
Sporting
Management of a wilderness area
Stalking and grouse shooting
Tax rollover
Grouse moor
As a family home with sporting, farming and
forestry interests
A great place to live.
A real challenge
For corporate entertainment.
As a bolt hole for peace of mind from a busy
schedule
Enjoy stalking and location
Home and sport
A love of deer stalking
Highland roots, sport, beauty, good accessibility
Sport and to live
To develop a salmon farm
Quality of life
Long term future for family
Something to do instead of spending time in the
pub
Scottish ancestry
Beautiful place, great to take friends and family
Stalking and fishing

I live here and I love it
It is my home and business
Personal attachment
Interest in development
No good reason to bust a five hundred year
ownership
Because its in the blood; whilst it may not be the
easiest way of life or way to make a living,
providing no-one is interfering (government and
those who want to use the property as a freebee) it
can be quite satisfying. It is very difficult to make
a living and it’s very hard unforgiving work.
Farming and sporting income and amenity
It is a beautiful place
It is a good and varied business challenge
It gives me a sense of place and belonging.
Personal enjoyment
Business pursuits together with long-term capital
and income growth
Stewardship of family asset
Best place in the world
Sentiment
Because we love it and wish to preserve it
For the benefit of the next generation
To be able to pass it on to next generation
Family business
A fondness for the place
Responsibility to estate workers/ crofters
Wonderful place, hope to retire there
To pass on to the next generation
Sentiment not financial
Extreme beauty, unspoiled environment
Relationships going back generations
Sport
Satisfaction of doing things well, safeguarding
way of life of tenants, staff, residents, family
tradition, satisfaction in managing change
successfully
Family holidays
Duty, guardianship, interest, obligation to
employees and tenants, farming and country
involvement, commercial reasons
It is where I was born and brought up. It is home
to the wider family. It is where our roots are. I
intend to retire there as soon as I can afford to!
Family have managed to hang on to it through
good times and bad so intend to continue the
tradition
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VII. Letter and outline of work (sent to case study estates)
12 March 2009
Dear
Landowner motivation and perceptions of sustainability:
Exploring visions for the future of the Scottish uplands
I would like to thank you once again for taking part in our survey of private landowners for
the project on Sustainable Estates for the 21st Century; an integrated study of upland estates
and their role in sustainable development. From a total of 225 surveys, we received 84
responses, which is an excellent result. In that survey, you indicated your willingness to
become involved in later stages of our work, and I am therefore writing to you now to request
your co-operation in the case study stage of my research.
The attached documents set out the aims and objectives of my research and provide an outline
of the commitment that would be required from you. It is important that the second part of the
study is completed by the landowner, or a member of the landowning family. For example, it
would be preferable to speak to a beneficiary rather than merely a trustee of a landowning
trust - but a trustee may be appropriate if he/she is the guardian of a minor beneficiary. If you
are in any doubt as to whether you or your estate will be suitable, please contact me to discuss
it further.
The time commitments can be adapted to suit specific circumstances, but as a guide I estimate
spending two to three days on the estate. The minimum time I would need to spend with the
landowner would be about half a day; the remainder of the time could be spent with the factor
or agent including the tour of the estate. I am based about 10 miles north of Perth and, for
those estates within a relatively easy drive, the time could be spread over several days. For
estates which are harder for me to reach, it would be preferable for the time to be as
condensed as possible, as I will have to find overnight accommodation in the area. I am also
prepared to travel further afield (to London or elsewhere) for meetings with absentee
landowners as required. I anticipate carrying out this work during April, May and June, but
can be flexible if this timescale is not convenient to you.
Your offer to help with this element of the research is very much appreciated and is an
opportunity for you to be involved in influencing future policy. I will telephone you during
the next week to confirm your continued interest and answer any questions you may have.
Yours sincerely

Pippa Wagstaff
PhD Research Student
pippa.wagstaff@perth.uhi.ac.uk

Encs
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A review of the estate – Worksheet


Obtain signature on the consent form



Obtain a full map of the estate

The map should indicate the extent of the estate, the topography, landscape, and if
possible, land use potential classifications and current use. If the landowner is unable
to provide such a map then it will be necessary for me to obtain the appropriate OS
map in advance.
Check that the map covers the full area of the estate and outline using highlighters to
indicate the following:


