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Science and technology policies in many countries increasingly emphasise support for research that is
relevant to the needs of research users and beneficiaries in the wider community. This development has
generated some controversy in the academic sector because it appears to question traditional academic

values and practices such as independence, peer review and the accumulation of knowledge for its own sake.
The challenge is to develop new modes of research in which wider social relevance blends with rather than
replaces traditional academic values .This Special Briefing outlines the findings from a joint Canadian-UK
workshop that examined how researchers, policy makers, funding agencies and other groups can interact
in developing, executing and communicating research.The workshop found that:

Researchers from a range of backgrounds are investigating many different environmental issues using
interactive styles of research.Due to the nature of the subjects being investigated, good environmental
research often requires the adoption of an interactive style of research.

Experiences of interactive research vary widely. Interactive research can involve a variety of partner-
ships and modes of collaboration throughout the entire research process, from formulating the
research questions to communicating and applying the research insights.

Interactive research is an activity in its own right,and should not be confused with contract research
commissioned by non-academic bodies such as government departments.In interactive research,the
research agenda is set jointly by all the parties involved,not just the body paying for the research.

Interactive research is not the ‘norm’. Despite the demand for research that serves social needs,
interactive researchers have to survive in systems that are not organised to encourage this form of
research.Although interaction with non-academic research partners can enhance research quality,
researchers often need to be entrepreneurial to make it happen.

Due to its frequent focus on ‘real life problems’,interactive research often requires collaborations
between a wide range of academic disciplines and between researchers and people in a range of other
organisations.These contacts - and the networks that result from them - themselves form a key long
term benefit of interactive research.

Building such collaborations takes time and resources,particularly when working with the ‘voiceless
beneficiaries’ of research such as local communities.And the outputs from such research often do 
not fit the expectations of academic colleagues and assessment systems.Despite the fact that the 
benefits of interactions and collaborations are often clear to the researchers involved,assessing these
benefits in a structured way can be difficult since many are relatively intangible.

The institutional environment has crucial effects on the commissioning and conduct of interactive
research. For example, much interactive research has a geographical focus, yet a national research
agency may not wish to support such research on the basis that it is too specific. Interactive research
can also be the first to fall when budgets or priorities change.

Research evaluation criteria used by funding bodies need to change if interactive research is to 
be encouraged.Research commissioning needs to be more flexible to allow experimentation and
investment, for example to help researchers to build up collaborations.There is also a role for 
mediators - people whose focus is on interaction rather than research or management.

What is 
interactive
research?

Executive summary
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The emergence of ‘interactive’ research

The term ‘interactive research’ has been coined to refer to a style of activity where researchers, funding 
agencies and ‘user groups’ interact throughout the entire research process,including the definition of the 
research agenda,project selection,project execution and the application of research insights.Research users
include policymakers, planners,business,non-governmental organisations and others who benefit from the 
products of research.

Interactive research is not an established practice, nor is there a single ideal model towards which funding 
agencies and other bodies are working. Instead,it is an umbrella term which encompasses the variety of
approaches being taken in different countries to build wider social relevance into the research process.
The advantage of the generic term is that it acknowledges the widespread and long-lasting changes that 
are under way.

The implications of interactive research for the natural and the social sciences are not the same.This is partly
because of differences in ethos and practice between the two domains,and also differences in the pattern of 
take-up of the respective research findings.

Interactive environmental research in the UK and Canada

To gain a better understanding of how interactive research in the social sciences can be promoted and put 
into practice, the UK Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) and the Canadian Social Science and
Humanities Research Council (SSHRC) convened a workshop on Interactive Social Science in March 1998.
Academics,funding agencies and research users participated.

To provide a consistent thematic focus,the workshop concentrated on experiences from two environmental
research programmes:the Canadian Tri-Council Eco-Research Programme;and the ESRC’s Global Environmental
Change Programme.The comparison of experience in two different countries yielded many insights that would
not have emerged through a review of experience in a single country. Environmental research has unique 
characteristics because it encompasses both social and ecological dimensions. As a result,the workshop was 
able to consider the role of interdisciplinary research and differences between the social and natural sciences.

