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Abstract 

A long history of economic, social and political inequality in rural Scotland has led to 

a vastly unequal pattern of rural landownership, contributing to the social and 

economic fragility of rural communities. Over the past thirty years there have been 

attempts to mitigate or counter these effects through community landownership 

(CLO), whereby an elected board of local residents govern the use of land in the 

interests of the local population, taking decisions on land uses based on their needs. 

Early evidence of the effects of community landownership suggests that the 

‘intervention’ can act upon determinants of health and reduce social inequalities, 

empowering individuals and communities to affect change within their 

circumstances. In recent years, there have been calls for policies governing both 

health and land reform to be explicitly based around increasing access to Economic, 

Social and Cultural Rights, thereby aligning the strategies and goals of each and 

implying that furthering land reform could improve rural health. This thesis 

investigates the connections between community landownership and rural health 

and considers how, and for whom, this intervention could affect health in rural 

communities in Scotland. 

Two substantive pieces of work comprise this thesis. First, a qualitative study of 

diverse perspectives on community landownership develops a conceptual 

understanding of the causal pathways through which community landownership 

could affect rural health. Second, a Q Methodology study assesses perspectives of 

the residents of a community-owned estate as to the relative role of community 

landownership in improving health within rural communities. 

The findings of this study indicate that community landownership alters power 

relations in rural communities and may act as an antecedent to other health-related 

interventions, but has little intrinsic health benefit. Health effects, both positive and 

negative, are dependent on the ongoing management and governance of 

community-owned estates in line with the needs of local people. These findings can 
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help to inform future development of research, policy and practice within the broad 

fields of rural health, land reform and community development.  
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

1.1 Introduction 

The ownership of land in rural communities imbues the owner with significant 

power to act upon numerous facets of rural life, increasing or constraining 

residents’ ability to access their Economic, Social and Cultural rights (Hunter, 2014). 

Scotland boasts a highly unequal landownership structure, with fewer than five 

hundred individuals owning over half of privately-owned land in the country 

(Wightman, 2013). A historical legacy of unfettered private landownership led to 

the maximising of financial returns, disempowering and displacing tens of 

thousands of rural residents (Hunter, 1976). While legislative reforms have 

mitigated the worst abuses of landed power, rural residents remain largely unable 

to pursue sustainable development through their inability to affect change within 

their social and economic conditions, due to the authority to alter these 

circumstances remaining with the private landowner (Glenn et al., 2019). 

Over recent decades, communities in rural Scotland have increasingly acted to 

purchase and own land collectively for the benefit of the resident population 

(Hunter, 2012). Supported by landmark legislation and funded by public, private and 

charitable sources, community landownership has become a much heralded 

mechanism through which rural communities can take control of their development 

(Rennie, 1998). Community Land Trusts, constituted as charitable organisations and 

accountable to the resident population, pursue economic and social development 

through investment, advocacy, diversification of land uses and social initiatives, 

governed by an elected board of residents (Bryden and Geisler, 2007; Callaghan et 

al., 2011; Sellar, 2006). 

Community landownership can be considered to be in its infancy, with little long-

term understanding of how it can affect the lives of rural residents (McMorran et 

al., 2014). This research seeks to enhance knowledge of whether the potential of 

community landownership is being recognised in practice. It considers the 
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mechanisms through which community landownership may affect the lives of the 

resident population and what implications this may have for the health of the 

community.  

Improving health in rural communities can require different solutions and 

interventions than in urban communities (Smith et al., 2008). A theoretical 

foundation for addressing rural health has only recently been developed, with 

concerted efforts to conceptualise solutions emerging over the past ten years 

(Bourke et al., 2012; Farmer et al., 2012c). Addressing structural antecedents of 

poor health in rural communities is emphasised, with a specific focus on 

reconstituting power relations to offer more authority to rural communities and 

better tailor context-specific solutions to their own needs (Bourke et al., 2012). 

Complex and multifaceted interventions to address multiple determinants of health 

simultaneously and concurrently are advocated over piecemeal efforts or simply an 

emphasis on “how do we get doctors” (Farmer et al., 2012c, p. 185). 

The Human Rights-Based Approach (HRBA) to Health utilises the United Nations 

International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) as a 

theoretical foundation for an approach to public health (NHS Health Scotland, 2016; 

United Nations, 1976). There is increasing interest in adopting this framework to 

inform and structure Scotland’s new public health body, Public Health Scotland 

(Denholm, 2018) alongside recommendations to implement the covenant into Scots 

law (Miller, 2018). It is argued that the improvement of health, and the reduction of 

health inequalities, is dependent on increasing access to Economic, Social and 

Cultural Rights (NHS Health Scotland, 2016). Many of these rights relate to 

improving conditions in which people live and work, directly relating to the Social 

Determinants of Health (Solar and Irwin, 2010). The ICESCR was also the foundation 

for the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2016 (The Scottish Government, 2016), 

theoretically aligning the aims of land reform and public health in Scotland. The 

practical investigation of this theoretical alignment guides much of the research 

comprising this thesis. 
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1.2 Aim and objectives 

The aim of this study is to contribute to our understanding of the health effects of 

community landownership by investigating whether, how, and for whom, it can 

affect health in rural areas. This aim encompasses two specific objectives. First, to 

investigate the mechanisms and pathways through which community 

landownership is seen to affect the health of specific individuals or groups that live 

on community-owned estate, and whether health effects differ between residents 

of landowning communities. Second, this study will consider how community 

landownership is perceived to impact rural health in relation to other potential 

health interventions. This new knowledge will contribute to an understanding of the 

perceived role of community landownership in improving rural health outcomes. 

Explicit research questions are detailed in section 4.2. 

1.3 Structure of thesis 

Chapter 2 presents literature on the history of landownership in Scotland, and the 

development and effects of community landownership, through a systematic 

approach to sourcing relevant literature. Subsequently, it details the context of the 

case study utilised for this research, the South Uist Estate. Chapter 3 outlines 

relevant literature and theory pertaining to rural health and the Human Rights-

Based Approach to Health. It identifies the gap in knowledge which this research 

seeks to address.  

Chapter 4 then describes the methodological approach taken to fill this gap. 

Following an assessment of philosophical foundations, justification for the selection 

of the mixed-method single case study methodology is provided. The methods 

selected, qualitative semi-structured interviews and Q Methodology, are explained 

with further detail on their coherence and sequencing for the purposes of 

answering research questions. 

Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 present the findings of the qualitative and Q Methodology 

studies, respectively. Chapter 5 details the variables considered pertinent to the 
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implications of community landownership for improving health in rural 

communities. This data informs a conceptual model detailing the processes through 

which community landownership can lead to health outcomes, and the factors 

which can affect these outcomes for different members of the community. Chapter 

6 outlines the shared perspectives within the case study community as to how 

health can be improved in rural communities, outlining respondents’ differences in 

opinion. An explanation as to the perceived role of community landownership in 

improving health, in relation to other possible mechanisms, is investigated and 

explained with regard to rural health theory. 

Chapter 7 discusses the findings of both research methods in relation to relevant 

literature. Through the consideration of both qualitative and Q Methodology 

findings, this chapter assesses the perceived effect of community landownership on 

rural residents’ ability to access their Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, and 

ultimately their Right to Health. Further guidance on the practical actions of 

landowners necessary to enhance this access is considered to differentiate the 

ability of community landowners to act upon these rights, in relation to other types 

of landowner. Chapter 8 summarises and concludes this research, stating the 

original contributions it makes to knowledge on this topic and considering its 

limitations, as well as implications for research, policy and practice. 

1.4 Chapter summary 

This chapter provides an introduction to this research and the structure of 

subsequent chapters. Through the utilisation of innovative research methods and 

the bringing together of disparate fields of literature around a Human Rights-Based 

Approach, this research considers the health implications of rural community 

landownership for the first time. Chapter 2 outlines the literature pertaining to the 

development, practice and effects of community landownership. 
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Chapter 2. Community landownership in Scotland 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents literature relevant to researching the effects of community 

landownership. First it details the method utilised for searching and reviewing 

literature. The historical context of the relationship between communities and land 

in rural Scotland is then outlined. The concept of community landownership, its 

development and prevalence is detailed. An in-depth explanation of recent efforts 

to conceptualise community landownership through a human rights lens is 

subsequently outlined, bringing the community land debate up to the present day. 

The status of community landownership in Scotland today is then presented to 

complement historical developments with a contemporary understanding of the 

effects of community landownership upon the resident community. Finally, the 

context of the South Uist Estate, the case study selected for this research, will be 

outlined, including details of the estate buyout, developments and effects on the 

resident community. The chapter is summarised in a concluding section. 

2.2 Literature review methods 

Initially, this research was designed to incorporate a systematic review of literature 

(Bryman, 2008, chap. 5) pertaining to the effects of community landownership on 

health. However, following the trialling of various different search terms in key 

academic databases (Table 2.1), no literature was found specifically on the subject 

at the time of conducting the search (July-August 2016). This rendered the 

undertaking of a systematic review impossible. Nonetheless, elements of a 

systematic approach were adopted for the process of searching for and sourcing 

peer-reviewed academic publications, policy documents and grey literature 

pertaining to community landownership, if not explicitly its impact upon health. 

Search terms were standardised and applied in a number of academic databases. 

These databases were themselves purposively selected due to their relevance to 
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the subject, specifically relating to health and social science literature, as well as all-

encompassing academic repositories such as Google Scholar (Table 2.1). 

Search terms Databases 

Community land trust 
“community land ownership” 
“communal land” “ownership” 
“community” 
“community buy-outs” 
Communal land ownership 
Community land tenure 
Cooperative land ownership 

Google Scholar 
Proquest Health and Medical 
Science Direct 
IBSS 
JSTOR 

Table 2.1- Search terms and databases searched. 

The literature search uncovered 211 peer-reviewed journal articles considered 

relevant due to their consideration of the effects of community landownership. Of 

those, 32 were duplicates, 55 were judged irrelevant based on their title, and 34 

were either not written in English or could not be accessed by the researcher. This 

left 90 articles judged either relevant or partly relevant. Of these, 55 were empirical 

studies and 35 were non-empirical. These articles were then read through, rejecting 

those found to be irrelevant while considering the findings of pertinent papers. 

‘Snowball sampling’ techniques (Bryman, 2008, pp. 202–203), whereby the 

reference lists of relevant sources were analysed to assess any previously unknown 

literature, were adopted to identify further relevant sources, including book 

chapters, which had not been identified through the above literature searches. In 

addition, internet searches were conducted for relevant ‘grey’ literature (published 

in English), including reports, policy documents and other documents, which were 

then integrated into the literature review. These were sourced from a variety of 

government departments, charities, and organisations working within the field, and 

were added throughout the period of the PhD.  

2.3 Land and rural communities in Scotland: 1745-1886 

Scotland currently boasts one of the most unequal landownership structures in 

Europe (Elliot et al., 2014), and one of the most unequal in the world (Laible, 2008). 

In 1996, half of Scotland’s surface area was owned by some 600 individuals (or 
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0.01% of the population) (Wightman, 1996). In 2002, 85 privately-owned estates 

controlled one third of the land of the Highlands and Islands (Callaghan et al., 2011) 

and due of the laws of primogeniture1 regarding the inheritance of such estates, 

there is little indication that the size of estates (and therefore the number of 

owners) will be significantly altered in the future without government intervention 

or market regulation (Wightman, 2013). This present day inequality is rooted in 

earlier injustice (Hunter, 2014) as “for many centuries Scotland has endured 

patterns of land ownership that inhibited capacity for wealth distribution and social 

justice” (Shields, 2018, p. 2). To understand how we arrived at this present situation 

it is therefore important to recognise how land ownership issues have pervaded the 

history of Scotland, and especially the Highlands and Islands, for the past 1,000 

years (Hunter, 1999; McIntosh, 2001; Wightman, 2013).  

The land tenure system in place in Scotland for much of the last millennium was 

known as ‘Feudalism’. Feudal tenure was a multi-layered system of property leasing 

where the Crown, at the top, retains ownership and charges rent for large parcels of 

land, while each subsequent layer (‘Superiors’ and ‘Vassals’ respectively) subdivide 

those parcels while charging rent to those below them. At the bottom of this 

structure were small-scale tenant farmers, or ‘crofters’, who were the original 

occupants and workers of the vast majority of land in the Highlands and Islands. The 

rigidity of this system prevented changes in the pattern of landownership and 

financially benefitted all involved, at the expense of the tenant farmer. The feudal 

system of land ownership was in place in Scotland from 1150AD to the year 2000 

(Wightman, 2013), despite having been abolished in England in 1290 (McIntosh, 

2001). 

Professor James Hunter’s substantial work on the modern history of the Highlands 

and Islands provides an understanding of a significant period in the history of land 

relations in Scotland – from the period immediately following the Jacobite Uprising 

of the mid-18th Century (when the landownership pattern in Scotland was similar 

 
1 The legal right of the first-born son to solely inherit his parents’ entire estate upon their death, thus 
preventing the break-up of large estates through equal distribution to each child. 
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to those found throughout Europe (Hunter, 2014)), to the turn of the 20th Century 

(Hunter, 1999, 1976). The period following the 1745 Uprising is significant due to 

the change in social and legal structure which reconstituted the role of the 

‘Chieftain’ of a ‘clan’ (the patriarchal head of a tightknit community) from that of a 

steward for both the land and the community living upon it to that of a landlord 

maximising financial returns from each (Hunter, 1976). There were a number of 

interrelated circumstances which propagated this transition, starting with the 

incorporation of clan chieftains into the bourgeois political classes of Edinburgh, 

London and Paris through their role as legislators, long before 1745. Landownership 

often conferred significant political influence, and until recently was in many 

instances accompanied by a seat in the House of Lords at Westminster (Chenevix‐

Trench and Philip, 2001). The funding of the accompanying lavish urban lifestyles 

required the maximising of financial returns from land assets. Prior to the defeat of 

the Jacobite Uprising by the British Crown in 1746, clan chiefs had been reluctant to 

increase rents due to the importance of being able to raise armies of loyal men 

from their lands, and thus not alienate them through extortionate rents. However, 

following the subsequent tight grip held on the Highlands and Islands by the British 

Military, the forfeiture of Chiefs’ “traditional powers over their followers” (Hunter, 

1999, p. 199) and their own financial incentives to remain loyal to the Crown, lifted 

this restriction.  

While feudal tenure was unaffected by this change, the bonds of kinship which 

“tempered” that feudalism previously had now been replaced by a financial 

relationship (Macmillan et al., 2002). This systemic change led to the Chieftain 

becoming ever more distanced socially from his dependents, who were now, in 

actuality, his tenants, and bound rural communities in the Highlands and Islands to 

the economic forces which governed the rest of Western capitalism (Ali and Paradis, 

2010; Rohde, 2004; Wightman, 2013).  

Landowners created the system of ‘crofting’  to simplify the complex social and 

familial relationships surrounding land tenancy to one of a legal contract, making 

tenants easier to evict (Hunter, 1976). Crofts were purposefully allotted so as to be 

too small to support the family which lived upon them, so that their subsistence 



9 
 

agriculture must be accompanied by wage labour, often in whichever industry was 

most profitable to the landowner at the time (Hunter, 1999). This had the added 

effect of binding those tenants financially to their landlords, and becoming reliant 

upon them for employment (Hunter, 1976). One such profitable industry was the 

then booming trade in processed kelp. Crofters were employed in indentured 

labour to collect, dry and burn kelp through a process considered so arduous that 

the relative conditions of black slaves in America at that time were considered 

“paradise” (Hunter, 1976, p. 52). The poor working conditions and meagre financial 

returns led some to try to leave their communities. However, the industry was so 

profitable that landowners affected legislative change to make travel to British 

colonies unaffordable to crofters (Hunter, 1976). 

When the kelp industry crashed (1810-1820), the value of crofters’ labour 

plummeted as they were no longer needed to generate financial returns for the 

landowner (Hunter, 1976). They were now considered financial liabilities as the 

labour-intensive kelp industry was replaced by the land-hungry wool industry. 

Reversing the earlier legislation forcing them to stay, tens of thousands of 

Highlanders and Islanders were forcibly removed from the land, with many shipped 

to America, Canada and Australia (Hunter, 1976). This period of forced migration is 

known as The Highland Clearances. Those who were left were removed from their 

fertile crofting land and herded into overcrowded, infertile townships to subdivide 

the crofts of those already resident there. These vast forced movements of people 

have been likened to the ethnic cleansing (Hunter, 1999) and were enacted to allow 

the maximum area of land possible for the landowner’s latest “improvement”, the 

wholesale grazing of sheep (Sellar, 2006). Between 1800 and 1880, over 150,000 

residents of the Highlands and Islands, around half the population, were forced to 

leave out of poverty, famine and homelessness (Hunter, 1976; The Scotsman, 

2005). 

In the final decades of the 19th century, local residents started to fight back. 

Organised resistance from crofters involved rent strikes, civil disobedience and 

armed struggles with the agents of landowners and legal authorities (Wightman, 

2013). These actions attracted significant media attention, which then illuminated 
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some of the dire conditions experienced by crofters during the late-19th Century. In 

1883, following high-profile armed rebellion from a number of crofting townships, 

the Napier Commission was established to investigate these conditions further, and 

in 1884 published a damning report of the actions of landlords and the consequent 

effect on tenants. The report’s publication was described as “the single most 

important event in the modern history of the Highlands” (Sellar, 2006, p. 102) and 

in turn led to the enacting of the 1886 Crofters’ Holdings Act, ensuring, among 

other things, security of tenure for crofters (Laible, 2008; Wightman, 2013). This 

represented the first example of ‘Land Reform’ in Scotland, and was considered 

radical, even revolutionary, for its time (Sellar, 2006). 

“Land reform is one of the classical instances of attempts to 

correct market failures by institutional reform enacted by or 

induced by the public powers. Land reform means systematic 

change in property distribution, farm size, and land tenure 

conditions.” 

(Dovring, 1987, p. 394) 

The 1886 Crofters’ Holdings Act effectively ended the arbitrary evictions, population 

movements and unchecked domination of crofters by their landowners but did not 

challenge the system of landownership which allowed and encouraged them (Sellar, 

2006). The Act merely served to ameliorate some of the crofters’ concerns through 

securing their tenancy upon the land, while buttressing the feudal system against 

further revolt (Wightman, 2013). 