ORANGE

The extent of the land



YELLOW

Agricultural or farmed (in-bye) land



GREEN

Forestry



BLUE

Rural industry or tourism enterprise



PINK

Housing

Annotate the map to provide sufficient information to identify conservation projects
etc.
It may be useful to have two maps, an overall map showing the full extent of the land,
e.g. from Wightman, or an OS Landranger series map and a second, larger scale,
enlarged version of the village or buildings and in-bye land.
Visit relevant areas on the estate
Using the map, and with the help of the factor/landowner, relevant parts of the estate
will be visited to gain a deeper understanding of the issues involved. Photographs will
be taken of areas of interest that may be affected under different policy scenarios for
discussion later.
Places to visit
To understand the extent of the estate and get an impression of the various activities
that take place.
To see any settlements linked to the estate.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Agricultural enterprises
Other rural industries
Heritage buildings
Tourism activity
Forestry (commercial and amenity)
Sporting opportunities (grouse, deer, fishing)

Understand whether these activities are in-hand or tenanted.
Understand the nature of relationships on the estate.
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Financial Support
Establish existing levels of financial support
Obtain information to complete the joint data gathering exercise.
Explain that this information will be used to assist us in a comparative exercise
demonstrating the contribution of private landowners to estate sustainability. The
public costs of conservation, employment opportunities and the other elements of
sustainability on private estates will be compared to the cost on NGO/charitable
estates and Community estates.
Information requested will include:




details of external sources of revenue (trading income, grants and other
sources of funds);
the costs of running the estate (broken down in to suitable categories
appropriate to the estate)
information regarding the number of staff employed

The information will be recorded on a form, for a minimum of 5 years if possible, in
order to establish the pattern of reliance on external funding and the nature of such
funding.
Establish the consequences of withdrawal of support
1.

Financially
If Government support was withdrawn, how would this affect your estate
financially?
Would you be able to continue on the estate without Government support?
Would some aspects of the estate, such as farming become more or less
extensive/intensive? Would it affect the way you manage the estate?

2.

Environmentally
If Government support was withdrawn how would this affect your estate
environmentally? Would you do less conservation work? Would you farm
more intensively? Apply more fertilizer? Have higher or lower stocking
levels? Plant more/less trees?

3.

Socially
If Government support was withdrawn how would this affect your estate
socially? Would there be fewer jobs available? Would locals have to move
away? What about your tenants? Would you need to be more diversified?
Farming tourists?
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Obtain an understanding of the opinions on current policies that impact on the
estate
4.

Fiscal (Taxation)
 Which fiscal taxes are or potentially are a consideration on this estate?
Income tax? Capital Gains Tax? Stamp Duty? Inheritance Tax? VAT?
 Do you have any mechanisms in place to mitigate these taxes?
 Do you think that this legislation should be changed?

5.

Agricultural and forestry (CAP, SRDP, etc.)
 Do you claim grants and subsidies? Single Farm Payment? Less Favoured
Area payments? Forestry grants? Conservation grants?
 What are your views on the de-coupling of the Common Agricultural Policy?
 What are your views on the current Scottish Rural Development Plan?
 How do you think this system could be improved?

Environmental and conservation
 We have already talked generally about subsidies, but looking more
specifically at environmental grants, do you think that cross-compliance
requirements are set at the right level?
 Would you do more conservation work if the grants were less competitive?
 What level of grants would incentivise you to take action?
 Do you think that grants are the best way to encourage conservation work?

6.

7.

Planning
 Have you applied for planning permission at any time on the estate? What was
your experience like?
 Do you think that a change in planning rules is required?
 How would you change the planning rules?

8.

Social (Land reform, Post Office closures, transport, etc.)
 Has the social mix in the area changed since you have owned the estate?
 Has land reform had any impact on your estate
 Do you have a local post office? Is it under threat?
 What about other local services? Schools? Transport? Internet?
 Is there much local rural industry?
 What is the job situation like in the area? Do you have any problems recruiting
staff?

9.