The workshop addressed questions such as:
what are the implications of interactive research for research management? 
what are the main barriers to interactivity?
how should assessments of research quality take account of the needs of interactive research?

The workshop also produced generic findings about:the setting of research agendas; researcher-user links;
quality assessment;and communication of findings. Other issues 
included the relationship between research and consultancy, and the challenges involved in interaction 
between social scientists and business.The goals of the three day event were:

to identify ‘best practice’ in interactive social science
to consider what forms of interaction have been effective
to assess how different forms of interaction relate to the nature of the research and the type of user.
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Comparing the Programmes

Each of the programmes has had its own strengths.Projects and chairs within the Eco-Research Programme
enjoyed strong local links with users and communities and were highly interdisciplinary. On the other hand, the
local focus has meant that the results are less transferable to other cases and locations.There has been little
engagement with business.The Global Environmental Change Programme has been linked to a wider range of
users at the national,European and global levels but,on the whole, these links have been less intense than in
Canada.Research findings have tended to be more generalisable but local links are weaker and fewer projects
have been genuinely interdisciplinary.The smaller scale Global Environmental Change projects tended to focus 
on more academically-determined research issues,linked to the specific interests of principal investigators.The
Canadian projects,because they were bigger and involved more people, were less connected to individual 
academic preferences.

The workshop highlighted the importance of variety and context in the execution of research programmes.
Although the Eco-Research and Global Environmental Change Programmes ostensibly addressed the same 
theme, there were significant differences in terms of the specific research topics addressed and research conduct.
Also, and of critical importance for interactive research, the social and policy contexts in which the research 
programmes operated were very different.The scale of funding,the definition of the research agenda, the mode 
of funding (centre awards,project grants, fellowships, studentships) and the ethos and practices prevalent in 
universities affected the research itself and patterns of user engagement.The differences between Canada and 
the UK provided a rich basis for comparing approaches to interactive research (see boxes).

The Canadian Eco-Research Programme 
The Canadian Tri-Council Eco-Research Programme was operated by SSHRC, the Natural Science and
Engineering Research Council and the Medical Research Council.There was an emphasis on policy relevant 
partnerships, training and two-way communication with users.Most of the Eco-Research funding was spent on
multi-year, collaborative team projects focused on regional or urban ecosystems.These lasted a minimum of four
years and typically supported 20-30 investigators plus graduate students.The remaining money was spent on
research chairs (Professorships) and doctoral fellowships.The Programme operated within the Canadian federal
system of government and resulted in a set of regional-local projects distributed across the country, each of
which was ambitious in its own right.

The UK Global Environmental Change Programme
The UK Global Environmental Change Programme has its origins in debates about global environmental issues in
the late 1980s.The Programme started without any specific emphasis on user engagement but adjustments were
made mid-way as a result of changes in government science policy. Individual projects are much smaller than in
the Eco-Research Programme. Generally projects are led by a principal investigator supported by one or more
research assistants for two to three years.There have also been three rounds of fellowships and two rounds of
studentships.The latter have generally not been connected to the rest of the Programme’s work.A small number
of ‘starter grants’ were awarded for scoping studies leading to more ambitious interdisciplinary or co-funded 
projects.The ESRC also supported in parallel the Centre for Social and Economic Research in the Global
Environment (CSERGE) and made two large ‘programme grants’,involving clusters of projects,to the Centre for
the Study of Environmental Change at the University of Lancaster.The Global Environmental Change Programme
was developed at the national level, under a more centralised system of government than that found in Canada.
This has resulted in a larger number of smaller scale projects with fieldwork in a wide range of locations in the
UK and overseas.
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U nder the traditional academic model, research agendas are defined by academics them-
selves.Funding mechanisms are driven by academic curiosity, disciplinary values and 

traditional peer review undertaken by applicants’ academic ‘peers’.Nevertheless,many
researchers in universities and other institutions already ‘interact’ directly with users, such
as government departments, by accepting contracts to undertake specific pieces of research
or by serving in advisory capacities.While contract research brings researchers into contact
with users,it does not meet the definition of interactive research.This is because the
research agenda,rather than being jointly determined,is set solely by the ‘user’. Goals are
often influenced by shorter-term considerations and/or immediate policy needs.