2.4 Community landownership in Scotland 

Following the 1886 Crofters Holdings Act, and despite landless ‘cottars’ being no 

better off than before its enactment, many considered this legislation sufficient and 

land reform received little attention for another century (Wightman, 2013). Only 

minor legislative changes were enacted following the First World War and Bolshevik 

Revolution in an effort to stem potential revolutionary zeal, buttressed by broken 

promises of land for returning soldiers (Hunter, 2014). However, the last decade of 
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the 20th Century was marked by a growing campaign for land reform due to the 

unjust ownership patterns and land management practices, developed during the 

time of landowner impunity, still affecting the lives of rural residents (Rennie, 

1995). Some of this feeling was historical in nature, demanding revenge, restitution 

or simply social justice following the brutality of the Clearances (Hunter, 1976; 

Mackenzie et al., 2004; Sellar, 2006). However, much of it was driven by a present 

and future concern for the development of rural communities within the context of 

“insecurity, neglect and disempowerment” (Laible, 2008; McMorran and Scott, 

2013, p. 139), much of which was seen to derive from the constraints imposed by 

private landownership in defining: 

“The size and distribution of an area’s population; the labour skills 

and the entrepreneurial experiences of the population; access to 

employment and thus migration; access to housing; access to land 

to build new houses; the social structure; and the distribution of 

power and influence.”  

(Wightman, 1996, p. 15) 

While there are landowners whose influence was considered positive in these 

regards, the fragility of relying on the good nature of an individual caused concern 

among those living in rural communities, and perpetuated an unequal paternalistic 

social stratification (Hunter, 2012; McKee, 2013). Due to this uncertainty and 

fragility, a significant focus of land reform has been the enabling of those living on 

the land to control (or at least influence) its use and development, and prevent the 

disempowerment and lack of accountability experienced under private ownership 

(Chenevix‐Trench and Philip, 2001; Laible, 2008; Satsangi, 2009). One means 

through which this control could be assumed is through community ownership of 

land. 

The concept of community landownership is not unique to Scotland, nor was it born 

in Scotland (Moore and McKee, 2012). Land has been owned and managed 

collectively in tribal systems for centuries in communities across the world 

(Linklater, 2014), although an in-depth investigation of the history and development 
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of different forms of communal ownership is outwith the scope of this research. 

While indigenous and tribal communities have taken effective (if not legal) 

ownership of their land for centuries, modern forms of community ownership have 

also developed across the world with the intention of targeting specific social or 

economic objectives (Glass et al., 2013; Godden, 2011). For example, the modern 

conception of community landownership in America can be traced back to 1969 

where community-owned land parcels were established to provide marginalised 

populations with greater access to land and asset ownership (Davis, 2010), with the 

intention of providing affordable housing to those in need of it through forms of 

shared equity housing estates. More than half of Mexico’s land-mass is owned by 

local communities (Barnes, 2009) following a revolutionary movement to reunite 

people with the social, as opposed to economic, function of the land. Recent 

research into landownership in England has led to recommendations that UK 

Government policy on land reform should follow the Scottish example in ensuring 

fairness and transparency in landownership and increasing opportunities for 

communities to collectively own and manage estates (Monbiot, 2019). 

2.4.1 Emergence and development of community landownership: 

1992 -2012 

Community landownership in Scotland can be considered relatively young in its 

formal legal organisation, but centuries old in regard to the informal community 

ownership of land (Wightman, 2013). Ironically, it was the legal reforms following 

the Jacobite Uprisings of the 18th Century which converted clan chiefs from a 

defender of the collective ownership of his land, to the private owner of that land, 

thus altering the long-held traditions regarding this collective ownership (Hunter, 

1976). 

2.4.1.1 Precursors to, and foundations of, modern community landownership 

The first recorded instance of a Scottish community owning its own land in modern 

times was when the UK Government (under the auspices of the Congested Districts 

Board) purchased the Glendale Estate in Skye on behalf of its residents in 1908, 
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before selling it back to them in instalments paid by resident crofters (Wightman, 

2013)2. Fifteen years later the recently bankrupt Lord Leverhulme gifted the 

Stornoway Estate to the town’s residents, to be held in trust for the local population 

(Chenevix‐Trench and Philip, 2001; Wightman, 2013).  

Aside from these two outliers, community landownership began in the early 1990s 

with the communities of Assynt in the North-West Highlands, and Borve and 

Annishader in Skye, responding to a history of absent or neglectful landlords and 

purchasing land on the open market to administer themselves (Wightman, 2013). 

These community buy-outs “catalysed the land reform debate in Scotland” and 

developed interest in further purchases (Brown, 2007, p. 634). Funding and support 

for bottom-up rural development policies delivered through the European Union’s 

LEADER programme3 offered one potential source of support for community 

buyouts, but was not specifically targeted at this strategy of community 

development. Therefore, the movement’s progress continued to be constrained by 

a lack of adequate support from public institutions (Boyd, 2003; Bryden and Geisler, 

2007). Community buy-outs were largely funded through the fundraising efforts of 

individual communities, relying mainly on a few major private and public sector 

donors (Braunholtz-Speight, 2015; Callaghan et al., 2011; Hoffman, 2013). These 

efforts were difficult and time-consuming, made more-so by the challenges faced in 

accessing commercial loans secured against estates, the purchase price of which 

was often greater than its commercial value (Braunholtz-Speight, 2015).  

2.4.1.2 Initial government support for community landownership 

Until the mid-1990s, the UK Government refrained from supporting community 

ownership due to fears of socialist sympathies hampering efforts to fight the Cold 

War (Macmillan et al., 2002). This changed in 1995 when then Secretary of State for 

 
2 The ownership structure of the Glendale Estate is not commensurate with the modern conception 
of community landownership (see section 2.4.3), instead resembling a shareholder structure where 
shares are no longer connected to the land, and can be bought and sold on the open market. Details 
are included here for historical reasons but the estate is not considered directly relevant to this 
research. 
3 LEADER is an EU-funded programme aimed at developing sustainable methods of locally-driven 
rural development (https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/leader-clld_en).  

https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/leader-clld_en
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Scotland, Michael Forsyth, proposed transferring significant public landholdings into 

community ownership (Chenevix‐Trench and Philip, 2001). Forsyth was not averse 

to community ownership, especially through transferring land from public 

ownership, and was convinced of its potential after being invited to Eigg to witness 

the poor living conditions being faced by residents and the struggles they were 

facing in gaining ownership of the island (Hunter, 2012). Despite community 

landownership long being promoted across the political spectrum, Forsyth was still 

aware of the potentially radical nature of this policy: 

“I am no Bolshevik… I am not in the business of taking people’s 

land away from them… But I am keen to encourage all crofters 

and crofting landlords to consider the crofting trust option and, as 

Secretary of State, I am interested in transferring ownership of the 

substantial crofting lands I hold to crofting or community trusts if 

there is sufficient interest at local level.” 

Michael Forsyth, Secretary of State for Scotland, October 1995 (Hunter, 2012, p. 69) 

Forsyth subsequently laid the foundations for the establishment of the Community 

Land Unit (later the Community Assets Team), to be administered by Highlands and 

Islands Enterprise (HIE) and funded by the National Lottery, making the process less 

ad hoc and more formalised and legitimised (Callaghan et al., 2011; Chenevix‐

Trench and Philip, 2001; Mackenzie, 2006a; McMorran et al., 2014). He drove the 

enactment of the Transfer of Crofting Estates (Scotland) Act 1997 (one of the last 

pieces of legislation under the Conservative government) which allowed for further 

community buyouts of public land (MacAskill, 2004). The accompanying Scottish 

Land Fund (which has since ceased to be administered by HIE) was seen as crucial to 

the development and expansion of community landownership in Scotland (Hunter, 

2012), often funding the majority of the cost of estates, and providing expert 

advice, support and technical assistance to maintain the development of 

community-owned estates moving forward (Black and Leeman, 2012; Braunholtz-

Speight, 2015; Callaghan et al., 2011; Mackenzie, 2006a). This first wave of 

government assistance for community landownership offered a legislative route 
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through which communities could attain ownership of publicly-owned estates. 

However, due to the complex and time-consuming nature of the legislation, as well 

as the perception of the government as a benign and otherwise effective landlord, 

this mechanism received very limited uptake (McMorran et al., 2018). The 

expansion of community landownership over this period was largely conducted 

through negotiated sales with private landowners (Table 2.2, pg. 33) (Mackenzie et 

al., 2004). 

Due in part to these constraints, the Land Reform Policy Group (LRPG) was formed 

in 1997 to develop further legislative solutions to unequal land distribution (Pillai, 

2010), with the assertion that:  

“Land is a key resource… [but] the interests of the majority have 

been damaged by the interests of the few who control that 

resource. Land reform is needed on grounds of fairness, and to 

secure the public good… present systems of land ownership and 

management in rural Scotland still serve to inhibit opportunities 

for local enterprise… have also resulted in serious degradation of 

the natural heritage… [and] can have a critical impact upon the 

land’s ability to sustain rural populations.”  

(Braunholtz-Speight and Macleod, 2011, p. 6) 

This statement, developed by a publicly commissioned body, places blame for rural 

depopulation, lack of economic development and environmental degradation on 

the concentrated pattern of landownership in Scotland (Sellar, 2006). The LRPG 

sought to base modern land reform on the balancing of the rights of landowners 

with the public interest, acknowledging that the two regularly came into conflict, 

constraining sustainable development of rural communities (Laible, 2008; MacAskill, 

2004; McKee et al., 2013).  
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2.4.1.3 Devolution of land reform 

Enthusiasm for land reform legislation was maintained during the early years of the 

Scottish Parliament (following the Scotland Act 1998), with the late Donald Dewar, 

then Scotland’s First Minister, declaring: 

“I am determined to find the most effective way of giving 

communities a right to buy the land where they live, and time to 

put together the necessary bid. It would go further than any other 

step to change the whole atmosphere surrounding the land 

ownership argument… giving them real rights, and a real say over 

their own destiny.”  

(Boyd, 2003, p. 2) 

This determination led to the coalition government led by Dewar developing the 

most radical land reform legislation since 1886, starting with the abolition of feudal 

tenure (Sellar, 2006). Prior to the establishment of the Scottish Parliament, all 

legislation needed to be passed by the House of Lords at Westminster, much of 

which was comprised of landowners who profited from the current system and 

would not compromise their financial interests through reforming it (Braunholtz-

Speight, 2015; Laible, 2008; Warren and McKee, 2011). Therefore, it was only 

following the devolution of powers to the new Scottish Parliament in 1999, 

removing the need to gain the Lords’ ascent, that feudal tenure was repealed in one 

of the first Acts of the new parliament (The Scottish Government, 2000), bringing 

Scotland into line with England, which had itself abolished feudal tenure over 700 

years previously (McIntosh, 2001).  

Building upon the repeal of feudal tenure was the landmark Land Reform (Scotland) 

Act 2003 (The Scottish Government, 2003). The aim of this legislation was “to 

remove the land-based barriers to the sustainable development of rural 

communities” (Warren and McKee, 2011, p. 17). Central to this legislation were 

provisions offering communities the right of first refusal, should land be put up for 

sale, and the right to assume ownership of land and assets from public bodies (Part 

2). In addition, crofting communities could take ownership of an estate without the 
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consent of the current owner, dependent on certain provisions (Part 3). This 

legislation was considered radical for its economic redistributive interventions and 

placing the residents of rural communities squarely at the forefront of their own 

development (Laible, 2008; MacAskill, 2004; Sellar, 2006). 

Despite being lauded as a popular solution to the ‘Land Question’ by politicians and 

policymakers (Chenevix‐Trench and Philip, 2001), this legislation was criticised by 

land reform advocates and sceptics alike (Sellar, 2006). Lairds and landowners 

labelled the legislation “Marxist” (Hunter, 2012, p. 138), “Stalinist” and “communist 

ideology” (Sellar, 2006, p. 107) in its approach to the “nationalisation” of land 

(Satsangi, 2009, p. 256). It was compared to the “land grabs” in Zimbabwe 

(Wightman, 2013) and “Cuba visited upon the Highlands” (McIntosh, 2001, p. 274) 

with Scotland becoming “Albania of Northern Europe” (Sellar, 2006, p. 107). Many 

of these labels were applied by Conservative politicians and right-wing media, 

despite the previous political support of the Tories and the difficulty of placing 

community landownership in a traditional left-right spectrum of political thought 

(Hunter, 2012, p. 7). They further bemoaned the quantity of funding offered to 

potential landowning communities through the Scottish Land Fund and the Growing 

Community Assets fund, prompting allegations that public money was being 

squandered through government intervention in the market (Sellar, 2006). This 

allegation omits the fact that the largest recipients of agricultural subsidies from the 

Scottish Government are themselves private landowners (McMorran et al., 2014), 

belying a double-standard with regard to faith in the free market. To summarise the 

superlatives used, landowners considered the enhancement in crofters’ rights “one 

of the biggest threats to wealth in Scotland at the present time” (Laible, 2008, p. 

181). 

Conversely, land-reform campaigners claimed the legislation did not go far enough 

in “curtailing the power and influence of bad lairds” (Satsangi, 2009, p. 256) and 

merely served to change the name of the landowner, rather than the system and 

concentration of landownership (Wightman, 2013). While these criticisms focused 

on the lack of radical provision around the redistribution of land (part of a broader 

land reform agenda (Warren and McKee, 2011)), it was noted that the legislation 
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was imposing a duty on a particular landowning group to manage their land in a 

sustainable manner (Pillai, 2010). This placed a right, and a duty, on landowning 

communities to investigate ways to manage their land for the social, economic and 

environmental betterment of the resident community, something which had never 

before existed in Scotland (Laible, 2008). 

There were also those that welcomed the legislation as being both “top-down (state 

authorised and assisted) and bottom-up (privileging communities)”, thus appealing 

to “conservative and progressive alike” (Braunholtz-Speight and Macleod, 2011; 

Bryden and Geisler, 2007, p. 32). This element of top-down management was 

cautioned against with regard to “how far it stifles innovation and 

entrepreneurship” in the buy-out process through a “one-size-fits-all” approach 

driven by government priorities (McMorran et al., 2014, p. 30). Indeed it was 

emphasised by those working with communities that any potential buy-out was 

initiated and driven by communities and not imposed by government or other 

agencies (Hunter, 2012; Skerratt and Steiner, 2013). One example where this advice 

was not taken was in efforts to encourage the community in Orbost in Skye to take 

ownership of a piece of publicly-owned land without adequate community 

involvement (Rohde, 2004; Warren and McKee, 2011). This process ultimately 

resulted in “abject failure” (Rohde, 2004, p. 217) due to the top-down approach 

taken and the subsequent resistance mounted by local people due to the plan not 

taking sufficient account of their needs (McMorran and Scott, 2013). 

2.4.1.4 The spread of community landownership 

Despite the criticism of the Act, crofting communities especially were becoming 

increasingly active in pursuing community buy-outs throughout the Highlands and 

Islands, driving a “quiet revolution” (Campbell, 2002) in landownership in the 

process (Mackenzie et al., 2004). This ‘revolution’, similar to its considerably 

‘noisier’ predecessor in the 1880s, comprised a social movement striving for specific 

goals (e.g. increased control over land uses and greater shares of revenues from 

land), as well as attempting to preserve their historic connection to the land, and 

the future development of their communities. Local action is seen as being crucial 
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to the practical steps preceding a buy-out with local people being relied upon to 

connect residents to support structures, different levels of government and 

financiers that are key to launching a viable buy-out (Braunholtz-Speight, 2015). A 

history of crofting culture was claimed to lead to a “strong sense of community and 

civic society” (Callaghan et al., 2011, p. 94) and lead to a culture of public 

involvement and voluntary action which is often present in rural and remote 

communities (Woolvin, 2012). 

While some communities fought to take control of their land, others were less 

fervent in their convictions, with not all rural communities attempting to buy-out 

the land that they were living on (Macaulay, 2014; Mackenzie et al., 2004; 

McMorran et al., 2014). During the 1970s an effort was made by The Labour Party 

to develop community ownership of publicly-owned crofting estates, but was met 

with “no appetite amongst crofters” to take it on (MacAskill, 2004, p. 108). 

Opposition or ambivalence towards community buy-outs is often expressed through 

a fondness for the current private owners and their families, especially if the owners 

live locally and are considered part of the community (Mackenzie, 2006a; Satsangi, 

2014; Wagstaff, 2013). This reflects the fact that “many [private] owners have 

strong emotional attachments to their land and are motivated by altruistic concerns 

about nature conservation, local employment and future generations” (Warren and 

McKee, 2011, p. 29). Some focused more on the appropriateness of land uses and 

the effectiveness of land management which define the life chances of those in the 

community, rather than the identity of the owner of the land (Wightman, 2013). 

Furthermore, there were concerns around not knowing how well the community 

would cope with the added responsibilities of ownership (Satsangi, 2014, 2009). 

Allaying the fears of bitter court battles over the forced repossession of property, 

almost all buyouts have involved a willing buyer and a willing seller, with some 

private landowners even gifting the land to the community for free (Bryden and 

Geisler, 2007; Hunter, 1976; Mackenzie, 2010). However, some communities 

experienced considerable barriers through negotiated sales, especially in cases of 

an unwilling seller, exacerbated by difficulties in establishing formal communication 

and mutual trust between buyer and seller (McMorran et al., 2018). 
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2.4.1.5 Other types of landowner 

In researching the role of community landowners in affecting health in rural 

communities, it was beneficial to compare and contrast community ownership with 

other ownership types. This research has predominantly focused such comparisons 

on private ownership of land which, while important, omits other substantial 

landowners from consideration. The state is the largest individual landowner in 

Scotland, owning 12% of the country (Ali and Paradis, 2010). The Scottish 

Government, known in this case by their trading name, Scottish Ministers, already 

have significant land holdings across the country, due in part to their role in buying 

it from private owners and leasing it to crofters from the beginning of the 20th 

Century (Hunter, 1976). They currently own the island of Barra in the Outer 

Hebrides and only recently sold the West Harris Estate to the local community body 

(Mackenzie, 2010; Sellar, 2006; Wightman, 2013). They also own significant tracts of 

woodland, under the auspices of the Forestry Commission Scotland, some of which 

is currently subject to interest from community groups (Mackenzie et al., 2004). 

There are those who advocate land nationalisation, a process which would transfer 

the ownership of all land to the government, as the solution to the concentrated 

pattern of private landownership (Hoffman, 2013). However, it is warned that this 

will simply change the name of the owner, while maintaining the disempowerment 

and poor management caused by the lack of community ownership (Rennie, 1995; 

Rohde, 2004). 