Other (Deer management, renewable energy, hunting ban, etc.)
 What other areas of policy impact on the estate?
 How do you deal with deer management? What are your views on the deer
management groups in the area? How do you deal with neighbouring estates?
 Do you think there should be more support for the development of renewable
energy?
 Do you think there should be more support for the maintenance of historic
buildings (without having to give them away!)?
 What are your views on the hunting ban? Snaring? Raptors?
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Carry out an analysis of the landowner’s vision using statements and
photographs (Q sort)
This technique of analysis uses a simple set of photographic/statement cards to
provide information on the visions of the landowner; how the landowner sees the
development of the estate in the future.
Discuss the primary motives and his/her vision for the future of the estate




Use the Q sort as a base and starting point for discussion – talk about the cards,
during and after the sort to understand what connotations may have been placed
on individual cards.
Use the map to review how the landowner anticipates the estate will develop in
the future.
With the help of any photographs taken, discuss aspects of sustainability on the
estate.

Discuss the landowner’s opinions on the effects of potential future changes in
policy under each of four scenarios:

Strong environmental
policy agenda
Continuing financial Managed change for
biodiversity
support from
government
Financial support
from government
withdrawn

Agricultural liberalization:
Re-wilding

Weak environmental
policy agenda
Business as usual

Agricultural liberalization:
Diversification

The landowner will be asked how he/she sees the future of the estate under each
of these four scenarios. A template will be completed using the pro-forma
example.
Discuss how policy can be enhanced to facilitate both the landowner’s vision and
the sustainability of the estate for the future




Which of the four scenarios above contributes most to achieving
sustainability in the future?
In an ideal world, what support would the landowner want from the policy
makers?
In the view of the landowner, what practical steps could the policy makers
implement now to help landowners achieve sustainability in the future?
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VIII. Case study worksheets (for use in the field)

Case study summary worksheet
1. Map the estate (Map sheet)
2. Visit relevant areas on the estate and take photographs
3. Obtain an understanding of the opinions on current policies that impact on the
estate (Policies sheet)
4. Establish existing levels of financial support (Financial support sheet)
5. Obtain signature on the consent form
6. Establish the consequences of withdrawal of support (Question sheet)
7. Carry out Q-sort of the landowner’s vision using template and cards
8. Complete Q sort form
9. Discuss the primary motives and his/her vision for the future of the estate
10. Use the Q sort as a base and starting point for discussion – talk about the cards,
during and after the sort to understand what connotations may have been placed
on individual cards.
11. Where would the line between negative and positive be drawn, if any.
12. Use the map to review how the landowner anticipates the estate will develop in
the future.
13. Discuss the landowner’s opinions on the effects of potential future changes in
policy under each of four scenarios: (Scenario sheet)
14. Complete scenario form
15. Discuss how policy can be enhanced to facilitate both the landowner’s vision and
the sustainability of the estate for the future (Final question sheet)
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•The extent of the
estate and get an
impression of the
various activities
that take place.
•To see any
settlements linked
to the estate
•Whether the
activities are inhand or tenanted.
•The nature of
relationships on
the estate.

• Annotate the
map to provide
sufficient
information to
identify
conservation
projects etc.

Annotate conservation
projects

• ORANGE The extent of
the land
• YELLOW Agricultural or
farmed (in-bye)
land
• GREEN Forestry
• BLUE Rural industry
or tourism
enterprise
• PINK Housing

Places to visit

•Photographs will
be taken of areas
of interest that
may be affected
under different
policy scenarios
for discussion
later.

Mark-up with highlighters

• The map should
indicate the
extent of the
estate, the
topography,
landscape, and if
possible, land
use potential
classifications
and current use.
If the landowner
is unable to
provide such a
map then it will
be necessary for
me to obtain the
appropriate OS
map in advance.

Develop understanding

Visit relevant areas on the estate

Obtain a map

A review of the estate map

•Agricultural
enterprises
•Other rural
industries
•Heritage buildings
•Tourism activity
•Forestry
(commercial and
amenity)
•Sporting
opportunities
(grouse, deer,
fishing)
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Landowner’s opinions on current policies that impact on the
estate
1.

Fiscal (Taxation)
 Which fiscal taxes are or potentially are a consideration on this estate? Income tax,
Capital Gains Tax, Inheritance Tax, VAT or other taxes
 Do you have any mechanisms in place to mitigate these taxes?
 Do you think that this legislation should be changed?

2.