Interactive research could be said to blend elements of the traditional academic and 
contract research models. However, it is also possible to see it as a distinctive model for
research activity in its own right.From the perspective of some academics,interactive
research can become confused with contract research simply because of the degree of
user involvement.If interactive modes of research are to become more widely adopted
and accepted,all stakeholders need to gain a better understanding of the distinctive
characteristics of the interactive approach.

Views of interactive research vary in the academic community. Some researchers feel
a deep sense of personal engagement in research that benefits society at large and are
broadly supportive of interactive research initiatives. Many in this group are already engaged
in interaction through contract work,advisory roles and dissemination of findings and ideas
to non-academic audiences.Other researchers,from no less ethical a position,are hostile to
forced engagement with users,arguing that this can lead to an over-emphasis on short-term,
instrumental research benefiting those best placed to influence the research agenda.They
see the primary role of the academic community as being to increase knowledge over the
long-term for the benefit of a broader public.Whatever the perspective, the independence
of research and the freedom to generate and distribute unpopular findings remains critical.

Environmental research results in findings and ideas which can affect the interests of user
groups.Some members of the research community are concerned that involving users too
early in the definition of a research agenda can result in neutrality being compromised.
On the other hand,if users are not engaged from the beginning there may be less take-up 
of research findings.Funding agencies should consider how a range of relevant stakeholders,
including ‘voiceless beneficiaries’ such as local communities,might be represented in the 
definition of research agendas.

There are important synergies between applied contract research, interactive research and
more curiosity-driven publicly funded research.The latter provides an essential ‘bed-rock’
of independent social science without which other styles of research could not operate.
Some researchers are concerned that user involvement in setting research agendas will
result in short-term applied research programmes that will be indistinguishable from
contract research and will not lead to the long-term accumulation of knowledge.
Nevertheless,users present at the workshop supported an openness and transparency 
in research agenda setting that is more characteristic of the interactive research style.

Setting Research Agendas: The Debate
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Researcher-User Links

Broadly, a ‘user’ is any entity, organisation or representative with an interest in the outcome
of research.Researchers and users themselves see value in taking as inclusive an approach 
as possible to the concept. For example, non-governmental organisations,communities and
community representatives should be included as well as policymakers and business.Some
also see academic teachers and students as users.

According to one line of argument,the term ‘user’ is misleading.There may not always be
an immediate demand for useful research.Science needs to be translated to turn it into

something useful.All scientific discoveries are potentially useful. It is just a question of 
working on where, when and how they can be used.This perspective perhaps more
accurately describes the uptake of engineering and natural science research. For social 
science, the key question is perhaps:is the research of any interest or use to those outside
the academic community?

Interactive research is both helped and hindered by external conceptions of the academic
world.The word ‘academic’ can suggest detachment from real world concerns.But it also
conjures up the notion of an ‘honest scholar’ independent of particular interests.This points
to the conditions under which user groups value interactive research.Users trust academics
with integrity, rigour and detachment.This trust can be built up only through personal 
contact.

In practice, users and academics involved in interactive research operate in overlapping 
communities.These worlds are separated by a ‘semi-permeable membrane’ through which
knowledge, ideas and people can pass.Linkages through this membrane help to legitimise
activities on both sides.

One of the barriers to interaction between researchers and users is the difficulty of 
maintaining contacts at different levels within each others’ organisations. People within 
both the academic and user worlds who do interact with each other, are acting in ways 
that do not match the expectations of their peers.Interactive research is still a minority
activity with significant costs,and benefits that are sometimes intangible. Other barriers 
to user liaison include fear of failure and an inability to delegate.