Ownership of land by large non-governmental organisations (commonly 

environmental NGOs) has increased since the 1980s in response to a perceived 

failure of government conservation policy amid increased public awareness of 

environmental debates (McMorran and Glass, 2013). Today, significant land is held 

by organisations such as The National Trust for Scotland, The Royal Society for the 

Protection of Birds (RSPB) and the John Muir Trust (McMorran and Glass, 2013; 

Warren, 2009; Wightman, 2013). While some NGOs sought to involve local people 

in decision-making and there have been reported benefits of organisational 

ownership on socio-economic indicators, it was recognised that “conservation 

organisations in Scotland do not generally acquire and manage these estates with 
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the primary aim of producing such benefits” (McMorran and Glass, 2013, p. 183) 

and have been criticised for their “unilateral approach to decision-making” (Glenn 

et al., 2019, p. 38). Tensions have been apparent between environmental NGOs and 

landowning interests since the late 1980s, largely due to land use restrictions being 

imposed around the designation of Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) (The 

Scottish Government, 2008). The requirement to maintain ‘wild land’, restrict wind 

turbine development and limit industrial developments have been seen as 

restricting local entrepreneurship and innovation similarly to how private 

ownership is claimed to (Callaghan et al., 2011; Dalglish, 2018). Those supporting 

community ownership consider organisational ownership “a statement of failure” 

(Chenevix‐Trench and Philip, 2001, p. 143) due to the continued lack of democratic 

accountability and constraints on local economic development (Ali and Paradis, 

2010). The ownership of land by large environmental NGOs has been likened to 

absentee ownership, but without the potential for the mortality of a private 

individual to spark a change in ownership, thereby perpetually depriving the local 

community of ownership of the land (McMorran and Glass, 2013; Warren and 

McKee, 2011). 

2.4.2 Land reform and human rights: 2012-2019 

Land rights have been a consideration of human rights internationally for many 

years (Hunter, 2014), including the declaration that “land rights are fundamental to 

addressing the common challenges of humanity” (International Land Coalition, 

2013). Numerous international agreements and conventions recommend best 

practice for governments (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, 

2012), but few agreements are binding. Land tenure conditions in Scotland were 

perceived to be similar to conditions in many developing countries (Ali and Paradis, 

2010), although broader analysis of international land tenure arrangements are 

outside the scope of this study. 

The notion that land ownership should be bound by rights and responsibilities is not 

new in Scotland either, although it has only been integrated into policy in the past 

few years (Hunter, 2014). More than a century ago, William Gladstone, UK Prime 
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Minster at the time of the enacting of the Crofters’ Holdings Act of 1886, claimed 

that “the rights of property in the Highlands were not absolute” and that crofters 

“had rights of which they have been surreptitiously deprived” (Cameron, 2009, p. 

33). Over a century later, calls were still being made for the sustainable ownership 

of land to be considered a collective responsibility, as well as “a basic civil right” 

(MacInnes and Shields, 2015): 

“The ownership and management of the land… [is] a fundamental 

right, and indeed obligation, of the community of people who live 

on that land.” 

(Rennie, 1998) 

2.4.2.1 Conceptualising human rights-based land reform 

Following the 2003 Land Reform (Scotland) Act, land reform was claimed to have 

been placed on the back-burner of Scottish politics (Wightman, 2016), despite 

political rhetoric and predictions that the “process will continue and that Scotland’s 

land reform law will be amended and improved as community rights and 

responsibilities are better understood through practice” (Bryden and Geisler, 2007, 

p. 33). Some of the criticisms of the lack of legislative progress have been directed 

toward the Scottish National Party (SNP) administration which took power in 2007: 

“We're now six years into an SNP government which has so far 

done absolutely nothing legislatively about the fact that Scotland 

continues to be stuck with the most concentrated, most 

inequitable, most unreformed and most undemocratic land 

ownership system in the entire developed world.”  

(McKenna, 2013) 

Whether or not by coincidence, these comments were made at around the same 

time that the SNP Government established a new Scottish Land Fund and 

commissioned a Land Reform Review Group (LRRG) in 2012, recognising the need to 

maintain the legislative momentum around a cause which continued to be a 

flagship policy (McMorran et al., 2014). The LRRG was established on the 
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assumption of the central importance of land to sustainable development of 

Scotland, and tasked with the remit of designing the next chapter of land reform: 

“The relationship between the land and the people of Scotland is 

fundamental to the wellbeing, economic success, environmental 

sustainability and social justice of the country. The structure of 

land ownership is a defining factor in that relationship: it can 

facilitate and promote development, but it can also hinder it. In 

recent years, various approaches to land reform, not least the 

expansion of community ownership, have contributed positively to 

a more successful Scotland by assisting in the reduction of barriers 

to sustainable development, by strengthening communities and by 

giving them a greater stake in their future. The various strands of 

land reform that exist in Scotland provide a firm foundation for 

further developments. The Government has therefore established 

a Land Reform Review Group.” 

(Elliot et al., 2014, p. 5) 

Specifically, the LRRG focused on developing engagement between people and land, 

through “ownership, governance, management and use” (Elliot et al., 2014, p. 5). 

During its public consultation, the LRRG was lobbied to explicitly base future land 

reform legislation around human rights standards and the United Nation’s 

Sustainable Development Goals (MacInnes, 2019; MacInnes and Shields, 2015). 

Discussions around rights, which effectively relate to “restructuring established 

power relations… between individual property rights and the claims of wider 

society” lead to land reform being considered “an incendiary topic” (Hunter, 2012, 

p. 139). Early discussions around this topic were dominated by the discussion of 

landowners’ property rights, leading to a cautious approach to the redistribution of 

land (Hunter, 2014; Shields, 2018). Specifically it was claimed that the Crofting 

Community Right to Buy allowing for land to be transferred into community 

ownership without a willing seller contravened Article 1 of the first Protocol of the 
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European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) - the protection of property 

(European Court of Human Rights, 2013; MacAskill, 2004).  

However, reference to the UN’s Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible 

Governance of Tenure of Land, Forests and Fisheries (Food and Agriculture 

Organization of the United Nations, 2012) promotes the importance of land tenure 

in the access of Economic, Social and Cultural rights (Hunter, 2014; MacInnes and 

Shields, 2015). These guidelines recognise that “no tenure right, including private 

ownership, is absolute” (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, 

2012, p. 6) and must be balanced against the social, economic and cultural rights of 

those living on the land (Hunter, 2014; International Land Coalition, 2018; 

MacInnes, 2019; MacInnes and Shields, 2015; Peacock, 2018; Wightman, 2013).  

“Redistributive reforms may be considered for social, economic 

and environmental reasons, among others, where a high degree of 

ownership concentration is combined with a significant level of 

rural poverty attributable to a lack of access to land, fisheries and 

forests.” 

(Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, 2012, pp. 25–26) 

Indeed, the ECHR agrees, caveating the protection of property with asserting “The 

preceding provisions shall not, however, in any way impair the right of a State to 

enforce such laws as it deems necessary to control the use of property in 

accordance with the general interest” (European Court of Human Rights, 2013, p. 

33). 

While qualifying and restricting property rights reflect moves throughout Europe 

(Warren and McKee, 2011), compulsory purchase of property is “seldom seen in 

advanced Western democracies” (Satsangi, 2007, p. 37), placing Scotland at the 

forefront of this development. This change of mindset allowed the economic, social 

and cultural rights of those living in rural communities in Scotland to justify, in 

certain circumstances, a change in landownership without the need for a willing 

seller (McKee et al., 2013). The result was that “the human rights focus shifted from 
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avoiding human rights violations to actively pursuing positive human rights impacts” 

(Shields, 2018, p. 8). This change in mindset reflects a broader movement whereby 

“older institutions of property, title and law are constantly being reshaped to meet 

new social, economic and political imperatives that need to interface with a 

plethora of legal and institutional forms for managing land and resources” (Godden, 

2011, p. 386). The LRRG took on these recommendations and explicitly based its 

recommendations around democratic accountability, sustainable development and 

promoting access to economic, social and cultural rights: 

“Human rights have traditionally been a prominent part of the 

land reform discourse, with the UN Covenant on Economic, Social 

and Cultural Rights and the European Convention on Human 

Rights (Protocol 1, Article1) providing a framework which seeks to 

balance the right of the population to an adequate standard of 

living, with the right of the individual to the peaceful enjoyment of 

his or her possessions.” 

(Elliot et al., 2014, pp. 235–236) 

Due to concerns over potential challenges to land reform legislation, the Scottish 

Executive included detailed procedures for legal appeals, in line with the European 

Convention on Human Rights, to be brought to the Scottish Land Court (MacAskill, 

2004). For example, the use of this legislation led the previous owner of the Pairc 

Estate in Lewis to bring his case to the European Court of Human Rights through 

these procedures, following a ruling against him at the Court of Session in 

Edinburgh (Hebrides News, 2012a). The estate was undergoing the first “hostile 

buyout” under Crofting Community Right to Buy Legislation and the ruling was 

considered to be a test of the strength of the legislation (Warren and McKee, 2011, 

p. 26). Following the ruling against the landowner, the legislative mechanism was 

not ultimately utilised but served as a bargaining chip through which the 

community could reach a negotiated sale (Campbell, 2015). 

In 2013, Scotland’s Human Rights Commission noted that the process of land 

reform had already begun, and that the Scottish Government “has potential to 
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review the use of land as a key resource for the realisation of a range of human 

rights” (Scottish Human Rights Commission, 2013, p. 39). Human rights advocates 

also emphasised the potential “social, cultural and environmental opportunities or 

‘openings’ that may be created through local, collective, land ownership” 

(Mackenzie, 2010, p. 321; Wallace, 2011). The work of the LRRG contributed to the 

next wave of legislation expanding the potential for further community 

landownership in Scotland. This predominantly took the form of two acts of 

parliament: the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act (The Scottish 

Government, 2015a); and the amended Land Reform (Scotland) Act (The Scottish 

Government, 2016).  

2.4.2.2 The foundation for future land reform 

The Community Empowerment Act (The Scottish Government, 2015a) consists of 

three main strands - democratic accountability, land and asset ownership, and 

reconnecting people to the land - all of which are prominent in the 

recommendations of the LRRG. Firstly, the Act includes provisions to allow 

individuals and community groups to influence public decision-making or deliver 

public services. Secondly, it extends the Community Right to Buy (initiated in the 

2003 Land Reform Act) to urban communities, initiates the right to take public land 

and assets into community ownership and makes provisions for communities to buy 

abandoned or neglected land without the need for a willing seller, under certain 

circumstances. Finally, the Act updates laws on allotments, land held under the 

‘common good’ and the ability for community groups to lease or buy land from any 

public sector body. While this Act has far-reaching consequences for urban 

community landownership and democratic involvement throughout Scotland, the 

most pertinent provision of the Act to potential or current rural community 

landowners is that of the right to buy abandoned or neglected land4. Thus, while 

remaining positive about the direction of the renewed energy around land reform, 

 
4 This land, by definition, does not have a resident population and is therefore outside the focus of 
this research. 
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rural land reform advocates were still to see any legislative developments for over 

ten years. 

The following year, the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2016 (The Scottish Government, 

2016), explicitly outlining that the UN Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural 

Rights underpins ongoing land reform in Scotland (Hunter, 2014; MacInnes and 

Shields, 2015; Shields, 2018; The Scottish Government, 2016) was signed into law 

following a tumultuous legislative journey. The legislation divided opinion in much 

the same way as the 2003 Act, with the body representing private landowners 

claiming the Act could lead to “the ruin of Scotland’s rural economy” (Macleod, 

2016), specifically through the repeal of sporting estates’ exemption from paying 

tax. Conversely, the legislation was forced to be adapted following the Scottish 

National Party’s own membership rejecting the draft legislation at the party’s 2015 

conference for not going far enough (BBC News, 2015). This criticism did not 

prevent the final Act from dropping some of the LRRG’s more radical proposals, 

such as capping the amount of land which could be owned by any one individual or 

company, and limiting ownership to bodies registered within the European Union 

(Brodies, 2016; Wightman, 2016). The omission of these aspects led to criticism that 

the Act was not as comprehensive or far-reaching as the government claimed it to 

be (Brooks, 2016; Macleod, 2016). Land reform activists still considered the 

legislation “a watershed in land relations in Scotland” (Wightman, 2016) for the 

assertion that individual property rights can be balanced with other human rights 

“in the pursuit of environmentally sustainable, economically and social progressive 

change that reflects the public interest” (Macleod, 2016). 

Specifically regarding community ownership of land, the Act ushered in a new Land 

Fund to continue the support for community buyouts. In addition, it instituted a 

Community Right to Buy (CRtB) for Sustainable Development, effectively extending 

the Community Right to Buy (enacted following the 2003 Land Reform Act) to not 

require a willing seller (Macleod, 2019). This brings the CRtB into line with the 

Crofting Community Right to Buy (The Scottish Government, 2003) and the Right to 

Buy Abandoned or Neglected Land (The Scottish Government, 2015a) in this regard. 

The necessary criteria to trigger this legislation are stringent, requiring community 
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groups to evidence the detrimental effect that the current ownership is having on 

the sustainable development of the community, and the positive effects which 

would result from community ownership. While this aspect of the Act was 

welcomed, it was criticised for appearing piecemeal and incremental, merely 

tinkering around the edges of what were considered overarching structural aspects 

of land reform which needed to be addressed (Wightman, 2016).  

Much of the optimism around the Act derived from the feeling that the Act put in 

place permanent institutional infrastructure as a “sustained approach is needed to 

achieve the necessary modernisation and reform of Scotland's system of land 

ownership” (Elliot et al., 2014, p. 238; Peacock, 2018).  This infrastructure comes in 

the form of the Scottish Land Commission, a new government agency created in 

2017 and tasked with driving forward land reform through evidence-based policy 

recommendations and knowledge exchange. While protection of the United 

Nations’ Economic, Social and Cultural Rights is not enshrined in law (Hunter, 2014) 

the Scottish Land Commission has placed it at the heart of its work (MacInnes, 

2019), underpinning their Strategic Plan and Programme of Work (Shields, 2018).  

For example, the strengthening of community landownership is being promoted in 

Scotland with the explicit goal of providing improved access to “the rights to 

housing, health, food, work, cultural life etc.” (MacInnes, 2019; Shields, 2018, p. 9). 

Alongside the Commission was the commitment to draft a Land Rights and 

Responsibilities Statement (LRRS), the first of its kind in the world (International 

Land Coalition, 2018), to outline the respective responsibilities of those who work, 

own, live on and interact with land. Following the assertion that “land reform is 

about finding a mix of rights and responsibilities which will facilitate the 

development of a healthy society and a healthy environment” (Warren and McKee, 

2011, p. 21), the LRRS is explicitly based on The Convention on Economic, Social and 

Cultural Rights, the UN Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of 

Tenure and the UN Sustainable Development Goals  (The Scottish Government, 

2017). It places human rights and ‘the common good’ at the heart of future land 

reform (Dalglish, 2018; Shields, 2018), and in pursuit of “inclusive and sustainable 
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economic growth and… social justice” (The Scottish Government, 2017, p. 4), 

outlining in its primary principle: 

“The overall framework of land rights, responsibilities and public 

policies should promote, fulfil and respect relevant human rights in 

relation to land, contribute to public interest and wellbeing, and 

balance public and private interests.” 

(The Scottish Government, 2017, p. 9) 

The LRRS is accompanied by an annex of Human Rights Considerations (The Scottish 

Government, 2017), outlining the international treaties and legislation guiding the 

document. The specific application of these will be outlined in relation to 

community landownership and the human rights-based approach to public health in 

section 3.5.2. 

In December 2018, the recently convened First Minister’s Advisory Group on 

Human Rights Leadership published its Recommendations for a new human rights 

framework to improve people’s lives (Miller, 2018). The first recommendation of the 

Advisory Group is that an Act of Parliament guaranteeing economic, social and 

cultural rights is passed by the next Scottish Parliament (Miller, 2018), thus giving 

them the same legal status as civil and political rights. These recommendations 

were welcomed by those advocating further land reform, as the economic, social 

and cultural rights were seen as those human rights most associated with land, and 

a legal recourse could strengthen the cause of human rights-based land reform 

(MacInnes, 2019).  

2.4.3 Community landownership in Scotland today 

Since its inception, Scotland has chosen a different path for community 

landownership to many of its international counterparts. The Scottish model of land 

reform is rare in its belief in retaining the size of estates and transferring them into 

community hands, rather than subdividing land into individual privately-owned 

plots (Hoffman, 2013). Described as a middle-ground between “a recipe for 

wholesale privatisation [and] socialisation by the state” (Bryden and Geisler, 2007, 
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p. 31), the Scottish model depends on collective community control, rather than 

individual ownership (Mackenzie et al., 2004). This approach was favoured for a 

number of reasons, including the inequality in land quality and potential land uses, 

favouring some plots over others, and the desire to maintain some of the land uses 

which require larger areas, and distribute the financial returns among the 

community (Hoffman, 2013). This could be claimed in some ways to merely change 

the identity of the landowner, while retaining the cumbersome size of estates and 

the lack of local access to its management (Wightman, 2013). However, community 

landownership is claimed to fundamentally change the nature of the relationship 

between local residents, landowners and land uses: 

“What land reform does is to expand the degree of local, 

democratic control over how land is used. Through the mechanism 

of community ownership, it is, in a practical sense, bringing 

democracy to rural Scotland. The importance of this in terms of 

development is that it empowers communities in a way that 

markets alone do not, enabling them to guide the development of 

resources and to reinvest the wealth that is created in ways that 

meet the community’s needs.” 

(Hoffman, 2013, p. 296) 

The legislation governing community landownership contains strict stipulations 

regarding process, legal form and justification for buy-outs (Sellar, 2006). These 

requirements have given community landownership in Scotland a distinctive 

character. The legal entity which owns community land is known as a Community 

Land Trust (CLT). Under the aforementioned legislation, potential landowning 

communities are required to establish a CLT (which must take the form of a 

company limited by guarantee with charitable status) to manage the land and 

assets upon it (Callaghan et al., 2011). They also have to gain the support of the 

majority of those living within the community to be able to pursue the buy-out 

(Bryden and Geisler, 2007). Forms of governance vary between community-owned 

estates, with the role and prominence of crofters being the most likely differential 
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(Callaghan et al., 2011). Some estates are controlled almost exclusively by crofting 

interests, acting more in the form of a cooperative model than a community trust 

(MacAskill, 2004), while others have implemented geographical quota systems to 

ensure diverse representation (McMorran and Scott, 2013). Others require 

minimum numbers of crofters and non-crofters to be represented on the 

management committee, recognising the importance of voices from each, as well as 

the potential for conflicts of interest (Brown, 2007).  

The inclusion of non-crofters in matters affecting land which previously were dealt 

with exclusively by crofters has proved controversial in several landowning 

communities (Brown, 2007; MacAskill, 2004). For example, during the process of 

buying-out the Assynt Estate, the crofters made clear it was they, not the 

community more generally, who intended to buy the estate (MacAskill, 2004). 