Agricultural and forestry (CAP, SRDP, etc.)
 Do you claim grants and subsidies?
 Single Farm Payment?
 Less Favoured Area payments?
 Forestry grants?
 Conservation grants?
 What are your views on the de-coupling of the Common Agricultural Policy?
 What are your views on the current Scottish Rural Development Plan?
 How do you think this system could be improved?

3.

Environmental and conservation
 We have already talked generally about subsidies, but looking more specifically at
environmental grants, do you think that cross-compliance requirements are set at the right
level?
 Would you do more conservation work if the grants were less competitive?
 What level of grants would incentivise you to take action?
 Do you think that grants are the best way to encourage conservation work?
 In what other ways do you think the Government should encourage landowners to carry
out conservation work?
 Is there a role for conservation organisations?
 There are areas where landowners and conservation organisations come in to conflict.
How do you think such conflicts should be resolved?

4.

Planning
 Have you applied for planning permission at any time on the estate?
 What was your experience like?
 Do you think that a change in planning rules is required?
 How would you change the planning rules?

5.

Social (Land reform, Post Office closures, transport, etc.)
 Has the social mix in the area changed since you have owned the estate?
 Has land reform had any impact on your estate
 Do you have a local post office?
 Is it under threat?
 What about other local services such as schools, transport or internet?
 Is there much local rural industry?
 What is the job situation like in the area? Do you have any problems recruiting staff?
 Would social policy changes help your estate?

6.

Other (Deer management, renewable energy, hunting ban, etc.)
 What other areas of policy impact on the estate?
 How do you deal with deer management? What are your views on the deer management
groups in the area? How do you deal with neighbouring estates?
 Do you think there should be more support for the development of renewable energy?
 Do you think there should be more support for the maintenance of historic buildings?
 What are your views on the hunting ban? Snaring? Raptors?

Financial Support
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Establish existing levels of financial support
Obtain information to complete the joint data gathering exercise.
Explain that this information will be used to assist us in a comparative exercise
demonstrating the contribution of private landowners to estate sustainability. The
public costs of conservation, employment opportunities and the other elements of
sustainability on private estates will be compared to the cost on NGO/charitable
estates and Community estates.
Complete confidentiality form
Information requested will include:




details of external sources of revenue (trading income, grants and other
sources of funds);
the costs of running the estate (broken down in to suitable categories
appropriate to the estate)
information regarding the number of staff employed

The information will be recorded on a form, for a minimum of 5 years if possible, in
order to establish the pattern of reliance on external funding and the nature of such
funding.

Is the estate
profitable?

If not, how is it
financed?

Complete joint finance
form

Are any elements of
the business
profitable?

How much is claimed
in grants and
subsidies? Annually,
and sporadically?

How much is
introduced from other
sources? Annually or
for major projects?

Establish the consequences of withdrawal of support
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Financially

Environmentally

Socially

• If Government support was withdrawn, how
would this affect your estate financially?
• Would you be able to continue on the estate
without Government support?
• Would some aspects of the estate, such as farming
become more or less extensive/intensive?
• Would it affect the way you manage the estate?

• If Government support was withdrawn how
would this affect your estate environmentally?
• Would you do less conservation work?
• Would you farm more intensively?
• Apply more fertilizer?
• Have higher or lower stocking levels?
• Plant more/less trees?

• If Government support was withdrawn how
would this affect your estate socially?
• Would there be fewer jobs available? Would locals
have to move away?
• What about your tenants?
• Would you need to be more diversified?
• Would you farm tourists?

Landowner’s opinions on the effects of potential future
changes in policy under each of four scenarios:
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Continuing financial support
from Government

Managed
change for
biodiversity

Business as
usual

Strong

Weak

environmental

environmental

policy agenda

policy agenda

Re-wilding

Diversification

Agricultural liberalisation financial support from
Government withdrawn

How can policy be enhanced to facilitate both the
landowner’s vision and the sustainability of the estate for the
future?
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Is the estate sustainable?

Which of the four scenarios contributes most to
achieving sustainability in the future?

In an ideal world what support would you want
from the policy makers?

What practical steps could the policy makers
implement now to help landowners achieve
sustainability in the future?