Links between users and researchers have both positive and negative outcomes.On the 
positive side, joint work increases mutual understanding.The benefits for users include:
research deliverables;facts;instrumental expertise; ideas;access to pools of knowledge 
and talent;opportunities for reflection; the identification of new methodologies;and a 
sense of the ‘broader picture’.

Researchers can also gain.The benefits include:visibility; good habits in communicating
research findings; responsiveness to social problems; access to key informants, research 
contexts and occasionally to rich long-run datasets;and the ability to perform ‘reality 
checks’ on their work.

On the down-side, users can misunderstand the nature of research.It is possible for the
integrity of researchers to be compromised.Issues of trust, respect and informed consent are
critical.The time and costs for both associated with effective and credible interaction need to
be recognised.These costs are incurred on both sides of the fence, by researchers and users.
(see box on the next page)
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A Sense of Place: Research and Local Communities

Researchers from the University of Victoria and the Canadian Mental Health Association
together investigated how communities in Newfoundland responded to a moratorium on
cod fishing that was declared at the beginning of the 1990s.The moratorium had been
declared as a result of a decline in fish stocks in the local fishing waters.They found that
despite the dire predictions about the effects of the moratorium,people were remarkably
resilient to the stresses they had experienced.

However, many government measures put in place to deal with the crisis had failed:
an income support scheme had actually produced divisions within the community  
because some people felt they were being treated unfairly
this resulted in a lack of collective action
people felt that they had no input into decisions about their lives 
feelings of uncertainty and powerlessness about the future induced stress in individuals.

The project was a highly interactive piece of research,involving:
a large number of natural and social scientists
a range of contacts between these researchers and the Department of Fisheries,
schools,businesses, unions and households
interviews with local fishermen both at home and on the water
radio interviews, a video and a web-site as well as the usual research papers.

While the research was underpinned by a sense of obligation to make the work useful 
to people in the community, many tensions were found in the communication process.
Differences in people’s needs,knowledge and language make two-way communication
between communities and academics difficult.In order to succeed in such situations,
information must be made as accessible as possible by:

using plain language
using a variety of media to disseminate information
and making information concise and relevant - people won’t read long reports.

One creative aspect of this project was the setting up of alliances of people from different
sectors to disseminate information.Each sector has its own networks through which it can
connect.Like an electric circuit,if these are all joined up there is the capacity to generate
incredible energy.
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Promoting Interactive Research

Interactive research is not the norm.If it is to become a significant part of the normal way of doing research,
funding bodies and those involved in the entire research process will need to start actively promoting 
interactive research.This has significant implications for: research management, quality assessment and 
communication of research processes and outputs.It also calls for a broader vision of how the benefits of
research accumulate over time.

Research Management

Elements of good practice in conducting interactive research can be identified. Strong and focused research 
leadership, and the presence of an effective ‘champion’ on the user side, are critical.Successful interactive
research means engaging the right kind of people. Interactive researchers need to be lateral thinkers, sociable,
flexible, able to compromise and credible with users.

At the institutional level,interactive research can be encouraged through:larger scale ‘programme’ or ‘centre’
funding as opposed to single project-based funding (as long as there is effective monitoring and evaluation to 
prevent stagnation);mixing core funding and competition-based project funding;and topic-based,cross-
departmental University ‘centres’ which can be virtual as well as physical.

Successful interactive research needs to be conducted ‘pro-actively’ as far as possible – it needs to be made 
a priority and pursued vigorously. Conducting research in response to short-term imperatives can compromise
quality because of lack of time. Good interactive research may well be conducted ahead of immediate policy
needs.This requires considerable vision on the part of those involved.

Funding agencies must adopt research evaluation criteria which recognise the benefits of interactive research.
Research commissioning processes need to provide appropriate incentives and should be more flexible to allow
experimentation.Interaction tends to be embodied in particular people. Networks are needed as well as research
projects,as these can provide the means to encourage interaction and other value-adding activity. Interaction 
can be promoted at the programme level by having a co-ordination function which encourages networking and
facilitates the flow of knowledge and ideas.