Following the buy-out, crofters continued to assert their collective authority within 

the landowning committee, with the consequence being an increasingly divided 

community between crofter and non-crofter (Chenevix‐Trench and Philip, 2001; 

Mackenzie, 2006a). To this day, The Assynt Crofters’ Trust is not a member of 

Community Land Scotland (the representative organisation for community 

landowners nationwide) due to their unwillingness to involve non-crofters in the 

governance of the estate. Examples such as this outline the difficulty in defining 

what (and who) constitutes the ‘community’ in community landownership, and the 

potential disconnect between policy and practice (Brown, 2007; Bryden and Geisler, 

2007; MacAskill, 2004; Warren and McKee, 2011). 

Communities noted how “cumbersome” the legislative processes were, requiring 

finances and expertise out of the reach of many communities (Braunholtz-Speight, 

2015, p. 132; MacPherson et al., 2019; McMorran et al., 2018). A number of 

communities even chose to pursue buy-outs through different means, preferring 

the less “confrontational” approach of direct negotiation with the landowner, 

without the government intermediary (Braunholtz-Speight and Macleod, 2011, p. 8; 

The Scottish Government, 2008). Subsequently, bodies representing both private 

and community landowners have collaborated in developing a Protocol for 

Negotiated Sale to assist in non-confrontational community land buyouts 
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(Community Land Scotland and Scottish Land & Estates, 2016). In this sense, 

legislation could be used as a ‘bargaining chip’ in negotiating directly with 

landowners, without necessarily needing to be triggered in the buy-out of an estate 

(Braunholtz-Speight and Macleod, 2011; Mackenzie et al., 2004). 

In Scotland today, over half a million acres of land (2.6%) is currently under 

community ownership with a target of one million acres to be under community 

ownership by 2020 (The Scottish Government, 2015b). Twenty-three communities 

in Scotland own the land they live on (Table 2.2) (Baynes, 2018; BBC News, 2016a; 

Bryden and Geisler, 2007; Campbell, 2015; Hebrides News, 2015; Henderson, 2018; 

Restan, 2016; Skerratt, 2013; Stornoway Gazette, 2016, 2015; Wightman, 2013), 

while scores of other uninhabited land and assets (including forests, grazing land, 

and former military installations) are managed by adjoining or neighbouring 

communities. Twelve of these estates have been bought-out following the Land 

Reform (Scotland) Act 2003, taking advantage of the instruments and funding 

facilitated through the legislation. The epicentre of community land is the Western 

Isles, where between 65-75% of the population now communally owns land, 

representing the largest concentration of community landownership in Scotland 

(Bryden and Geisler, 2007; Highlands and Islands Enterprise, 2013).  
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Estate Purchase 
Year 

Purchase 
Price 

Area 
(acres) 

Resident 
Population 

Glendale Estate, Skye5 1908 £15,000 23,000 350 

Stornoway Estate, Lewis, Outer 
Hebrides 

1923 £0 (gifted) 69,200 9,000 

North Assynt Estate, North-West 
Highlands6 

1993 £300,000 22,200 1,000 

Borve and Annishader Estate, Skye 1993 £20,000 4,502 20 

Melness, North Highlands 1994 £0 (gifted) 12,522 150 

Eigg, Inner Hebrides 1997 £1,500,000 7,400 83 

Bhaltos Estate, Lewis, Outer 
Hebrides 

1998 £110,000 1,700 100 

Knoydart Estate, North-West 
Highlands 

1999 £750,000 17,300 98 

Fernaig Community Trust, Ross-shire 2001 £55,550 110 150 

Gigha, Inner Hebrides 2002 £4,000,000 3,200 163 

North Harris Estate, Harris, Outer 
Hebrides 

2003 £2,200,000 55,600 700 

Glencanisp and Drumrunie Estates, 
Assynt, North-West Highlands 

2005 £2,900,000 44,500 900 

South Uist Estate, Outer Hebrides 2006 £4,500,000 93,900 3,200  

Galson Estate, Lewis, Outer 
Hebrides 

2007 £1,200,000 55,800 1,500 

Kinloch Village, Rùm, Inner Hebrides 2009 £0 (gifted) 200 22 

West Harris, Lewis, Outer Hebrides 2010 £59,000 18,000 120 

Great Bernera, Lewis, Outer 
Hebrides 

2015 £70,000 5,600 250 

Carloway Estate, Lewis, Outer 
Hebrides 

2015 £180,000 28,400 1,000 

Pairc Estate, Lewis, Outer Hebrides 2015 £500,000 28,000 400 

Barvas Estate, Lewis, Outer Hebrides 2016 £700,000 36,000 900 

Keose Glebe, Lewis, Outer Hebrides 2016 £85,000 1,200 40 

Garbh Allt, Sutherland 2018 £250,000 3,000 150 

Ulva, Inner Hebrides 2018 £4,650,000 4,942 6 

TOTAL £23,994,550 536,276 20,146 

Table 2.2- Community-owned land with a resident population. 

 
5 The Glendale Estate is not strictly community landownership (under the modern definition) as the 
estate was purchased by crofting shareholders whose heirs inherit ownership and voting rights even 
if tenancy of the croft is transferred to another individual. It is included here due to its significance in 
the history of community landownership. 
6 Similarly, The North Assynt Estate is not strictly considered community-owned due to voting rights 
being held exclusively by crofters but is included here due to its significance in the modern 
development of community landownership. 
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2.4.4 Effects of community landownership 

There is an emerging field of literature on the effects of community landownership, 

although the study of this innovation is still in its infancy and its effects may not be 

fully realised for some time (McMorran et al., 2014; Warren and McKee, 2011). The 

potential impacts of community landownership can largely be differentiated into 

economic, social, cultural and environmental factors, underpinned by the 

empowerment of the landowning community (The Scottish Government, 2008). 

Claimed positive and negative effects upon each of these dimensions, and in 

comparison to other landownership types, are detailed in the following sub-

sections. 

2.4.4.1 Community empowerment 

The ownership of land confers power upon the owner (Glenn et al., 2019; Warren 

and McKee, 2011). Therefore, the potential effects of community landownership 

centre around the community having the perpetual ability to take decisions around 

land use and management without the need to ask permission from a higher 

authority (Warren and McKee, 2011): 

A civic society, based upon the community ownership of land 

resources, offers a unique opportunity to support the 

empowerment of citizens to take a full part in the decision-making 

process. A transparent and democratic participation in a 

management process which shares the benefits and rewards good 

husbandry, is a key element in any scenario of sustainable 

development. This is an issue which a Scottish Parliament cannot 

afford to ignore, and which inevitably reaches right to the heart of 

democracy, equality of citizenship, and social justice. 

(Rennie, 1998) 

In this way, community landownership can represent the needs of the resident 

population and replace the power of “a small, but high-profile, minority who 

disregarded the aspirations of local people” (McKee et al., 2013, p. 69; Peacock, 
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2018). While some private landowners are considered to engage productively with 

resident populations (McKee, 2013), and in doing so often reduce local interest in 

pursuing a community buyout (Warren and McKee, 2011), others choose not to, 

perpetuating power inequalities (Glenn et al., 2019; McKee et al., 2013). 

Controlling land imbues communities with the power to make decisions regarding a 

variety of factors impinging upon the lives of community members, including 

potentially detrimental land uses on or nearby to the estate (Mackenzie et al., 

2004). Due to the sheer number of community-owned estates in the Western Isles 

(covering more than half of the land and population, respectively, in the Isles), 

Comhairle nan Eilean Siar (Western Isles Council) are working to develop specific 

policies and “a shared agenda” with community land trusts in the isles to develop 

best practices, discover shared and divergent priorities and recognise the 

differentiated responsibilities for delivering them (Braunholtz-Speight, 2015, p. 

136). In this way community landownership does have implications for 

“sovereignty” over the community and its decisions, but it is also recognised that 

there remains significant other influences from local, Scottish and UK Governments 

which community-owned estates may look to work in partnership with (Bryden and 

Geisler, 2007; McMorran and Scott, 2013, p. 166). 

This claimed ability for community landownership to “instil democracy” in rural 

Scotland reflects the desire for more transparent and accountable democratic 

representation in what is, by many standards, the most centralised and least 

representative governmental system in Europe (Glass et al., 2013, p. 22; Klobučník 

and Bačík, 2016; Whitaker, 2014). The increased control over decisions which 

impact upon the community underpins the principle of subsidiarity whereby “power 

over and management of problems should lie as close as possible to the problem 

source” (Wallace, 2011, p. 40). This increased power was seen to have led to more 

effective local development policies which emphasise the social needs of the local 

community rather than the broadly financial needs of private landowners (Ali and 

Paradis, 2010; Hoffman, 2013; Moore and McKee, 2012; Satsangi, 2014; Wightman, 

1996). Residents of community-owned estates felt this was particularly important, 

resulting in residents participating significantly more in local decision-making and 
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feeling more able to affect change than the national average (Bryan, 2015; The 

Scottish Government, 2008). This ability to affect change was also claimed to have a 

psychological impact on the community (Mackenzie et al., 2004; Sellar, 2006), 

regardless of what was done with the newfound authority (Warren and McKee, 

2011). Improved confidence, community spirit, social capital and community 

capacity was seen by various authors to accompany community landownership 

(Hunter, 2012; McMorran and Scott, 2013). 

However, the devolution of power to communities is not uncontroversial with 

concerns regarding the capacities of local citizens and claims of “unproven 

assumptions” about local people and community development (Bryden and Geisler, 

2007, p. 25). Asymmetrical or unequal distributions of professional knowledge and 

skills tended to favour more affluent areas in terms of communities having the 

capacity to take control of a community asset (Black and Leeman, 2012; Skerratt 

and Steiner, 2013). Research conducted on urban community landownership 

indicated that, while such disparities did not exist in that environment, urban 

communities may face additional challenges related to the cohesion of communities 

and the capacity and awareness of community groups to pursue community 

ownership (Chorley, 2018). It was therefore recognised that certain communities 

may require more support in the process of taking control of an asset, and the 

ongoing management of it, especially in more deprived areas and smaller 

communities (Laible, 2008; Skerratt, 2013). Volunteer ‘burnout’ was considered a 

particular risk with succession planning perceived as vital to ensure that the 

‘burden’ of voluntary directorship was shared and good governance of the estate 

was maintained (Campbell, 2018; Skerratt, 2011). In addition, it is claimed that the 

devolution of autonomy and responsibility to individuals and communities is simply 

a reflection of the continued ideological retreat of government from the provision 

of public goods, welfare and services (Moore and McKee, 2013). 

2.4.4.2 Economic 

Land is seen as a resource “fundamental to society and upon which all economic 

activity relies” (Chenevix‐Trench and Philip, 2001, p. 140; Skerratt, 2011; Wightman, 
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1996). Despite opportunities for communities to justify a community buyout on the 

basis of righting the wrongs of the past, residents emphasised the need for a sound 

economic justification for the buy-out, and not relying on historical precedents or 

scores to settle (Hunter, 2012; Mackenzie, 2006a). Community ownership reversed 

the tendency towards “commoditisation”, “enclosure and privatisation” of land by 

involving residents in decision-making and distributing any surplus income 

throughout the community (Hoffman, 2013, p. 295; Mackenzie, 2006a). Security of 

tenure and knowing the identity and intentions of the long-term landowner allowed 

residents to invest in their future (Hunter, 2012). Community ownership of physical 

assets can be seen as a response to state or market failure by building a more 

‘localised’ economy (Macmillan, 2000), attracting funding and retaining profits 

within the community, and thus building the financial independence, resilience and 

economic sustainability of the community (Glass et al., 2013; Moore and McKee, 

2013; Satsangi, 2009; Skerratt, 2013; Warren and McKee, 2011): 

“Changes in ownership that empower local communities have the 

potential to result in new land management strategies, diversified 

bases of economic activity, deployment of underused resources 

(including labour) and increased entrepreneurialism.” 

(Laible, 2008, p. 182) 

Conversely, critics of community landownership argue that the most efficient way 

to maximise utility was through large farms owned by few people, with the 

inference being that the slick economic efficiency of private landlords would be lost 

(Godden, 2011). This is claimed to be due both to the lack of expertise in running 

the estate as a viable business, and the claim that community owners would be less 

likely to invest in the property due to their lack of total control over their 

investment (Hoffman, 2013). This argument follows that of the ‘Tragedy of the 

Commons’ which has also been claimed will lead to social unrest and environmental 

degradation in landowning communities (Callaghan et al., 2011). This claim follows 

the overarching belief that the panacea for rural development is “the expansion of 

unfettered, individualized private ownership”, with the resultant profits being 
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retained by a concentrated number of individual owners (Hoffman, 2013, p. 292). 

Land reform advocates were understandably resistant to that assumed wisdom: 

“No rural development programme anywhere in the world 

advocates the sale of land to a few wealthy individuals who will 

then ‘support’ the rural economy by injecting cash from outside 

which will, in turn, support a few jobs.” 

(Wightman, 2013, p. 226) 

Far from developing the local economy, the effects of which were considered “more 

theoretical than real and more likely to benefit landowners than communities”, a 

recent report by The Scottish Land Commission claimed private landowners could 

stifle economic development in rural communities (Glenn et al., 2019). This was 

either through actively suppressing community proposals (Chenevix‐Trench and 

Philip, 2001; Laible, 2008; McIntosh, 2008a), restricting access to resources (Glenn 

et al., 2019; McKee et al., 2013), or through capturing financial gains themselves 

(Glass et al., 2013; Hoffman, 2013; McMorran and Scott, 2013). Furthermore, 

through the payment of state agricultural subsidies, the vast majority of which are 

received by private estate owners, claims of the free market leading to financial 

independence from public money are not wholly accurate (McMorran et al., 2014; 

Warren and McKee, 2011), with calls for a review of such subsidies for specific land 

uses (Glenn et al., 2019; Peacock, 2018). 

Key to the potential income for community-owned estates is the advent of 

renewable energy and the resulting income for the community (Aitken, 2010; Bryan 

and Westbrook, 2014; Liljenfeldt, 2013; Munday et al., 2011; Phimister and Roberts, 

2012; Warren and McKee, 2011). Capturing the financial benefits of wind, wave, 

hydro, tide or even solar energy generation has been central to the economic 

strategy of various buy-out attempts, including the Galson Estate at the northern tip 

of Lewis where it was the main driving force (Hunter, 2012; Mackenzie, 2006a). The 

developments of sustainable community-owned renewable energy industries in 

Eigg and Gigha have demonstrated how it can play a key part in the wider economic 

strategy of the Highlands and Islands, as well as the financial independence of 
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landowning communities (Ali and Paradis, 2010; McMorran et al., 2014; McMorran 

and Scott, 2013; Satsangi, 2009). However, following the reduction and potential 

scrapping of the Feed-In-Tariff (FIT) which pays communities for the energy they 

produce, renewable energy schemes have lacked the financial return which 

rendered them so attractive, meaning that communities can no longer rely on them 

for a sustainable economic base (Davidson, 2018; McMorran and Scott, 2013). 

Following the initial buy-out, it was recognised that communities required 

additional support in financing the projects which formed the basis of their financial 

independence and social mandate (Glass et al., 2013; McMorran et al., 2014; Moore 

and McKee, 2013). Communities have at times struggled to gain recognition of their 

land as a capital asset, especially in regard to using it as collateral for the purposes 

of attracting commercial loans (McMorran and Scott, 2013). This is due to the value 

of the land incorporating intangible aspects such as natural beauty which is 

recognised in the sale price, but not in the potential productive capacity of the land 

against which commercial loans are assessed (Callaghan et al., 2011). Furthermore, 

the overreliance on grant funding and volunteer labour has been criticised for being 

unsustainable going forward (Callaghan et al., 2011; McMorran et al., 2014; 

McMorran and Scott, 2013), resulting in support from the Community Land Unit 

now including an ‘aftercare package’, commonly covering the costs of employing a 

full-time development officer for three years post-buyout (Braunholtz-Speight, 

2015). 

There were claims that numerous estates were struggling due to financial 

mismanagement, and that public money had been wasted on these buyouts (Glass 

et al., 2013; Sellar, 2006; Simpson, 2018). While no community-owned estates have 

yet filed for bankruptcy, there have been concerns about the financial sustainability 

of the model (McMorran and Scott, 2013), especially estates with small populations 

and limited development opportunities (Laible, 2008). It was claimed that the island 

of Gigha was close to bankruptcy, before being supported by funds and expertise 

provided by the Community Land Unit of Highlands and Islands Enterprise (BBC 

News, 2014). It subsequently attracted grants from the Scottish Government and 

Big Lottery to renovate and develop holiday accommodation and tourism 
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infrastructure on the island, as well as commercial funding for a renewable energy 

project which returns a share of its profits to the community each year (Callaghan et 

al., 2011; Satsangi, 2009). With recent figures indicating that community-owned 

estates have more than doubled in value and turnover, increased debt may not be 

of concern when compared against the increased asset value it is secured against 

(Bryan and Westbrook, 2014). However, as noted previously, the value of the land 

asset is not always commensurate with the ability to secure commercial loans 

against it (Callaghan et al., 2011). 

The decisions of a landowner regarding land uses and investments have a significant 

effect on the nature and availability of economic opportunities within the estate 

(Callaghan et al., 2011; Laible, 2008; The Scottish Government, 2017). Prior to the 

passing of the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 (The Scottish Government, 2003), 

private landowners claimed the Act would “depress land values, [and] reduce 

investment and employment in rural Scotland” (Warren and McKee, 2011, p. 23). 

Private estates are a significant source of employment in rural Scotland, and 

especially in remote-rural communities (McKee et al., 2013). However, while private 

investments can have a “transformative  effect” on rural communities, the 

assumption that private landowners always, or exclusively, enact such investments 

is “flawed” (Glenn et al., 2019). Following community buy-outs, employment 

provided directly by estates increased more than four-fold according to a recent 

report (Bryan and Westbrook, 2014), with significant ‘multiplier’ effects on the local 

economy through residents having more disposable income to use within local 

businesses. Furthermore, private enterprises have flourished on community-owned 

estates, with businesses more than doubling in many (Ali and Paradis, 2010; Bryan 

and Westbrook, 2014; Laible, 2008), reversing the restrictions experienced under 

private ownership (McIntosh, 2001). This was due in part to increased investment in 

local business premises and supported by contracts tendered locally by the estate 

(Bryan and Westbrook, 2014; Glass et al., 2013; McMorran and Scott, 2013). 

Increased confidence and community capacity following a land buyout attracted 

investments into the community and developed an “entrepreneurial climate” 

(Laible, 2008, p. 180; McMorran and Scott, 2013), which was considered to be 
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“among the most important consequences of [land reform] legislation” (Laible, 

2008, p. 182). 