IX. Q-sort statements and grid
What are your visions for the sustainability of your estate in the
future?
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Greater use of renewable energy
Increased bird numbers and diversity
Increased native mixed woodland
Reduced grazing pressure allowing greater biodiversity of flora and fauna
Increased use of designations for environmental protection
More conservation work
Fewer ‘blots on the landscape’
Re-wilding of native forest
Expansion of commercial forestry
Increased wildlife
Financial viability without subsidies
An improved grant system
Improved farming prices
Non-estate income to provide support
Greater diversification
Greater financial support for preservation of historical built heritage
More tourism related activities
Reduced bureaucracy
Reduced capital taxes to enable the next generation to inherit without undue
financial burdens
Photograph – communication links (train, ferry, post-bus)
Improvements in infrastructure
More affordable housing
Increased rural industry
Greater links between the estate and the local community
Reform of planning rules allowing increased development
More job opportunities
Greater involvement with local businesses
More opportunities for the public to enjoy the benefits of the estate
Increased eco-housing
Increased recreational opportunities
Increased sporting opportunities
Photograph – black grouse/deer
Photograph – pheasant/grouse shooting/deer stalking
Photograph – crofting/small farmers

In your vision for the future of the estate which factors are?

Least



Most
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important

important

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34
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X. Q-sort differences between factors 1 and 2
No.
33
31
14
32
19
10
11
2
1
6
3
7
13
15
18
20
17
21
9
4
27
24
29
12
25
5
28
26
30
8
16
23
34
22

Statement
Shooting photograph
Increased sporting opportunities
Non-estate income to provide financial support
Black grouse/deer photograph
Reduced capital taxes
Increased wildlife
Financial viability without subsidies
Increased bird numbers and diversity
Greater use of renewable energy
More conservation work
Increased native mixed woodland
Fewer blots on the landscape
Improved farming prices
Greater diversification
Reduced bureaucracy
Community services photograph
More tourism related activities
Improvements in infrastructure
An expansion of commercial forestry
Reduced grazing pressure allowing greater
biodiversity
Greater involvement with local business
Greater links between the estate and the community
Increased eco-housing
An improved grant system
Reform of planning rules allowing increased
development
Increased use of designations for environmental
protection
More opportunities for the public to enjoy estate
benefits
More job opportunities
Increased recreational opportunities
Re-wilding of native forest
Support for preservation of historical built heritage
Increased rural industry
Crofting photograph
More affordable housing

Factor
1
0.813
1.038
1.250
0.561
1.983
-0.025
1.303
0.325
0.464
-0.467
0.106
-1.162
1.620
0.416
1.507
-0.292
0.301
-0.254
0.348

Factor
Difference
2
-1.817
2.630
-1.328
2.366
-0.873
2.122
-1.433
1.994
0.244
1.739
-1.573
1.547
-0.104
1.408
-0.420
0.745
-0.244
0.709
-1.048
0.581
-0.420
0.526
-1.677
0.515
1.188
0.432
0
0.416
1.153
0.355
-0.244
-0.048
0.524
-0.224
0.036
-0.290
0.664
-0.316

-0.595
0.348
-0.361
-1.231
0.084

-0.140
0.909
0.280
-0.560
0.769

-0.455
-0.560
-0.640
-0.671
-0.685

0.166

0.873

-0.707

-1.668

-0.769

-0.900

-0.781
0.106
-0.817
-2.256
-0.807
0.406
-2.033
-0.395

0.244
1.293
0.384
-0.909
0.769
2.097
0.176
1.957

-1.026
-1.187
-1.201
-1.347
-1.575
-1.691
-2.209
-2.352
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XI. Q-sort differences between factor 1 and 3
No. Statement
13
19
21
31
11
20
27
26
3
10
2
9
4
32
28
14
6
15
23
17
18
30
33
24
1
7
8
25
22
34
16
29
12
5

Improved farming prices
Reduced capital taxes
Improvements in infrastructure
Increased sporting opportunities
Financial viability without subsidies
Community services photograph
Greater involvement with local business
More job opportunities
Increased native mixed woodland
Increased wildlife
Increased bird numbers and diversity
An expansion of commercial forestry
Reduced grazing pressure allowing greater
biodiversity
Black grouse/deer photograph
More opportunities for the public to enjoy estate
benefits
Non-estate income to provide financial support
More conservation work
Greater diversification
Increased rural industry
More tourism related activities
Reduced bureaucracy
Increased recreational opportunities
Shooting photograph
Greater links between the estate and the community
Greater use of renewable energy
Fewer blots on the landscape
Re-wilding of native forest
Reform of planning rules allowing increased
development
More affordable housing
Crofting photograph
Support for preservation of historical built heritage
Increased eco-housing
An improved grant system
Increased use of designations for environmental
protection