There are many specific means of promoting interaction.‘Policy relevance’ can be defined at both the general 
and specific levels.There is a need to put in place processes and structures to facilitate interaction in the design
of research programmes.Funding bodies can involve users in the setting of research goals.Evidence of inter-
activity can be required in project proposals.Partners should be asked to identify representatives and give them 
a clear mandate. ‘Domain’ seminars can be organised to help to identify gaps in research. Collaborators should 
be encouraged to develop agreements with commitments on both sides.Researchers can institute project 
steering groups involving users and beneficiaries.Finally, it would be useful to develop internships that place
researchers in government, and government analysts in research centres.

There are potential synergies between training and interactive research.These have been better developed in
Canada than in the UK. Students can benefit from being part of a larger team.Involvement in interactive research
can prepare students for work by heightening the relevance of their training and bringing home the reality of
teamwork.In Canada,bright students have become involved through a process of self-selection.Good students
often have interesting backgrounds and strong synthetic skills of use to consultancies.
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Accumulating Knowledge

A broad theme which emerged from workshop discussions was the need for a greater
sense of ‘accumulation’ in social science activities. This could take a number of different
forms. One form of accumulation comes from taking the time to find appropriate user 
partners and to establish trust.This is a resource-intensive task,but it is ultimately
invaluable.Accumulation over successive research projects is also a key issue. Practitioners
of social science need to have more regard for existing research knowledge and appropriate
lay knowledge in conducting interactive research.

At a programme level,value can be generated by accumulating research findings from several 
projects. Building up linkages,networks and shared research findings is vital for successful
interactive research.This implies resources for programme co-ordinators who can foster
networking activity and draw together varied and sometimes apparently unrelated research
findings.

Quality Assessment

The assessment of research funding applications has traditionally focused on determining
academic quality via the peer review process.‘Utility’ is an extra dimension that needs to 
be taken into account when assessing the quality of interactive research proposals and 
evaluating outcomes.

‘Quality’ and ‘utility’ do not have to stand in opposition to each other.The credibility of
research and quality as measured in traditional academic terms are indispensable from 
the user perspective. Non-academics are sometimes surprised by the rigorous and critical
nature of peer review processes in which they have participated.Quality assessment 
practices must continue to reflect the less tangible benefits of long-term academic research.

Peer reviewing research proposals,monitoring progress and evaluating outcomes is more
resource-intensive for interactive as opposed to more traditional forms of research.
A greater number of reviewers and evaluators is required to ensure that all relevant 
perspectives are taken into account and that innovative proposals are not stalled because
they clash with established disciplinary approaches.There may also be a greater need for
collective approaches to evaluation which build in a degree of interplay between academics
and users and between different disciplinary perspectives.



Communication

Interactive research entails effective communication of findings.But effective communication
does not by itself constitute interactive research. To make research ‘interactive’,links
between researchers and users have to be deeper, more enduring and must entail a 
two-way flow of ideas,not simply the dissemination of research findings.

The use of specialist language is a barrier to engaging non-academics in the research
process.Researchers must use plain language in communicating with user groups.
Personal contacts and networking arrangements, of both a formal and informal nature,
can ease communication.They can also help to identify unexpected uses for research and
allow users to identify people with relevant expertise.

Barriers to Interactive Research

University structures and organisation discourage interactive research.Incentives and
rewards for conducting this style of research are weak;it is difficult to conduct inter-
active research in discipline-based departments;prestige is attached to publishing in top 
disciplinary journals;and tenure and promotion procedures emphasise traditional academic
and teaching quality at the expense of wider criteria.Within universities, encouragement 
to interact with research users is generally on paper only and goodwill/honour on the part
of researchers are required to make it happen.The UK’s Research Assessment Exercise 
is also cited as a barrier to the development of interdisciplinary and interactive habits,
emphasising as it does academic output via journal articles and other publications.