While community landownership as a construct is, for the most part, too young and 

not sufficiently widespread to conclude anything meaningful regarding its financial 

sustainability (McMorran et al., 2014; The Scottish Government, 2008), there are 

early indications of the ways in which it has affected the local economy of 

landowning communities (Bryan and Westbrook, 2014). The economies of post-

buyout communities will continue to be fragile, and progress towards reversing that 

may be slow. However, with an asset-base increasing in value and continued 

support for economic initiatives, communities have the motivation, knowledge, 

experience and financial autonomy to make decisions on how to build more 

sustainable, resilient local economies (Glass et al., 2013; Godden, 2011). 

2.4.4.3 Social 

Extensive research on the “cohesive and highly motivated communities” of Eigg and 

Knoydart reported improvements in community identity, cohesion and levels of 

trust and reciprocity following a buyout (Bryan, 2015; Bryan and Westbrook, 2014; 

Bryden and Geisler, 2007). However, more recent findings emphasise the internal 

disagreements which can arise in regard to the democratic decision-making process, 

potentially leading to detrimental effects on social solidarity within landowning 

communities (Brown, 2007; Hoffman, 2013; Mackenzie, 2010). Zero-sum decisions 

within communities can lead to previously benign social divisions leading to 

conflicts based on social or demographic groupings which may be more evident in 

larger “spatially diverse” communities (Bryden and Geisler, 2007; Callaghan et al., 

2011; McMorran and Scott, 2013, p. 150).  

“It is easy for a community to unite in criticising a distant… private 

landowner. It is relatively easy to make common cause in 

campaigning for community ownership. But it is far more difficult 

to sustain the commitment and high levels of participation after 

the first flush of enthusiasm has worn off. It can prove hard, too, 

to maintain the initial unity when faced with practical 
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management dilemmas, conflicting visions and the shared 

responsibilities of ownership.” 

(Warren, 2009 in Hunter, 2012, p. 14) 

Local power relations are reconstituted following a community buy-out, leading to 

varied consequences for different community members (Bryden and Geisler, 2007; 

Callaghan et al., 2011; Mackenzie, 2006a) and the community as a whole (Hoffman, 

2013; McMorran et al., 2014; Moore and McKee, 2012; Satsangi, 2009; Wightman, 

2013). Property represents “a form of social relationship” (McMorran et al., 2014, p. 

20), conferring  power and privilege on whomever owns it (Callaghan et al., 2011), 

and defining the nature of their relationship with respect to land and natural 

resources. While this was often considered a positive aspect of community 

landownership, the assumption of power by a management structure which lacks 

the skills or capacity to adequately manage it could result in the favouring of certain 

interests over others, with implications for the whole community (Macmillan et al., 

2002; McMorran and Scott, 2013; Moore and McKee, 2012). Furthermore, the legal 

requirements of open membership for landowning organisations is not necessarily 

the only restriction on membership or influence, with a strong role for moral and 

cultural factors in decision-making and legitimacy (Brown, 2007). The implications 

of this are certain groups within the community overwhelmingly influencing 

decision-making, which could have “supportive or destructive” impacts upon the 

empowerment of individuals and the wider community (Skerratt and Steiner, 2013, 

p. 331). 

While it was claimed that within some communities, differences in opinion “did not 

follow any particular social fault line” (Chenevix‐Trench and Philip, 2001; 

Mackenzie, 2006a, p. 584), distinctions between crofters, other rural ‘natives’ and 

older ‘urban refugees’ could lead to conflict with regard to entrenched positions 

around land use (Brown, 2007; Callaghan et al., 2011), and struggles over 

community identity (Ali and Paradis, 2010; McMorran and Scott, 2013). This led to 

claims that community landownership will only work where social bonds are 

sufficiently strong and management structures appropriate to cope with shocks 
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(Macmillan et al., 2002), reflecting claims that community development initiatives 

may not cause social divisions but can reflect them on a new platform (Skerratt and 

Steiner, 2013). Others emphasise that conflict is not inherently negative within 

communities, and must be allowed in an equal society, so long as there are 

structures in place to manage it, such as effective engagement and communication 

with the community. It is claimed that this could even result in the strengthening of 

community identity and increased community resilience (McIntosh, 2008a, 2001; 

McMorran and Scott, 2013). 

2.4.4.4 Cultural 

The Land Rights and Responsibilities Statement connects land to cultural life due to 

its significance in forming a sense of identity in individuals and communities, and 

even as a Scottish nation (Glass et al., 2013; McMorran and Scott, 2013; Skerratt, 

2011; The Scottish Government, 2017). Much has been written on this cultural 

connection (most notably by Mackenzie (2012)) and the threats posed to it over 

many centuries, relating predominantly to the ownership of that land: 

“Land is intimately linked to the culture and democracy of 

Scotland. The identity of Scotland and the idealisation of its culture 

in terms of Highland history are closely bound up with the land… 

land and its ownership are central to the Scottish psyche.” 

(Chenevix‐Trench and Philip, 2001, p. 139) 

Early community buyouts revived the Gaelic concept of dùthchas, roughly 

translated as ‘collective heritage’ or ‘homeland’, and imbuing “an inalienable right 

of people, members of a community, to the land on which they live and which they 

worked in common under the run-rig system prior to the Clearances” (Mackenzie, 

2012; Mackenzie et al., 2004, p. 160; Sellar, 2006). This practice reconnected 

communities with a perceived ancient right which ‘grounded’ them in a place. 

Building this sense of place developed feelings of belonging and identity (Mackenzie 

et al., 2004), leading to residents taking more care of both the social and natural 

environment in pursuit of sustainable development (Mackenzie, 2012). This process 

was summed up as “[providing] people with the opportunity to live in a more 
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authentic relationship with the land, even if not necessarily from the land” 

(McIntosh, 2001, p. 269). 

The religious or spiritual identity of land and its relevance to land reform debates 

has been detailed at length by Alistair McIntosh (Henneman and McIntosh, 2009; 

McIntosh, 2008a, 2008b, 2001), whose social, environmental and spiritual activism 

in Eigg and Harris connected the cause of land reform with strong theological 

foundations. He contends that those who promote a form of cultural connection 

between people and the land are espousing a broadly religious sentiment 

connecting the two, whether or not they recognise that they are doing so 

(McIntosh, 2008a). 

In the case of the Assynt Crofters, ensuring the future of crofting culture was 

considered to trump any economic case for land reform (Mackenzie et al., 2004). 

This cultural sustainability, in addition to the security brought through community 

ownership, was reported to develop confidence, self-value and a connection to the 

community (Bryan, 2015; Bryan and Westbrook, 2014; Chenevix‐Trench and Philip, 

2001). Involvement in community activities and volunteering was proportionately 

higher than the national average, being driven by a belief that the community 

‘needs’ them, and that nobody else is able to do it (Bryan, 2015; Bryan and 

Westbrook, 2014). 

Much of the debate around cultural sustainability centred on population retention 

and stemming the outmigration of young people from communities in the 

Highlands and Islands, with decisions around land use and land ownership 

perceived to play a large role (Bryan, 2015; McKee, 2013; Peacock, 2018; Skerratt, 

2011). Enhancing local culture and traditions while stemming rural depopulation 

was a major aspect of maintaining cultural life, as without these it was perceived 

the land will lose its soul (McIntosh, 2001) or symbolic meaning (Mackenzie et al., 

2004). Rural outmigration has been a source of concern for some time, with a 

recent report suggesting that the number of people living in Sparsely Populated 

Areas (SPAs) may continue to decline by 20-25% over the next 25 years (Copus and 

Hopkins, 2018). 
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A lack of employment opportunities (Callaghan et al., 2011; Mackenzie et al., 2004; 

Shucksmith, 2012), related to the closure of schools and other public services 

(Shields, 2018), created a vicious cycle of population decline, which some 

community-owned estates have been successful in reversing (Hunter, 2012; 

Skerratt, 2011). The West Harris Estate reversed the trend of depopulation through 

having the power to develop and invest in new housing and employment 

opportunities (MacInnes, 2019), in turn helping to retain services, such as 

healthcare and primary schools (Bryan and Westbrook, 2014). The Isle of Eigg 

Heritage Trust assisted in the development of numerous businesses and created 

new crofts for young families, doubling its population within twenty years (Hunter, 

2012). While estates reported a willingness to target their investment strategies 

around attracting and retaining young people and families, not all community-

owned estates reported an increase in population, with smaller communities 

tending to report the most dramatic effects (Bryan and Westbrook, 2014; 

McMorran and Scott, 2013). A more radical proposal stems from the precedent in 

human rights law for claiming that the descendants of those cleared from 

communities should be allowed to return to them (Hunter, 2014). There could even 

be provision made for those descendants to inherit the same piece of land as their 

ancestors were cleared from, thus repopulating areas of the Highlands and Islands 

which have lain empty since the Clearances, regardless of the willingness of the 

landowner (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, 2012). 

The need for affordable housing was central to some of the buy-outs in trying to 

stem out-migration often caused by a historic lack of investment by private owners 

(Glenn et al., 2019; Hunter, 2012; Laible, 2008; Satsangi, 2007). In recent years this 

problem has been exacerbated by the rise in holiday-home ownership which often 

prices young families out of the housing market (Mackenzie, 2006a): 

“Land tenure and ownership thus could not be decoupled from 

issues that were at the heart of economic development: access to 

land and housing, the character of the local employment and 

business climates, and the natural resource base and even 

population size. Without housing, remote rural communities were 
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unable to attract labour, even if jobs were available and 

individuals sought to relocate” 

(Laible, 2008, p. 165) 

Community landowners are capable of facilitating a community-centred housing 

model which continues the tradition of such arrangements in the Highlands and 

Islands since the 1970s (Moore and McKee, 2012). Many community-owned estates 

willingly built houses, maintained and renovated existing ones, and sold housing 

plots to provide opportunities for young families to stay and/or move into the island 

(Bryan and Westbrook, 2014; Mackenzie, 2010; McMorran and Scott, 2013; 

Satsangi, 2014). While private landowners have been known to provide housing at 

reduced rates, cognisant of the difficulty residents have in finding well-paid 

permanent employment (McKee et al., 2013), sceptics are uncertain as to whether 

they are motivated by rural repopulation, or simply financial gain (Wagstaff, 2013). 

2.4.4.5 Environmental 

Community landownership has been embraced by environmentalists due to their 

scepticism of nationally-imposed environmental policies, as well as the historic 

stewardship role that communities have played in the sustainable management of 

the land they live on (Bryden and Geisler, 2007; Godden and Tehan, 2011; 

McMorran and Scott, 2013). This role is considered to be enhanced through 

community ownership (Dalglish, 2018; Macmillan et al., 2002) and is manifested in 

numerous green energy schemes, recycling initiatives and other environmentally-

friendly actions on the part of community-owned estates (Hunter, 2012). For 

example, a reforestation scheme in Eigg aims to reinvigorate local wildlife and 

control invasive species (Ali and Paradis, 2010). This is in contrast to previous land 

use decisions made for profit-making purposes under private ownership, regardless 

of the potential environmental impacts (Laible, 2008), with the difference claimed 

to be in the empowerment of the local community to take control of environmental 

actions and policies: 
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“When people are empowered and are given intelligent support, 

they can make the world of difference in the fight against climate 

change” 

Lord Puttnam, Judging Panel Chairman, Big Green Challenge (January 2010)  

in (Hunter, 2012, p. 99) 

However, while land reform advocates and sympathetic policymakers will extoll the 

virtues of community landownership in delivering community-driven sustainable 

development, there is significant divergence in how that term has been used with 

regard to land reform legislation (Pillai, 2010). Within the legislation, substantially 

more emphasis has been placed on social and economic returns over environmental 

sustainability (Chenevix‐Trench and Philip, 2001; MacAskill, 2004; Pillai, 2010; The 

Scottish Government, 2008). While it has been claimed that incomers to rural 

communities tend to focus on an approach preserving the ‘wild’ nature of unused 

land over its financial exploitation, there are indications that community-owned 

estates are managing to find a middle way of ‘working wild’, valuing economic, 

social and environmental returns (Hunter, 2012, p. 106; McMorran and Scott, 2013, 

p. 170). 

2.5 Community landownership in context: The case study for 

the research 

One case study was selected for this research, with details on the methodological 

justification for the selection of this case outlined in section 4.4.1. Stòras Uibhist is 

the name of the community organisation which owns the South Uist Estate- the 

largest community-owned estate in the country, by both population (around 3,000 

residents over 3 islands) and acreage (93,000 acres) (Braunholtz-Speight, 2015). It 

comprises the islands of Eriskay, South Uist and around half of Benbecula, located in 

the Outer Hebrides of Scotland (Figure 2.1).  
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Figure 2.1- Location of South Uist Estate in relation to Scotland 

The islands comprising the estate differ in terms of topography, culture and industry 

(Figure 2.2). Benbecula is an employment hub, with the military presence and 

airport in Balivanich turning that locality (itself outside the estate boundaries) into 

the largest settlement in the ‘Southern Isles’. Almost the entirety of the estate is 

covered by crofting tenure, with around a thousand crofting tenancies across the 

estate (Braunholtz-Speight, 2015; Bryan, 2011). South Uist is split topographically 

with large hilly areas on the East side largely used for deer stalking and rough 
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‘common grazing’ of livestock, with the more fertile ‘machair’ along the western 

shore largely dedicated to arable agriculture. Eriskay comprises a population of 

around 100 which has gradually declined over recent years. It contains one full-time 

non-seasonal employer (a community-owned shop) with most residents being 

employed in crofting or fishing. 



50 
 

 

Figure 2.2- Coverage of South Uist Estate 
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The estate places a large emphasis on retaining and growing the local population 

through the provision of employment (Bryan, 2011), countering the “spiral of 

decline” in rural populations (Grant, 2018). Perhaps due to this focus, in recent 

years there has been an apparent boom in population in the community, linked to 

more young people staying or returning, in-migration of young families and an 

increase in the birth rate (Campsie, 2018; Dick, 2018). However, the extent of 

population growth has been questioned by prominent researchers in the field 

(Copus and Hopkins, 2018). While there was optimism that increased population 

would help to retain or expand public services and small business development 

(Campsie, 2018), services are still closing on the estate (Hebrides News, 2017a), and 

healthcare and dental provision are considered insufficient (Dick, 2018). 

With regard to the health record of the community, the Western Isles, like other 

rural areas, is experiencing a widening gap between female and male life 

expectancies, with the latter being the second lowest in the country (NHS Western 

Isles, 2012). Rates of coronary heart disease and hypertension are higher in the 

Western Isles than anywhere else in the UK (NHS Western Isles, 2012) and both 

planned and unplanned hospital admissions were higher than the Scottish average 

(National Records of Scotland, 2011). The Western Isles also performs poorly on a 

number of different indicators of deprivation when compared to other rural areas in 

Scotland, including having the second lowest mean equivalised household income 

for all Local Authority areas in Scotland (NHS Western Isles, 2012), with 1 in 4 

households in relative poverty.  

2.5.1 Community buyout of the South Uist Estate 

Prior to the buyout of the estate, the community was suffering from a declining 

population, a fragile economy dependent on one main employer (The Ministry of 

Defence) whose continued presence was under threat, high rates of fuel poverty 

and absentee landlords (Henderson et al., 2018). The buyout of the South Uist 

Estate was not officially made through either of the available legislative 

mechanisms (‘Community Right to Buy’ or ‘Crofting Community Right to Buy’). 

However, the legislation was used as a bargaining and negotiation strategy to 
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purchase the estate from the previous group of private owners, known locally as 

‘The Syndicate’, through a negotiated sale driven by a small group of local people 

(Henderson et al., 2018; Hunter, 2012). The estate was purchased in 2006 for 

£4.5million, until 2018 the most ever paid by a community for an estate (Baynes, 

2018; Bryden and Geisler, 2007). 

The organisational structure of Stòras Uibhist (Figure 2.3) is more complex than 

other estates, with the membership company, Sealladh na Beinne Mòire (SnBM), 

owning the asset-owning company, South Uist Estates Ltd. South Uist Estates Ltd. in 

turn owns the trading companies Stòras Uibhist Ltd. (managing the land), 

Lochboisdale Development Ltd. (managing the harbour development in 

Lochboisdale), and South Uist Renewable Energy Ltd. (managing the windfarm 

development in Lochcarnon) (see section 2.5.2).  

 

Figure 2.3- Organisational Structure of Stòras Uibhist (Stòras Uibhist, n.d.) 

SnBM is overseen by members that elect directors, who in turn appoint staff to 

manage the estate and its assets. The subsidiary companies comprise directors, 
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drawn from both the directors of SnBM and other co-opted or appointed directors 

(Stòras Uibhist, 2018a). Confusingly, locals tend to refer to the entire organisation 

simply as ‘Stòras’, not necessarily differentiating between the organisational levels. 

The estate office in Daliburgh (the largest township on the estate), houses its 

employees. 

2.5.2 Estate operations and developments 

In addition to being the landlord to around 1,000 croft tenants, the estate owns and 

runs numerous other businesses and initiatives, including hunting and fishing 

facilities, accommodation and business units (Henderson et al., 2018). The 

landowner has undertaken significant capital developments since the buyout, 

contributing to its business interests and income streams: 

• A 7 Mega Watt (MW) wind farm was built in Lochcarnon at the north end of 

South Uist (operational in 2013) at a cost of over £11m, generating income 

for a Community Fund which is distributed to businesses and community 

projects in the form of grants (Bryan and Westbrook, 2014; Henderson et al., 

2018). It is currently the largest community-owned renewable energy 

installation in Scotland and is considered the “economic engine” of the 

estate’s development plans (McMorran and Scott, 2013, pp. 157–158). 

• The redevelopment of Lochboisdale harbour to comprise a large pier and 

marina was completed in 2015 at the cost of £10m (Henderson et al., 2018). 

Phase 2 of the harbour redevelopment is planned to allow a new pier for 

regular public ferries to dock, and provide facilities for cruise ships 

(McMorran and Scott, 2013). Complementary lobbying efforts led by the 

community have resulted in Calmac Ferries starting a direct daily service 

from Mallaig to Lochboisdale (Bryan and Westbrook, 2014). 

• A golf course designed by ‘pioneer’ ‘Old’ Tom Morris was ‘rediscovered’ and 

developed to attract locals and tourists alike to play on the island (Hunter, 

2012, p. 164). This project, as well as the development of a portion of the 
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Hebridean Way walking/cycling path which cuts through the estate attracted 

inward investment totalling around £2m (Bryan and Westbrook, 2014). 

• A nature reserve at Loch Druidibeg was bought by the estate for £1 from 

Scottish Natural Heritage (BBC News, 2018a; Paterson, 2018) with a plan to 

create visitor facilities and improve access to the loch, as well as engage in 

wildlife management activities in collaboration with SNH and RSPB. 