Factor
1
1.620
1.983
-0.254
1.038
1.303
-0.292
0.348
0.106
0.106
-0.025
0.325
0.348

Factor
3
-1.054
0.000
-1.945
-0.536
-0.181
-1.770
-1.060
-1.054
-0.891
-0.716
-0.175
0.000

-0.595
0.561

-0.885
0.524

0.290
0.037

-0.781
1.250

-0.704
1.409

-0.077
-0.159

-0.467
0.416
0.406
0.301
1.507
-0.817
0.813
-0.361
0.464
-1.162
-2.256

-0.175
0.710
0.704
0.704
1.945
-0.355
1.409
0.355
1.240
-0.169
-1.240

-0.293
-0.294
-0.299
-0.404
-0.437
-0.462
-0.596
-0.716
-0.776
-0.993
-1.016

0.166
-0.395
-2.033
-0.807
-1.231
0.084

1.240
0.716
-0.885
0.355
0.186
1.945

-1.074
-1.111
-1.148
-1.162
-1.417
-1.861

-1.668

0.349

-2.018

Difference

2.674
1.983
1.690
1.574
1.484
1.478
1.408
1.159
0.997
0.691
0.499
0.348

414

XII. Q-sort differences between factor 2 and 3
No.
26
13
21
27
20
23
22
34
28
4
30
9
3
16
8
19
11
24
17
2
25
15
29
18
31
10
6
5
12
1
7
32
14
33

Statement
More job opportunities
Improved farming prices
Improvements in infrastructure
Greater involvement with local business
Community services photograph
Increased rural industry
More affordable housing
Crofting photograph
More opportunities for the public to enjoy estate
benefits
Reduced grazing pressure allowing greater
biodiversity
Increased recreational opportunities
An expansion of commercial forestry
Increased native mixed woodland
Support for preservation of historical built heritage
Re-wilding of native forest
Reduced capital taxes
Financial viability without subsidies
Greater links between estate and the community
More tourism related activities
Increased bird numbers and diversity
Reform of planning rules allowing increased
development
Greater diversification
Increased eco-housing
Reduced bureaucracy
Increased sporting opportunities
Increased wildlife
More conservation work
Increased use of designations for environmental
protection
An improved grant system
Greater use of renewable energy
Fewer blots on the landscape
Black grouse/deer photograph
Non-estate income to provide financial support
Shooting photograph

Factor
2
1.293
1.188
0.036
0.909
-0.244
2.097
1.957
0.176

Factor
Difference
3
-1.054
2.346
-1.054
2.242
-1.945
1.980
-1.060
1.968
-1.770
1.526
0.704
1.393
0.716
1.241
-0.885
1.061

0.244

-0.704

0.949

-0.140
0.384
0.664
-0.420
0.769
-0.909
0.244
-0.104
0.280
0.524
-0.420

-0.885
-0.355
0.000
-0.891
0.355
-1.240
0.000
-0.181
0.355
0.704
-0.175

0.745
0.739
0.664
0.471
0.413
0.332
0.244
0.076
-0.075
-0.180
-0.245

0.873
0.000
-0.560
1.153
-1.328
-1.573
-1.048

1.240
0.710
0.186
1.945
-0.536
-0.716
-0.175

-0.367
-0.710
-0.746
-0.792
-0.793
-0.857
-0.874

-0.769
0.769
-0.244
-1.677
-1.433
-0.873
-1.817

0.349
1.945
1.240
-0.169
0.524
1.409
1.409

-1.118
-1.176
-1.484
-1.508
-1.957
-2.282
-3.226
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XIII. Q-sort factor arrays – average sort for each factor
No. Statement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