Nevertheless, some central university administrations have promoted interactivity.
Possible solutions include new reward systems, doctoral fellowships for students and 
bringing research users into universities.In general,newer universities are better at 
encouraging interactive research. Some disciplines, for example engineering,health 
sciences and business studies, are inherently interactive.These rely on interaction to 
facilitate good research and teaching.

11
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Key Issues

A number of key issues emerged during the course of the three days,including:the degree to which interactive
research requires interdisciplinarity;the distinctive aspects of academic research and commercial consultancy;
and some of the dynamics involved when researchers interact with those in businesses.

Interdisciplinarity

Interactive research is more likely to need interdisciplinary styles of working than other types of research.
But interactive research can still be undertaken from a single disciplinary perspective. Environmental research
is something of a special case. It is no more or less amenable to interactive approaches than any other type 

of research.But good environmental research,because it is inherently applied, generally requires a more
interdisciplinary approach.

Genuine complementarity between the natural and social sciences is needed in inter-disciplinary research.
If the natural sciences become too dominant in defining research questions,then the social science component
can become an ‘add-on’,serving up applied findings to inform an intellectually richer natural science agenda.
The opposite relationship is also possible. Every effort should be made to ensure that natural and social 
scientists work together to define interdisciplinary research agendas from the beginning.

Some see the disciplinary divide as being false. If research is defined in terms of issues and complex problems,
then insights from more than one discipline are inevitably called for. Interdisciplinary research can be seen as 
a means to the end of solving complex problems.

Most academics believe that training for interdisciplinary/interactive research requires a solid disciplinary base
coupled with the scope for flexibility.An important minority view is that disciplinary training can block the 
development of interdisciplinary thinking and that more people need to be educated in an interdisciplinary
fashion from the start.

Research and Consultancy

Interacting with users does not have to be through short-term research or consultancy.Academics can make
contributions which are distinctive from those of consultants. Consultants are generally hired where the 
commissioning organisation knows the answer it wants.They can deliver to tight timetables.Academics are
more often hired where the answer is not known, or when organisations are under pressure and need to 
demonstrate that their actions are supported by evidence.There is also a degree of mistrust between academics
and consultants in terms of research methodology. Some academics see consultants as using out-dated research
techniques and recycling academic findings freely available in the published literature, though this is not always
borne out in practice .

Working with Business

Working with business as opposed to the public sector poses greater difficulties for academics.This is partly
because of differences in ethos and partly because academics are not geared up to industrial approaches and
timetables.Social scientists and natural scientists differ in the degree to which they are willing to get involved.
Natural science has always engaged with business,although engagement is now more extensive.The advantages
for qualitative social scientists are less clear and connections are harder to make. Equally, business rarely sees 
an advantage in working with social scientists outside the organisation,although very applied social science is
often utilised in marketing activity. However, some innovative collaborations have been explored. (see box)
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Researchers at the University of Lancaster have worked closely with Unilever in trying to
obtain a better understanding of public attitudes towards genetically modified organisms
(GMOs) in food.The background to the research was the huge recent investment in the
technology coupled with rising public unease.The immediate trigger was Monsanto’s
attempt to market genetically modified soya/maize in Europe in 1996.Unilever was 
concerned about its relationships with the wider world and specifically how it should 
handle the issue of segregation and labelling of GM products.

The research revealed that:
people’s attitudes to GMOs are informed by their experiences of the BSE

(‘mad cow disease’) crisis
partly as a result of BSE,people have a broad set of concerns about GMOs
there is a lack of trust in government and official institutions and their ability to handle    
such issues
however, they tend to accept,in a pragmatic way, what appears in the marketplace 
these factors combine so that most people feel ambivalent,uneasy and at the same 
time fatalistic about GMOs
civil servants underestimate people’s understanding of complex subjects,and 
government is poorly attuned to people’s concerns.