• Plans have been unveiled for a £10m community-owned distillery in 

Lochbosidale (Munro, 2018) which it is claimed would create 30 “quality 

jobs” for the islands, as well as sourcing local materials for the production 

process. However, the plans were shelved months later amid concerns over 

the financial commitments of the organisation following the discovery that 

costs would be more than three times higher than previously anticipated 

(Hebrides News, 2018a).  

• Drainage and sea defences have been improved to stem the problems with 

flooding experienced on the estate and stabilise natural dune systems 

(McMorran and Scott, 2013) 

Largely due to these developments, annual estate income doubled in the five years 

following the buyout (Bryan, 2011), as did the number of people directly employed 

by the estate (Henderson et al., 2018). However, residents felt that the landowner 

has favoured commercial development over the needs of the community, 

preferring ‘quick wins’ to improve life in the community (Bryan, 2011; Skerratt, 

2011). In addition to capital developments, the estate sought to represent the 

community’s interests through lobbying external organisations and public sector 

bodies. While these efforts were commended, there were further calls for action to 

be taken on improving roads and broadband provision (Bryan, 2011). 

2.5.3 Governance and conflict 

While there was overwhelming support for the initial buyout, there is less support 

for the landowning organisation itself (Hebrides News, 2011). The feeling of unmet 
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potential was expressed by one respondent to a consultation, expressing support 

for community ownership but disappointment in the management of the estate: 

“With its insular secretive, unilateral actions Stòras Uibhist is 

missing a wonderful opportunity to show how community 

ownership can work and bring welcome and much needed social 

and economic benefit to the estate, and the wider community.” 

(Hebrides News, 2011) 

High-profile disputes within or involving the landowning organisation have defined 

its existence since the buyout (Hebrides News, 2013). Allegations of secrecy, 

corruption and bullying made predominantly against the former Chair of the 

organisation culminated in a corruption scandal leading to his temporary 

suspension from the board, following a vote organised by the Vice-Chair (Bryan, 

2011; Hebrides News, 2018b, 2011). A further suspension was passed unanimously 

shortly thereafter (Hebrides News, 2018a). Some of these disputes were considered 

personal, with allegations that groups representing a particular religion or locality 

dominated the board and were not representative of the interests of the wider 

estate (Bryan, 2011). The sheer size and scale of the estate was seen as one reason 

for this, with various communities of place and interest, each with distinct identities 

and cultures, bound together by the trust (McMorran et al., 2014; McMorran and 

Scott, 2013). This was also seen as an impediment to effective communication 

between the estate and residents, which has been a regular complaint since the 

buyout (Bryan, 2011). This contradicts the initial belief that larger sizes of estates 

should be welcomed as the broader democratic base would “prevent personal 

disagreements from overwhelming and paralysing the community effort” (Laible, 

2008, p. 178). Recently, the estate has held live forums on Facebook to address 

concerns, following support for such a mechanism to be initiated (Stòras Uibhist, 

2018b), with some claiming that communications have improved as a result 

(Henderson et al., 2018). 

Most recently, directors have clashed over transparency of decisions and a 

controversial policy of tendering for contracts to harvest seaweed (BBC News, 
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2018b). While the estate explained why full disclosure to members is not always 

possible (Am Pàipear, 2018a), allegations of secrecy persisted, leading to a 

community petition demanding the resignation of the board (Am Pàipear, 2018b; 

Simpson, 2018). The Extraordinary General Meeting (EGM) triggered by this petition 

led to the resignation of the Chief Executive, the fourth individual to hold this role 

(including as interim) in three years (Am Paipear, 2017a; Hebrides News, 2018a). 

While the estate reported the positive nature of this meeting, and the ability to 

discuss the concerns openly (Stòras Uibhist, 2018c), high-profile disagreements 

between directors led to an open letter in the media, written by one director, 

openly criticising the conduct of other directors and calling for them to step down 

(Am Pàipear, 2018c). Tensions over this period led to the community landowner 

issuing a warning over harassment and abuse directed at staff (Stòras Uibhist, 

2018d). 

The estate has also found itself in conflict with a number of local crofters, who 

represent both their tenants and potential membership. One dispute over a quarter 

acre of land, with an ‘elderly crofter’, resulted in the community landowner losing 

their case in the Scottish Land Court (Hebrides News, 2012b). The case had to be 

postponed due to the ill health of the crofter, which was claimed to be exacerbated 

by the stress of the legal proceedings. Plans to redevelop the Askernish Golf Course 

on land used as common grazings resulted in the grazings committee taking the 

landowner to the Scottish Land Court (Mackenzie, 2010; McMorran et al., 2014). 

While an agreement was reached before the case made it to court, the episode led 

to the estate being further criticised by local people for creating conflict and 

exacerbating local tensions (Hebrides News, 2013; McMorran and Scott, 2013). 

Further disputes involved the erection and licencing of wind turbines, which dogged 

the community landowner throughout the early years of ownership (Hebrides 

News, 2010a, 2010b, 2010c). These cases have been criticised for creating divisions 

within the community and wasting money on legal costs, while leading to a 

perception of the board as disorganised and unprofessional, focusing more on 

operations and less on a strategic vision for the organisation (Bryan, 2011). 
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Crofters and residents have also clashed with the estate over the management of 

deer in South Uist (Am Paipear, 2017b). The population of deer is managed and 

marketed for both trophy stalking and venison production. However, the perceived 

shortcomings in the adequate management of the estate has led to allegations that 

deer are destroying crops and are responsible for spreading ticks, contributing to 

South Uist’s remarkably high incidences of Lyme Disease (BBC News, 2016b). While 

some residents called for a cull to reduce numbers, the landowner emphasised the 

economic importance of deer to employment in stalking, tourism and venison 

production (Hebrides News, 2017b; McMorran and Scott, 2013) and, while not 

implicating deer management in its prevalence, welcomed further research into the 

combatting of Lyme Disease (Am Pàipear, 2017). The above conflicts with crofters, 

as well as a perceived lack of attention given to crofting-related issues such as 

drainage and coastal erosion, has led to crofters feeling isolated, with some 

considering the situation worse than under private ownership (Bryan, 2011).  

Perhaps due to these ongoing divisions involving the community landowner, 

turnout for elections to the board of directors varies. While more than 2,000 people 

are eligible to be members of the landowning organisation, less than half of them 

are registered (Bryan, 2011). Of those registered, turnouts have dwindled over 

recent years, from 85% in 2010 (Hebrides News, 2010d) to 51% in 2015 (“Sealladh 

na Beinne Mòire,” 2015), but have experienced a resurgence recently with a 70% 

turnout in 2018 (Stòras Uibhist, 2018e). Individuals are sometimes unwilling to step 

forward as potential directors due to the aforementioned conflicts, as well as the 

substantial time and effort required (Henderson et al., 2018). However, non-

participation was not necessarily considered to be negative and could indicate a 

content or otherwise empowered community (Skerratt and Steiner, 2013). 

This introduction to the case study estate used for this research highlights some of 

the challenges faced by community landowners, as well as some of the outcomes 

possible following only a short time under community ownership. These elements 

were taken into account when designing the subsequent primary research 

undertaken as part of this thesis. 
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2.6 Chapter summary 

This chapter has outlined the historical and legislative context from which 

community landownership has emerged and developed in Scotland. Following the 

systematic sourcing of literature, it presents a comprehensive understanding of the 

effects community landownership is reported to have had on rural communities. 

Finally, it details the context of one example of community landownership, the 

South Uist Estate, upon which much of the research comprised in this thesis are 

based. The following chapter considers the theoretical connections between 

community landownership and rural health, setting out the potential for community 

ownership of land to be considered a health intervention. 
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Chapter 3. Rural health and the potential role of 

community landownership  

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter considers theory, policy and practice concerning health in rural 

Scotland and the ways in which community landownership may theoretically affect 

rural health outcomes. First, an assessment of broader UK public health theory and 

practice will be detailed, followed by a specific focus on rural health. The Human 

Rights-Based Approach to Health (HRBA) is subsequently explained, alongside its 

convergences with other theories underpinning public and rural health 

improvement. Finally, a consideration of community landownership within the 

framework of the HRBA is presented, laying the theoretical foundation for the 

empirical research comprising this thesis. 

3.2 Literature review methods 

A review of public health literature was conducted, pursuing two central themes: 

theory in rural health; and public health policy in Scotland, focusing on the Human 

Rights-Based Approach (HRBA) to public health. This first strand was considered 

through a non-systematic search for relevant empirical and theoretical academic 

and grey literature on rural health. As well as contributing to the literature review, 

these theories helped inform case study selection (section 4.4.1) (Yin, 2018) and 

interview topic guides (Appendix 1) through identifying central themes to 

investigate in the subsequent qualitative study. Policy documents and grey 

literature helped inform an understanding of policy and developments in public 

health practice in Scotland. There have been significant policy developments over 

the course of this research which have contributed to the literature and sources 

used, but did not fundamentally change the aims, objectives or research questions. 
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3.3 Theory and practice in UK public health 

The UK National Health Service (NHS) provides publicly-funded healthcare services 

which are free at the point of delivery. This provision has improved population 

health but failed to stem the increase in ‘health inequalities’, the unfair and 

avoidable differences in individual health outcomes (Gray, 1982). The persistence of 

health inequalities, despite universal access to health services, has been blamed on 

other societal inequalities, specifically concerning income, power and wealth (Dickie 

et al., 2015; Mackenbach, 2012). These inequalities follow a social gradient, with 

those of a higher class living longer, and in better health, than those of a lower 

socio-economic status (Marmot, 2015). 

While policies to address ‘lifestyle factors’ such as drinking, smoking, diet and 

exercise were considered to target aspects which exacerbate poor health in lower 

socio-economic classes, they do not tackle the underlying causes of this behaviour 

(Kelly et al., 2005). Such ‘causes of the causes’ include social, economic and 

environmental influences, known as the Social Determinants of Health (Dahlgren 

and Whitehead, 1991; Solar and Irwin, 2010). These elements, represented in Figure 

3.1, interact with one another across individual, community and societal levels and 

can affect health outcomes. While Figure 3.1 represents one of the earliest and best 

known representations of the Social Determinants of Health, these have been 

interpreted and altered to suit different social and political contexts. NHS Health 

Scotland, the national public health body, has condensed the theory into eight 

domains: housing; education; employment; social support; family income; our 

communities; childhood experience; and access to health services (NHS Health 

Scotland, 2016). 
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Figure 3.1- The Social Determinants of Health (Dahlgren & Whitehead, 1991). 

Interventions to improve health through addressing these factors are termed 

‘upstream’ in their focus on antecedents to the ‘downstream’ behaviours which can 

exacerbate poor health (Kelly et al., 2005). In recent years there has been increasing 

interest in investigating such upstream interventions to improve public health and 

reduce health inequalities. Specifically, there has been a focus on the role of 

community empowerment and ‘asset-based interventions’ to utilise local skills and 

competencies to address the Social Determinants of Health (Alvarez-Dardet et al., 

2015; The Scottish Government, 2011). The evidence-base for assessing and 

evaluating such interventions is weak, but it is recommended that the mechanisms 

involved in such ‘complex’ health interventions are focused upon in considering 

their potential for health improvement (Bambra et al., 2010). 

Section 2.4.4 outlines previous research indicating that community landownership 

can act on various elements within the Social Determinants of Health framework. 

This research will therefore consider community landownership as one such 

‘upstream’ intervention, seeking to identify the mechanisms through which it can 

affect health for different individuals and communities. In addition to considering its 

effects with regard to the Social Determinants of Health, this study will consider the 
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health implications of community landownership against two further theories of 

public health. First, the emergent field of rural health theory will be detailed in 

Section 3.4, considering how this dimension of rurality moderates public health 

theory. Secondly, building upon the same human rights covenant underpinning land 

reform legislation (section 2.4.2), the Human Rights-Based Approach to Health will 

be outlined and considered in terms of the reported impacts of community 

landownership (section 3.5). The theoretical convergence between these concepts 

is presented in Figure 3.2. 

3.4 Rural health 

The Scottish Government defines rurality as an area with a population of less than 

3,000 people (The Scottish Government, 2019). All but one of the community-

owned estates with a resident population in Scotland can be considered rural (Table 

2.2), with The Stornoway Estate comprising a small town. The South Uist Estate has 

a total population of around 3,200, spread over three islands and twenty-seven 

crofting townships (section 2.5). According to the Scottish Government’s 8-fold 

Urban Rural Classification, settlements in the South Uist Estate are considered ‘Very 

Remote Rural’, being more than a 60 minute drive to a settlement of over 10,000 

people (The Scottish Government, 2019). A theoretical understanding of the health 

of the local population therefore requires an explicit focus on rural health. 

3.4.1 Theory in rural health 

Rural health research, as a discipline in its own right, is in its infancy. A concerted 

effort in the 1990s promoted it as a “significant concern warranting special 

attention by developed world governments” (Smith et al., 2008, p. 56). The 

publication of Theory in Rural Health by Farmer et al. (2012c) aimed to establish a 

theoretical basis for building knowledge on the subject and developing the efforts 

to expand work on rural health from simply “how do we get doctors” to a more 

complex understanding of the aspects which affect health in rural communities 

(Farmer et al., 2012c, p. 185). In the same year, Bourke et al. (2012) published a 

conceptual framework for the understanding and analysis of rural health, detailing 
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the different interrelated factors which affect it. This work identified six dimensions 

through which rural health can be understood, analysed and acted upon:  

“geographical isolation, social relations within a rural locale and 

local health actions, as well as broader health systems, social 

structures and finally power – the key to defining their intersection 

and diverse health outcomes”. 

(Bourke et al., 2012, p. 502)  

These aspects are considered in greater detail in the following sections. This was 

not the first work conducted on rural health, but the first to attempt to form some 

sort of unified approach to its continued study, and explicitly advocating the 

consideration of ‘space and place’ in rural health research (Bourke et al., 2012). This 

consideration of various economic, social, cultural and environmental influences 

which affect the lives of rural residents led to a broader understanding of the 

differentiated effects upon individual health outcomes (Farmer et al., 2012c). This 

reflects the warnings of Smith et al. (2008) against ‘area-based’ explanations for 

poor health (especially those which could be seen to ‘blame’ rural communities for 

the situation they find themselves in), emphasising the need to consider broader 

societal factors of “poverty, discrimination, inequality, [and] inequities of resource 

allocation” (Smith et al., 2008, p. 60).  

3.4.1.1 Geographical isolation 

Spatial distance from larger populations and public services differentiate 

consideration of rural health from public health more generally and are critical to 

understanding poorer health outcomes in rural communities (Bourke et al., 2012; 

Farmer et al., 2012c). Rurality does not cause ill-health, but geographic isolation can 

exacerbate overarching conditions which contribute to poor health outcomes 

(Smith et al., 2008), including reduced access to services, social networks and 

amenities such as education and employment. In this way, this component of the 

framework can be seen to exaggerate and exacerbate the detrimental effects of 

each of the subsequent elements. 
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3.4.1.2 The rural locale 

‘The rural locale’ refers to the setting in which social relations take place, 

considering “community, place, social networks, social capital, culture and country” 

(Bourke et al., 2012, p. 499). Culture plays a role in defining what actions are socially 

acceptable, with working practices (especially around health and safety concerns), 

health behaviours and social activities having implications for health outcomes 

(Smith et al., 2008).  

While this aspect of rural health did not focus on the provision of healthcare 

services, it was considered important that local people could access necessary 

means of improving their health, especially where there may be social or cultural 

constraints to doing so (Bourke et al., 2012, p. 499). While this concerned cultures 

around health behaviours and what was considered acceptable and valued, it also 

emphasised the importance of anonymity in accessing health and care services 

(Smith et al., 2008).  

Finally, the rural locale embraces nature and the surrounding environment as an 

aspect of space and place which should be protected, with rural populations more 

at risk of exposure to industry-related environmental hazards associated with heavy 

industrial and farming practices which are more prevalent in rural economies (Smith 

et al., 2008). This element considers environmental aspects of land uses and more 

intangible or spiritual connections to the land which are claimed to improve 

psychological wellbeing (Bourke et al., 2012).  

3.4.1.3 Health responses in rural locales 

‘Health responses’ include “health services, programmes and actions, however 

formal or informal” (Bourke et al., 2012, p. 499). The importance of local health 

responses was underlined by Smith et al. (2008, p. 60) in asserting that “a 

comprehensive primary health care policy incorporating health promotion, ill-health 

prevention and early intervention is essential to improve rural health outcomes”. 

This was considered to include “a range of different entities” including clinics and 

health centres, as well as elderly care and community services (Bourke et al., 2012, 

p. 500). The provision of elderly care is considered one of the most pertinent issues 



65 
 

in rural healthcare provision with inequalities growing between them and their 

urban counterparts (Gibbins, 2009; Godden and Richards, 2003). As well as 

providing primary health services, the retention of healthcare professionals within 

rural communities also contributes to aspects of the social and economic 

sustainability of rural communities due to the presence of skilled, respected 

residents who are often prominent local figures (Farmer et al., 2012c). Conversely, a 

reduction in healthcare service provision was claimed to have detrimental effects 

on emergency care and a variety of community assets (Farmer et al., 2012c; 

Gibbins, 2009; Panelli et al., 2006).  

3.4.1.4 Broader health systems 

‘Broader health systems’ refers to national health systems which “both constrain 

and enable local health responses and the actions of rural residents” (Bourke et al., 

2012, p. 500). Despite having a universal national health service in the UK, rural 

health services are often underfunded, inaccessible or non-existent, leading to 

worse health outcomes based on decisions made outside of the community (Farmer 

et al., 2012c). Unfair or unequal resource allocation is considered a significant factor 

in determining rural health outcomes (Smith et al, 2008: p60). 

In addition to concerns over the funding of health services, this aspect of rural 

health was concerned with the appropriateness of mainstream health services for 

rural populations. Health policies and interventions can be imposed nationally 

which do not recognise the context-specific determinants of health and 

systematically penalise rural populations through not being sufficiently ‘rural-

proofed’ (Bourke et al., 2012). Nationally designed health policies can be 

misdirected, inappropriate or even detrimental to community health due to their 

lack of recognition of contextual factors and needs of the community (Farmer et al., 

2012c). 

3.4.1.5 Broader social structures 

‘Broader social structures’ refers to the surrounding social and economic 

environment and conditions experienced by individuals and communities. 