Greater use of renewable energy
Increased bird numbers and diversity
Increased native mixed woodland
Reduced grazing pressure allowing greater biodiversity
Increased use of designations for environmental
protection
More conservation work
Fewer blots on the landscape
Re-wilding of native forest
An expansion of commercial forestry
Increased wildlife
Financial viability without subsidies
An improved grant system
Improved farming prices
Non-estate income to provide financial support
Greater diversification
Support for preservation of historical built heritage
More tourism related activities
Reduced bureaucracy
Reduced capital taxes
Community services photograph
Improvements in infrastructure
More affordable housing
Increased rural industry
Greater links between the estate and the community
Reform of planning rules allowing increased development
More job opportunities
Greater involvement with local business
More opportunities for the public to enjoy estate benefits
Increased eco-housing
Increased recreational opportunities
Increased sporting opportunities
Black grouse/deer photograph
Shooting photograph
Crofting photograph
Variance = 4.706

Factor Factor Factor
1
2
3
2
-1
2
1
-1
0
0
-1
-2
-2
0
-2
-3
-1
-3
-4
1
0
3
0
4
3
1
-2
0
3
4
-1
-1
-1
1
-1
0
0
1
-2
-3
-2
2
2
2
-4

-2
-2
-4
-2
1
-3
0
2
3
-2
0
2
1
3
0
-1
0
4
4
1
2
3
2
0
-1
1
-3
-3
-4
0

Standard Deviation = 2.169
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1
0
0
-3
0
-1
-1
4
-3
3
2
1
1
4
0
-4
-4
2
1
1
2
-3
-3
-1
0
-1
-1
1
3
-2

XIV. Distinguishing characteristics of Q-sort factors
P < .05; Asterisk (*) Indicates Significance
at P < .01

Factor 1

Factor 2

Rank

Score

4
3
2
0
-1

1.98
1.30
1.04
0.11
-0.39

*
*
*
*
*

0
0
-3
3
4

0.24
0
-1.33
1.29
1.96

0
-1
-1
-3
2

0
-0.18
-0.54
-1.05
0.72

-2

-0.81

*

2

0.77

1

0.36

Increased use of designations for
5 environmental protection
34 Crofting photograph
8 Re-wilding of native forest

-3
-4
-4

-1.67
-2.03
-2.26

*
*

-2
0
-2

-0.77
0.18
-0.91

1
-2
-3

0.35
-0.88
-1.24

Distinguishing statements for Factor 2
23 Increased rural industry
22 More affordable housing
26 More job opportunities

1
-1
0

0.41
-0.39
0.11

4
4
3

2.10 *
1.96 *
1.29 *

1
2
-3

0.70
0.72
-1.05

More opportunities for the public to
28 enjoy estate benefits
34 Crofting photograph

-2
-4

-0.78
-2.03

0
0

0.24
0.18

-1
-2

-0.70
-0.88

-3

-1.67

-2

-0.77

1

0.35

3
2
2

1.25
0.56
0.81

-2
-3
-4

-0.87 *
-1.47 *
-1.82 *

3
1
3

1.41
0.52
1.41

Distinguishing statements for Factor 3
12 An improved grant system
1 Greater use of renewable energy
22 More affordable housing

0
2
-1

0.08
0.46
-0.39

2
-1
4

0.77
-0.24
1.96

4
2
2

1.94
1.24
0.72 *

Increased use of designations for
environmental protection
Fewer blots on the landscape
Crofting photograph
Improved farming prices
More job opportunities
Greater involvement with local business
Community services photograph
Improvements in infrastructure

-3
-3
-4
4
0
1
-1
-1

-1.67
-1.16
-2.03
1.62
0.11
0.35
-0.29
-0.25

-2
-4
0
3
3
2
-1
0

-0.77
-1.68
0.18
1.19
1.29
0.91
-0.24
0.04

1
0
-2
-3
-3
-3
-4
-4

No.

19
11
31
26
22
16

5
14
32
33

5
7
34
13
26
27
20
21

Distinguishing statements for Factor 1
Reduced capital taxes
Financial viability without subsidies
Increased sporting opportunities
More job opportunities
More affordable housing
Support for preservation of historical
built heritage

Increased use of designations for
environmental protection
Non-estate income to provide financial
support
Black grouse/deer photograph
Shooting photograph

Rank

Score

Factor 3
Rank

Score

0.35
-0.17
-0.88
-1.05
-1.05
-1.06
-1.77
-1.94
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*
*
*
*
*