Unilever’s business depends on listening to its customers and fitting products to their
lifestyles and agendas.The key to success is the ‘brand’ concept. People who assume that 
if you put something in a shop then consumers would buy it do not understand the nature
of their business.Consumers need to be seen as citizens.They have unarticulated views and
receive filtered messages through organisations such as environmental and industrial lobby
groups.This project was an example of an interesting application of social science over
which the researchers had retained intellectual control.

The key questions for business in interacting with social scientists are:
does your strategy include external listening? 
are you comfortable with openness about plans? 
can you find space in the organisation for consensual debate? 

Writing the research brief is important. You can always get the answer you want by
commissioning superficial research.The rules of engagement are also important.Meetings
with academics need to be sufficiently confidential as to promote trust.Another issue is
whether the market research department will accept new or extended research methods.

To encourage shared learning,the lessons are:
start small and build trust
build confidence in methods
keep business colleagues on board
work up significant mutual agendas.

Unilever’s
use of 

qualitative
research
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About the 
workshop

The Way Forward

A start has been made in pinning down the notion of interactive research and identifying elements 
of good practice. However, further debate and analysis is required to promote its development.
Specifically, there is a need to:

clarify relationships between researchers,funding agencies and user groups;
consider mechanisms for formalising, if necessary, the more ad hoc interactive
relationships that already exist;
understand better the circumstances in which interactive research might be appropriate;
and 
understand better the links between short-term research and the longer-term accumulation of knowledge.

The Interactive Social Science workshop has contributed to this process, focusing on eco-nomic and social
research in the environmental domain.Participants in the workshop identified several practical steps that need to
be taken now.The first is to broadcast the conclusions of the workshop.Along with the fuller workshop report,
this Special Briefing is an attempt to bring the findings to the attention of funding agencies,academic institutions
and the research community.Another appropriate step that now needs to be taken is to expand the initial work-
shop activity to cover a wider range of disciplines and thematic areas.

This Special Briefing is based on the findings of a three day workshop held in March 1998 
at the University of Sussex,Brighton,UK.It was attended by 30 researchers, research ‘users’ 
and representatives of funding agencies from Canada and the UK.
The workshop was organised by:

John Robinson of the Sustainable Development Research Institute,
University of British Columbia
Elizabeth Shove of the Centre for Science Studies,University of Lancaster and 
Jim Skea, Hilary Ougham and Alister Scott of the ESRC Global Environmental 
Change Programme.
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Information

Special Briefings

This Special Briefing is the fourth in a series addressing topics of current interest in 
the field of global environmental change .The briefing is based mainly on contributions 
drawing on research carried out under the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC)
Global Environmental Change Programme.

Already published:
Special Briefing No 3:Implementing Sustainable Development: Research Insights - 

September 1998
Special Briefing No 2:Learning to be Green:The Future of Environmental Education - 

December 1997
Special Briefing No 1:After Kyoto:Making Climate Policy Work - November 1997

The ESRC Global Environmental Change Programme

The ESRC’s Global Environmental Change Programme is developing a better understanding
of the underlying social and economic drivers of environmental change, the impacts of 
environmental change on society and the policies and measures that address environmental
problems.The Programme’s work falls into five main topic areas:attitudes and social 
behaviour; business and the environment;environmental policy;international issues;and 
sustainability and resource management.The research covers a range of environmental 
problems including climate change, deforestation and desertification, complementing 
scientific efforts which address changes in the natural environment itself.The work is 
concerned with local and national solutions as much as with global problems.

Other Programme Publications

The Global Environmental Change Programme publishes a series of four page briefings
which are concise summaries of individual pieces of research. Programme work is also 
published in the book series Global Environmental Change, in association with the 
publishers Routledge.

The Economic and Social Research Council

The Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) promotes and supports research in the
social sciences. By advancing knowledge, the ESRC aims to contribute to the UK’s economic
competitiveness,the effectiveness of public services and the quality of life.
For more information about the ESRC, visit the Web Site:http://www.esrc.ac.uk or contact
the External Relations Division,ESRC, Polaris House, North Star Avenue, Swindon SN2 1UJ
or telephone 01793-413122 or fax 01793-413130.
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