Specifically, it focuses on “income, education, housing, work status and type, 
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in/exclusion, access to social resources and health services, and a range of 

environmental factors” (Bourke et al., 2012, p. 501). These aspects relate closely to 

the Social Determinants of Health (Dahlgren and Whitehead, 1991; Marmot and 

Wilkinson, 2005; Solar and Irwin, 2010) outlined in section 3.3 and presented in 

Figure 3.2. For example, if rural residents have well paid employment, adequate 

housing, access to high quality education and health services, and live in a 

supportive social environment, they will tend to be healthier than those who do 

not. Unequal access to these resources can explain the differences in health 

outcomes between rural communities, while geographical isolation can exacerbate 

inequalities between rural and urban residents (Bourke et al., 2012; Smith et al., 

2008).  

3.4.1.6 Power 

Power is considered to underpin actions to improve all of the above elements with 

respect to rural health outcomes. It can be used by “individuals, groups and 

collectives in their actions to create, maintain or challenge systems and current 

ways of doing things” (Bourke et al., 2012, p. 501). Examples given include 

demanding increased resources go into providing services, reorienting those 

services to the needs of the community, acting to increase access to the Social 

Determinants of Health and altering societal perceptions of rural communities. 

Power is a complex and multifaceted concept which exists at multiple levels and has 

various implications for health outcomes (Dickie et al., 2015). However, as power is 

“rarely discussed in rural and remote health” (Bourke et al., 2012, p. 501), the 

restructuring of power relations may not be recognised for its role in improving 

health in rural communities. 

While small communities can be powerless to challenge or compete in global 

markets or influence national policy, they can be more capable of influencing or 

assuming control over local service design and delivery (Farmer and Nimegeer, 

2014; Kenny et al., 2013; Macaulay, 2016; Panelli et al., 2006). Increasingly, such 

services relate to upstream or preventative interventions being promoted to 

“anticipate health needs to avoid crisis in the management of chronic conditions 
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and have the capability to respond in emergency situations” (Gibbins, 2009, p. 1; 

The Scottish Government, 2011). Akin to the situation nationwide, such strategies 

and community involvement increasingly involve social enterprise-based 

interventions.  

3.4.2 Social enterprise and rural health 

Interventions targeted at addressing the upstream causes of poor health, including 

the social and economic environments in which people live and work, are 

increasingly being delivered by civil society organisations such as charities and 

community groups (Farmer et al., 2012a, chap. 1; Friedli, 2013). This is due to their 

ability to address issues: 

“Beyond the reach or interest of the state and the market, and to 

create innovative and socially just methods of meeting social 

needs, as well as its democratising potential through the 

engagement of citizens in the delivery and maintenance of social 

welfare”. 

(Moore and McKee, 2013, p. 3).  

In Scotland, community empowerment and state support are (theoretically, at 

least) working in tandem to promote community action and reduce pressures on 

state provision (Danson and Whittam, 2011; Moore and McKee, 2013). This is in 

contrast to how this policy is being developed in England, where the two are 

considered mutually exclusive. 

One of the main ways in which communities are playing an active role in designing 

and managing community-based upstream health interventions is through ‘social 

enterprises’. These are charitable organisations which trade like businesses, 

reflecting the relationship between community organisations and the public sector 

increasingly resembling one of contracting services, as opposed to grant funding 

(Boswell et al., 2009; Rees, 2014). Social enterprise is a broad and contested 

concept, covering a wide range of organisations (Teasdale, 2012). The UK 

Department of Business, Innovation and Skills defines them as: 
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“A business with primarily social objectives whose surpluses are 

principally reinvested for that purpose in the business or in the 

community, rather than being driven by the need to maximise 

profit for shareholders and owners”. 

(Department of Business, Innovation and Skills, 2011, p. 2) 

In Scotland, a commonly accepted definition requires that all profits are reinvested 

into furthering the social purpose of the organisation (Senscot, 2010). The 

persistence of discussions around definitions reflect the hybrid nature of social 

enterprises in behaving both as a business and a charity, pursuing social purpose 

through engaging in the market.  

Early conceptual work suggests that there are several central means through which 

these organisations can improve health, whether or not they explicitly intend to: 

the development of social networks; provision of employment; improvements in 

economic conditions; altering of health behaviours and culture; empowerment and 

access to authority; good quality housing; development of education and skills; 

provision of positive spaces and environments; and access to services (Macaulay et 

al., 2018, 2017; Roy et al., 2017, 2014). According to a recent ‘census’, social 

enterprises seem to be thriving in Scotland and encompass a wide variety of 

different legal and institutional forms, social objectives and financial turnover, with 

potential to play a larger role in the provision of health and care services in the 

future (Social Value Lab, 2015).  

A disproportionate percentage of social enterprises are found in the Highlands and 

Islands of Scotland (Social Value Lab, 2015). Within this region they have been seen 

to contribute to community sustainability through harnessing a culture of self-help 

and social support within the community to achieve a range of local economic and 

social development outcomes (Eversole et al., 2014; Steinerowski and 

Steinerowska-Streb, 2012). More specifically, the papers encompassed in the book 

Community Co-Production: Social Enterprises in Remote and Rural Communities 

(Farmer et al., 2012a) indicate the health effects of a case study social enterprise in 

rural Scotland. Conclusions were wide-ranging and context-specific but it was clear 
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that the building of social capital, the facilitation of gainful employment and the 

feeling of contributing to the community were all seen to be beneficial to individual 

and community health and wellbeing (Farmer et al., 2012a, chap. 7). Interventions 

addressing multiple determinants of health in this way are considered more 

effective in improving rural health (Smith et al., 2008).  

The relevance of research on social enterprise and health to this study is that 

Community Land Trusts are themselves a form of social enterprise, thus making this 

study an in-depth investigation of one type of social enterprise and its effect on 

health, building upon the previous work on the subject.  

3.4.3 Current state of health in rural Scotland 

98% of Scotland is considered ‘rural’, settled by approximately 1 million people or 

18% of the population (Godden and Richards, 2003). Male life expectancy at birth is 

falling in some rural areas (NHS Western Isles, 2012) and health inequalities are 

growing faster in remote and rural communities, most notably in the elderly 

population (Smith et al., 2008). This is blamed largely on the lack of healthcare 

provision, with access decreasing while demand increases (Gibbins, 2009; Godden 

and Richards, 2003). This has also led to increased interest in developing new 

models of health and care delivery, such as through social enterprises detailed in 

section 3.4.2. A reduction in healthcare service provision was also claimed to have 

detrimental effects on emergency care and the social fabric of the community 

(Farmer et al., 2012c; Gibbins, 2009; Panelli et al., 2006; Smith et al., 2008). The 

poorer health status of rural residents dissects ethnic differences and can be seen 

to exist in all regions of the world, although most severely in countries with high 

income inequalities (Farmer et al., 2012c). Rural communities tend to suffer higher 

levels of psychiatric disorders than their urban equivalents and higher rates of 

suicide have been witnessed in the Highlands and Islands compared to the national 

average (Godden and Richards, 2003). Although these disparities are not caused by 

rurality per se (section 3.4.1.1), they can be exacerbated by the overarching 

conditions which disproportionately affect rural areas, namely: limited access to 
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health services; detrimental health behaviours; and lower socioeconomic status 

(Bourke et al., 2012; Smith et al., 2008). 

3.5 Human Rights-Based Approach to Public Health (HRBA) 

Since 2010, NHS Health Scotland has been working with the Scottish Human Rights 

Commission to adopt a Human Rights-Based Approach (HRBA) to underpin 

Scotland’s public health strategy (NHS Health Scotland, 2016). This approach uses 

the 1976 UN Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) (United 

Nations, 1976) as a structure and platform from which to develop an approach to 

public health (Denholm, 2018). This aligns the strategy of public health with that of 

land reform, which is based on the same Covenant (section 2.4.2). One of those 

Economic, Social and Cultural Rights is “the right to the enjoyment of the highest 

attainable standard of physical and mental health” (Miller, 2018, p. 33), with access 

to the Right to Health largely dependent upon the realisation of a number of other 

rights (Kapilashrami et al., 2019; NHS Health Scotland, 2016). 

While access to health services are an element of achieving an equal right to health, 

there are a number of other factors which play a role in achieving “the highest 

attainable standard of health” (NHS Health Scotland, 2016, p. 4). These factors 

include gaining access to a number of other economic, social and cultural rights, 

broadly correlating to the Social Determinants of Health outlined in section 3.4.1.5. 

The HRBA recognises these upstream determinants of health, emphasising the need 

for citizens to be able to access not just healthcare services, but also “to the wide 

range of factors that help us to achieve the highest attainable standard of health” 

(NHS Health Scotland, 2016, p. 7). 

There exists practical guidance for the ways in which organisations and public 

bodies can act to enhance access to these rights. The AAAQ Framework emphasises 

the need to ensure rights are: Available in sufficient quantity; Accessible in 

overcoming structural or cultural barriers; socially Acceptable and culturally 

sensitive; and of sufficient Quality (NHS Health Scotland, 2016). Furthermore, there 

are guiding principles underpinning the working practices of organisations adopting 
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a human rights-based approach (Scottish Human Rights Commission, n.d.; Voluntary 

Health Scotland, 2019). The PANEL Principles emphasise the importance of working 

in ways which are: Participatory through democratic engagement; Accountable by 

communicating who is upholding rights and how they can be challenged: Non-

discriminatory in ensuring equality of access to rights; Empowering in 

communicating what rights people have and how to affect them; and Legal in acting 

within domestic and international law. It is claimed that the adoption of these 

guidelines will result in the target group enjoying enhanced access to their 

economic, social and cultural rights. 

In 2020, a new public health agency will be established, Public Health Scotland. 

There is a desire from those working in public health, the third sector and the 

Scottish Human Rights Commission that this new body will be built on a HRBA 

foundation from its inception (Denholm, 2018). The broader political will to 

recognise the importance of human rights integration within policy was cited as a 

factor easing its adoption in Scotland (Denholm, 2018). A number of public bodies 

and third sector organisations have already operationalised the approach through 

their work and continue to lobby for its wider implementation in policy and practice 

(Kapilashrami et al., 2019; Voluntary Health Scotland, 2019). 

3.5.1 Theoretical convergence of the Human Rights-Based Approach 

to Health 

Pragmatically, the HRBA has been described as “naturally compatible” (Denholm, 

2018, p. 1) with the current focus on upstream interventions, reducing health 

inequalities and increasing opportunities for citizens to participate in decisions 

around healthcare, which are major tenets of public health strategy in Scotland 

(NHS Health Scotland, 2016). In this sense, the adoption of the HRBA provides a 

framework through which current policy priorities can be housed, adding “weight 

and (potential) legality” to the present focus on reducing health inequalities 

(Denholm, 2018, p. 1), the existence of which indicate that not all citizens are 

enjoying full access to the Right to Health. To illustrate this ‘compatibility’, Figure 

3.2 depicts a graphic representation of the theoretical convergences between 
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Bourke et al.’s (2012) framework for understanding rural health, the rights 

contained within the Human Rights-Based Approach to Health (Voluntary Health 

Scotland, 2019) and the Social Determinants of Health Framework (NHS Health 

Scotland, 2016). 

 

Figure 3.2- Convergences between health theories 

Each theory can broadly be split into three health-related elements represented by 

the coloured boxes: the provision of health and care services; cultural influences; 

and socio-economic conditions. Within Bourke et al.’s (2012) theoretical 

framework, the elements of ‘power’ and ‘geographical isolation’ were considered to 

underpin actions on each of the other facets. Power was also considered a crucial 

aspect of the Human Rights-Based Approach to Health and the Social Determinants 

of Health framework as a means of affecting change and reducing health 

inequalities (Dickie et al., 2015; Solar and Irwin, 2010). Geographical isolation 

distinguishes rural health theory from more general public health, and mediates 

rural residents’ access to each of the other health-related facets, taking into 

account the geographical barriers they may face. While not explicitly mentioning 

geographical barriers, the HRBA emphasises the need to ensure rights are accessible 

through overcoming other such barriers (NHS Health Scotland, 2016). This 
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convergence illustrates that the HRBA largely conforms to other theories of public 

and rural health. Furthermore, its theoretical underpinning of the International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights explicitly aligns it to land reform 

strategy (section 2.4.2). It is these theoretical convergences which will guide much 

of the research detailed in this thesis. 

3.5.2 Community landownership and the Human Rights-Based 

Approach to Health 

To consider community landownership in relation to the human rights-based 

approach to health, an assessment must be made of the extent to which it 

enhances access to rights considered to contribute to realising and accessing the 

Right to Health. For example, following their buyout the West Harris trust could be 

perceived as improving access to the rights to housing, work, education and cultural 

life through the provision or facilitation of accessible opportunities for each, with a 

consequent impact upon the right to health (Shields, 2018). This section considers 

the articles in the United Nations International Covenant on Economic, Social and 

Cultural Rights (United Nations, 1976) deemed relevant to community 

landownership by the Land Rights and Responsibilities Statement (The Scottish 

Government, 2017).  

Part 1 of the Covenant is concerned with the rights of ‘peoples’ to “freely determine 

their political status and pursue their economic, social and cultural development” 

(United Nations, 1976), known as The Right to Self-Determination (Article 1). This 

provision was originally intended to give the right to colonies to pursue 

independence from imperial rule, but has been interpreted since with regard to the 

potential for any indigenous group to take greater control over its governance (The 

Scottish Government, 2017). Hunter (2014) sets out a case for considering crofting 

communities in the Highlands and Islands as ‘indigenous peoples’, thereby adopting 

various international treaties covering their rights (Wallace, 2011, p. 39). In doing so 

he also identifies a community which, under the Covenant, has the right to self-

determination. Despite playing a central role in the land reform-based 
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interpretation of the Covenant, this right is not explicitly mentioned within the 

Human Rights-Based Approach to Health. 

Part 3 of the Covenant sets out the Economic, Social and Cultural Rights themselves, 

alongside details of what constitutes having access to them. The Right to Work 

(Articles 6-8) requires opportunities for decent employment to be provided to 

people (United Nations, 1976). As detailed above, lack of employment opportunities 

was one reason for rural out-migration and formed the impetus for some 

community buy-outs. If the actions of community landowners, through direct 

employment, investments and support for local businesses, result in increased 

employment, they can be said to have increased access to the Right to Work.  

Article 11 of the Covenant refers to The Right to an Adequate Standard of living 

(United Nations, 1976). This right refers specifically to having access to adequate 

food, clothing and housing, with decisions around land uses having a bearing on the 

extent to which these rights can be accessed (The Scottish Government, 2017). The 

rights to food and adequate housing are considered most closely associated with 

the access individuals and communities have to land (MacInnes, 2019). The LRRS 

explicitly mentions the importance of environmental factors and access to housing 

in accessing these rights (The Scottish Government, 2017).  

The Right to Health (Article 12) forms the basis of the HRBA and focuses on 

increasing access to healthcare services as well as the other rights within the 

ICESCR: 

“Entitlements include access to adequate health care facilities and 

services, as well as appropriate State measures in relation to the 

socio-economic determinants of health, such as food, water and 

sanitation, safe and healthy working conditions, housing, and 

poverty.” 

(International Network for Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, 2019) 



75 
 

3.5.3 The effects of community landownership on health in rural 

communities 

Section 2.4.4 outlines the effects of community landownership upon different 

dimensions of life in rural Scotland. Many of these effects relate to facets of the 

Social Determinants of Health framework and other theories around improving 

rural health. For example, the reported increases in access to employment and 

housing as a result of the actions of community landowners are considered to be 

precursors to improved health behaviours and outcomes (Bryan and Westbrook, 

2014; Marmot and Wilkinson, 2005; Satsangi, 2009). Additionally, the community 

empowerment which was considered to fundamentally distinguish community 

landownership from other ownership types is also considered to underpin all other 

efforts to improve health in rural communities (Bourke et al., 2012; Warren and 

McKee, 2011). Furthermore, as detailed in section 3.5, the future strategies of land 

reform and public health in Scotland are now aligned, implying that future 

developments in rural land reform should, theoretically, improve health in rural 

communities.  

Despite the theoretical potential for community landownership to act upon the 

Social Determinants of Health (Solar and Irwin, 2010) and other health-related 

dimensions in rural communities (Bourke et al., 2012; Farmer et al., 2012c), little 

has been written on the connections between communally-owned land and health. 

The only tangentially-relevant sources focus on the mental health effects of 

communal ownership of land by indigenous communities in Australia. The claims 

that crofters in the Highlands could be considered an indigenous group may be 

considered tenuous, but there are certainly convergences between the ambitions of 

each (Hunter, 2014; McIntosh, 2001). One author tentatively associates cultural 

identity and local control or autonomy over issues which affect the community to 

improved physical and mental health outcomes, though stresses that causal links 

“are yet to be defined with precision” (Watson, 2007, p. 534). This relates to 

reversing the causes of poor health behaviours among indigenous populations 

removed from their land, and thus their identity, through a form of local autonomy 
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(McIntosh, 2001). Advocates for the wholesale return of communities to the lands 

from which they were previously cleared emphasised the positive effects on mental 

and physical health this return would have (Flick, 1998). These are perceived to 

come through reduced social conflicts, improved diet and greater wellbeing through 

a cultural connection to the land and the community.  

Aside from these studies, which can only be considered partially relevant to the 

Scottish context, there is no discernible literature connecting community 

landownership with improved health outcomes. Despite this, the chief executive of 

the Scottish Land Commission, which is responsible for shaping the future of land 

reform, has described the concentrated nature of landownership in Scotland as 

“unhealthy” (Carrell, 2019). This assertion refers to the unhealthy effect of 

concentrated patterns of landownership on the broader social and economic 

development of rural Scotland, as opposed to public health per se. However, 

considering the impacts of these developments on public health, the 

acknowledgement of these effects contributes to making this research both 

pertinent and challenging, due to the dearth of knowledge around this topic and the 

simultaneous desire to drive its reform. The convergences of theory around the 

fields of land reform and rural health offer an opportunity to consider a human 

rights-based reading of the effects of community landownership on health in rural 

communities through the fulcrum of the International Covenant on Economic, 

Social and Cultural Rights (United Nations, 1976). 

3.6 Chapter summary 

This chapter has outlined the theory and practice of public health and rural health in 

Scotland, incorporating the theoretical bases of The Social Determinants of Health 

framework, theories underpinning rural health and the Human Rights-Based 

Approach to Health. The chapter then outlined how community landownership and 

public health can both be interpreted through the framework of the UN’s 

International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights and how the 

development of each is, theoretically, mutually beneficial. 
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There is no previous research on the role of community landownership in improving 

rural health in Scotland. Theoretically, many of the reported effects of community 

landownership (section 2.4.4) converge with social, economic and cultural factors 

connected to health outcomes (Figure 3.2). This research investigates whether this 

theoretical potential is perceived in reality, and what role community 

landownership can play in improving health in rural communities in Scotland. 

Chapter 4 details the methodological approach taken for this investigation. 

 

 



78 
 

Chapter 4. Methodology and methods 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter details the theory and practice behind the methods selected for this 

research, covering philosophical and practical considerations, and their implications 

for the claims that can be made about the findings of this study. It first states the 

aim, objectives and research questions guiding this research. Next, this chapter will 

outline the philosophical foundations underpinning the epistemological and 

ontological position of this research, and the justifications for adopting 

subtle/critical realism to underpin this study. The case study approach will be 

outlined alongside the reasons for its adoption. The rationale for the selection of 

the case study community - the South Uist Estate - is presented. The research 

methods are subsequently justified and explained in detail, including the steps 

involved in planning, sampling, conducting and analysing the data gathered from 

the two research methods - qualitative interviews and Q Methodology. A 

consideration of the reliability and validity of these methods is then detailed to 

consider their contribution to knowledge and relevance to other contexts. A Gantt 

chart displaying the timescale for the undertaking of each of these methods is 

included in Appendix 2. 

4.2 Aim, objectives and research questions 

As detailed in Section 3.5.3, there is a lack of understanding as to how community 

landownership could affect the health of the resident population. This lack of 

understanding may have implications for communities considering whether to 

pursue a land buyout, to be able to consider its potential impacts. Additionally, 

public and charitable bodies who fund community land buy-outs may wish to 

acknowledge potential health effects when considering the case for funding.  

The aim of this study is to contribute to our understanding of the health effects of 

community landownership by investigating whether, how, and for whom, it can 
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affect health in rural areas. This aim comprises two distinct objectives and is 

addressed through a combination of a review of literature and two research 

methods- qualitative interviews and Q Methodology. 

The first objective in achieving this aim is to investigate the mechanisms and 

pathways through which community landownership is seen to lead to health 

outcomes. The qualitative element of this research increases our understanding of 

the ways in which community landownership can lead to rural health outcomes, 

and what factors mediate or mitigate these effects on different members of the 

community. 

The second objective of this study is to consider what role community 

landownership is perceived to play in improving rural health in relation to other 

potential health interventions. This new knowledge will contribute to an implicit 

understanding of the extent to which community landownership is perceived to 

contribute to rural health outcomes. These objectives can be expressed as research 

questions in the following manner: 

1) How is community landownership perceived to affect the health of the resident 

population? 

a) Through what processes or mechanisms is community landownership 

perceived to affect the health of the resident population? 

b) How are the effects of community landownership upon health perceived to 

vary between different members of the resident population? 

2) What is the perceived effect of community landownership on health vis-à-vis 

other determinants of rural health? 

4.3 Philosophical foundation 

Two distinct, and opposing, philosophical traditions dominate research: an 

ontologically realist, epistemologically positivist approach deriving from the natural 

science tradition which seeks to create knowledge through deductive enquiry and 
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objective research; and an ontologically idealist, epistemologically constructivist 

approach pursuing knowledge through inductive reasoning and interpretation by 

the researcher (Bryman, 2008). Treating these traditions as fixed with regard to 

their constituent parts, and exhaustive in terms of possible alternatives, creates 

theoretical limitations to selecting an appropriate approach to research (Ritchie et 

al., 2014). The nature of these flaws, and alternative approaches to overcoming 

them, are outlined in this section. 

The first tradition, akin to the ‘scientific method’ utilised in the natural sciences is 

ontologically objective, stating that there is a single reality, independent of human 

consciousness, which can be uncovered, studied and understood (Bryman, 2008). 

The epistemological positivism which this approach embraces states that 

knowledge is singular and measurable, whereby the true nature of reality can be 

discovered. While this approach is more common in quantitative research for its 

application in counting and measuring (Halfpenny, 1979), it has been criticised in 

social science research for being overly prescriptive and deductive, not recognising 

that knowledge is value-laden and socially-produced, and thus no research can be 

considered truly ‘objective’ (Seale, 1999). 

The second approach overcomes some of these criticisms by embracing the social 

differences between individuals and groups and considering their knowledge and 

beliefs as equally valid. The approach purports ontological subjectivity, stating that 

reality is socially constructed and dependent on human consciousness, and thus 

differently experienced by individuals (Bryman, 2008). Within this tradition, 

knowledge is socially constructed and thus differentiated between communities 

and dependent on cultures. This approach focuses on developing concepts and 

theories through research, lending itself to qualitative inquiry (Halfpenny, 1979). 

However, this subjectivist/constructivist paradigm has been criticised for being 

limited in its ability to make knowledge claims regarding the theoretical 

generalisability of research findings (Bryman, 2008). Taken to its extreme, 

constructivism can only make claims to truths experienced by individuals, and is 

thus criticised for descending into nihilism (Seale, 1999) and not providing 

generalizable findings which can inform policy, practice and broader understanding. 
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While the two philosophical paradigms outlined above can be considered 

problematic for the stated reasons, the fundamental error of researchers is not the 

selection of one over the other, but the assumption that this choice is binary and 

exhaustive (Ritchie et al., 2014). Instead, these two approaches should be 

considered extreme positions at either end of a continuum of potential 

philosophical approaches which can draw from, and combine, elements from either 

end of the scale (Seale, 1999). An approach which draws elements from both 

traditions and sits between the two extreme positions outlined is that of Critical 

Realism or Subtle Realism. 

4.3.1 Critical Realism and Subtle Realism 

Philosophical approaches which sit on the stated philosophical continuum can 

select elements of each “extreme” position to form a new philosophical foundation 

from which to build (Ritchie et al., 2014, pp. 19–20). One example of this is the 

combination of a realist ontology with a constructivist epistemology, allowing for 

multiple, potentially contradictory but equally valid, perspectives on a subject 

(Hammersley, 1992). This approach recognises that the subject itself is part of an 

objective reality independent of the researcher, and that knowledge of that reality 

can never be known with absolute confidence (Maxwell, 2012). 

The two most dominant terms for this position are Critical Realism (Bhaskar, 2010) 

and Subtle Realism (Hammersley, 1992). Problematically, these terms are often 

confused or conflated, with Subtle Realism being claimed to be one type of Critical 

Realism (Maxwell, 2012). Critical Realism recognises both epistemologically 

positivist and constructivist paradigms in asserting that objective knowledge is 

possible to an extent. However, underlying mechanisms remain outside the grasp of 

researchers and thus we are only capable of experiencing one facet of reality with 

certainty, while we can merely infer the mechanisms which have created it 

(Bhaskar, 2010). Similarly, Subtle Realism recognises that the value-laden 

understanding of the researcher and respondents may lead to differing 

perspectives, rendering objective knowledge impossible, but this does not 

necessarily imply multiple realities. Indeed, it is through the embracing of multiple 
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perspectives that researchers can understand how and why an objective reality is 

perceived and experienced differently. Through doing so we can make claims to 

knowledge on what seems “plausible” and “credible”, though lacking the absolute 

certainty of phenomena (Hammersley, 1992, p. 51). 

While it is important to appreciate the subtleties of these approaches from a 

philosophical perspective, their practical application is largely similar. The UK 

National Centre for Social Research (NatCen) does not differentiate between critical 

realism and subtle realism, but simply embraces an approach combining ontological 

realism with epistemological constructivism (Ritchie et al., 2014). The consequence 

of adopting this approach is the embracing of differing perceptions on the fixed 

reality of community landownership as equally valid, but based upon the 

perspective and experiences of the individual (Hammersley, 1992). While the 

conclusions of this research cannot be known with absolute confidence, it may be 

possible to broaden the application of emergent themes to other contexts through 

inferential generalisation (Ritchie et al., 2014, chap. 12). 

While the foundation of the research is the ground upon which methods can be 

based, philosophical stances can also be considered resources to guide researchers 

(rather than overly strict confines placed upon them (Maxwell, 2012)) “without 

needing to resolve methodological disputes before beginning their work” (Seale, 

1999, p. 472). It is therefore important to consider appropriateness of the 

methodology and methods selected to answer the research questions. 

4.4 Methodology 

A case study approach was selected for this research. Case study research “arises 

out of the desire to understand complex social phenomena” (Yin, 2018, p. 5) which 

was deemed appropriate for the nature of this study. The focus on issues of ‘space 

and place’ in rural health research lends itself to a case-study approach (Farmer et 

al., 2012c). A ‘holistic’ design (Yin, 2018, p. 48) appreciates the heterogeneity of 

rural communities and the perceptions of those who live within them (Godden and 

Richards, 2003), while also recognising the broader context and its impact on the 
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local situation (Yin, 2018). This approach was advocated by the Scottish 

Government in its appeal for more research on community landownership, 

specifically calling for “iterative engagement with local communities and 

stakeholders, implying the need for a strongly participatory, case-study approach to 

evaluation and indicator identification” (The Scottish Government, 2008, p. 1). 

While a comparative study considering the perceptions and experiences of 

individuals living under different landownership types was first considered  (Yin, 

2018), the substantial workload of multiple case studies “requiring extensive 

resources and time [put it] beyond the means of a single student or independent 

research investigator” (Yin, 2018, p. 54). Furthermore, the quantity of data gathered 

would sacrifice depth of analysis in favour of breadth of responses, potentially 

producing a more superficial overview of the issues being considered, and not 

appreciating the nuances in respondents’ perceptions (Morse, 2000). 

4.4.1 Case study selection 

The relative youth and lack of previous research on community landownership 

made it difficult to select a ‘common’ case (Yin, 2018, p. 50). However, through 

utilising inferential generalisation, the use of a ‘typical’ example was not considered 

necessary (Ritchie et al., 2014, pp. 351–352). Instead, a pragmatic consideration of 

possible cases was undertaken to assess the most appropriate for this research. The 

relatively small number of community land buyouts restricted the range of potential 

subjects, while additional criteria were considered desirable when selecting a case 

study community. Only land which housed a resident population was considered, 

with those that own adjoining or other local land assets excluded from 

consideration. This distinction is due to ‘non-resident’ land often representing a 

forest, reservoir or agricultural land which may be administered by a small section 

of the community. However, from a public health perspective, this research is 

concerned with how the ownership status of the land lived on and surrounding the 

resident population may affect their health and wellbeing, regardless of whether 

they are actively involved in its management. 
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Only land bought by communities after 2003 was considered. Arguably the most 

important piece of legislation for the expansion of community landownership was 

the 2003 Land Reform (Scotland) Act (The Scottish Government, 2003) which first 

initiated the Community Right to Buy, the Crofting Community Right to Buy and 

expanded the Scottish Land Fund. While this research is not seeking to evaluate the 

success of this legislation, it takes the enacting of this legislation as a marker from 

which to assess contemporary and future community landownership which relies 

on operationalised legislative mechanisms. However, another consideration when 

selecting cases is the ease of access to relevant data which also answers the 

research questions (Yin, 2018). In an effort to source respondents with a substantial 

lived experience of community landownership, only estates which were bought-out 

prior to January 2007 were considered, to ensure that potential case studies had 

been community-owned for at least ten years prior to the commencement of data 

collection. 

The application of these conditions precluded all but three estates: Glencanisp and 

Drumrunie Estates, South Uist Estate, and Galson Estate (Figure 4.1). The sampling 

process then considered other factors which may affect case study selection. Of the 

previous empirical work focusing on community landownership, one of the most 

commonly studied cases is the North Assynt Estate (Callaghan et al., 2011; 

Chenevix‐Trench and Philip, 2001; McMorran et al., 2014), the so-called 

“trailblazers” that became the first community buy-out of land, in 1993. It was 12 

years later that the neighbouring community purchased the Glencanisp and 

Drumrunie Estates through Community Right to Buy (CRtB) legislation, under the 

name of The Assynt Foundation (Bryden and Geisler, 2007). While it was recognised 

that these were two different communities, the potential for research fatigue, and 

too narrow a focus upon one small area of the North-West Highlands, led to this 

community not being chosen for this research. 

Of the two remaining community-owned estates, the South Uist Estate had the 

advantage of a more easily defined resident population. The intrinsic boundaries 

present in island communities (where populations are restricted by the sea) help 

with “bounding the case” (Yin, 2018, p. 31), and better defined the population being 
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studied. Furthermore, the South Uist Estate is in close proximity to similarly sized 

estates under private and government ownership, allowing for consideration of 

similarities and differences between different ownership types. For these reasons, 

the South Uist Estate was selected as the case study community for this research. 

Figure 4.1 represents the process outlined above, where ‘n’ refers to the number of 

community-owned estates fulfilling the criteria or removed from consideration. 

 

Figure 4.1- Process of sampling potential case study estates 

4.5 Research methods 

Within a case study framework, multiple sources of evidence can be integrated to 

“shed empirical light on some theoretical concepts or principles” (Ritchie et al., 

2014; Yin, 2018, p. 38). The coherence of different methods or “convergent 

triangulation” (Yin, 2018, pp. 128–129) builds “a comprehensive understanding of a 

case” (Fetters et al., 2013, p. 2138) in ways that single methods are unable to. 

As this study sought to explore the nature of community landownership and its 

constituent parts, while not seeking to measure any particular factor, it lends itself 

to a qualitative research design which emphasises the generation of theory through 
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empirical enquiry (Bryman, 2008). While some qualitative research has been 

conducted on the emergence and effects of community landownership (see section 

2.4.4), further inquiry is needed to investigate what variables define its impacts 

upon the health of rural communities. Only following this understanding can 

quantitative research be employed to measure relevant variables through a form of 

‘exploratory sequencing’ (Ritchie et al., 2014, pp. 42–44), and uncover ‘how much’ 

community landownership can affect rural health outcomes.  

Research methods were selected for their appropriateness for answering the 

research questions. Semi-structured interviews were utilised to explore the nature 

of community landownership and the mechanisms through which it could lead to 

health outcomes, relating to research questions 1a and 1b. Q Methodology allows 

for the gathering and understanding of societal perspectives towards a particular 

subject, in this case considering the elements which are perceived to improve rural 

health. The method also allowing for an implicit understanding of the extent to 

which respondents value a particular element in comparison with others. This 

allows for an assessment of how landowning communities value that status in terms 

of its effect on their health, addressing research question 2. The following sections 

provide more detail on the justification for the selection of these methods. 

4.5.1 Qualitative study 

In-depth semi-structured qualitative interviews are a means through which 

“researchers explore in detail the experiences, motives, and opinions of others and 

learn to see the world from perspectives other than their own” (Rubin and Rubin, 

2011, p. 3). In keeping with the philosophical foundation underpinning this 

research, interviews were considered the means through which different, equally 

valid, perspectives on a fixed reality could be gathered (Ritchie et al., 2014). 

4.5.1.1 Sampling 

In line with the case study approach outlined in section 4.4, respondents were to be 

drawn from those living in and around the South Uist Estate. In addition, a number 

of external ‘expert’ voices were considered important to offer a contextual view of 
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community landownership and rural health around Scotland. This approach was 

selected due to the requirement to bring together different ‘expert’ voices to 

consider the convergence of two fields of research which had not previously been 

considered together, that of community landownership and rural health. 

Furthermore, a more conceptual understanding of community landownership and 

rural health was considered to contribute to the external validity of qualitative 

findings and their inferential generalisability to other settings (section 4.6). 

Respondents were ‘purposively sampled’ on the basis of their expertise in fields 

relevant to the research questions (Bryman, 2008, p. 458). As well as respondents 

with specific knowledge and expertise on these subjects, the sample was broadened 

to include those with knowledge and experience of the theory and practice of rural 

community development, the management of other forms of landownership, and a 

national perspective on public health. Respondents were sampled from across 

Scotland to gain a broad-based understanding of different perspectives on the 

topics discussed. Respondents were asked for their views on land, community 

landownership and health more generally, before being asked about the South Uist 

Estate specifically (Topic Guide can be found in Appendix 1). 

First contact made with the case study community was with Dr Fraser Quin, Chief 

Executive of Stòras Uibhist, in January 2017, to ask permission to conduct research 

on the organisation, and by definition, the island. Although not necessarily a 

requirement to receive permission to conduct interviews in the community, it was 

considered important to have the support of the landowning organisation, and to 

have the views of staff and directors represented. In the months following the 

granting of permission to conduct research on the organisation, Dr Quin resigned. 

The subsequent interim Chief Executive, Graeme Sinclair, was contacted to enquire 

as to whether his predecessor had informed him of the research, with the response 

being that he had not. Mr Sinclair passed on the request to the Board of Directors 

to seek permission, which was given. Willingness to take part in the research was 

then repeated by the subsequent Chief Executive, Ian Paterson, following his 

appointment in May 2017. Mr Paterson resigned during the summer of 2018 after 

which continued support for this research was expressed by the Chairperson of the 
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community estate, Mary Schmoller. A temporary Chief Executive, Bruce Beveridge, 

took office in January 2019 and has subsequently been made aware of the research. 

Mr Beveridge stood down in June 2019, shortly before the findings of this research 

were presented to the community (see section 8.6). 

The recruitment of local people took a number of forms, reflecting the different 

demographic characteristics which the sample sought to represent (section 5.2.2). 

Some demographic characteristics were dependent upon employment, such as 

being a fisherman, crofter, healthcare professional or employee of the community-

owned estate. These individuals were contacted prior to embarking upon fieldwork 

following internet searches to find their contact details. Other demographic 

characteristics, such as age, gender and location were represented through 

targeted sampling during fieldwork, identifying specific individuals and requesting 

that they take part in an interview. Internal stakeholders tended to be open to 

speaking about their experience of the community landowner, though some were 

concerned with the anonymity of their responses. As the research was targeting 

specific individuals and demographic characteristics, the study was not advertised 

widely to the community, and so did not seek broad local support. 

Data saturation is not specifically targeted in this research, with data ‘sufficiency’ 

(O’Reilly and Parker, 2013), ‘adequacy’ (Bowen, 2008) or ‘representation’ (Baker 

and Edwards, 2012) judged more holistically on the basis of the range of voices 

represented, the quality of data generated and the emergence of new themes. In 

addition to the sufficiency of data, realistic considerations of time and budgetary 

factors helped define a manageable sample size for the qualitative study 

(Hammersley, 2015; Morse, 2000).  

4.5.1.2 Data collection 

Qualitative data was collected by means of a semi-structured interview. Interview 

topic guides included pre-defined themes for discussion while allowing for 

respondents to “ramble” or “go off on tangents” (Bryman, 2008, p. 437) in a 

manner unsuited to more structured quantitative interviews. However, as the 

research even at this stage had a fairly clear focus with regard to the topics which 
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needed to be covered, the research did not lend itself to unstructured interviews 

(Bryman, 2008). The topic guide (Appendix 1) broadly covered salient topics 

emerging from the literature review which were considered pertinent to the 

research, while also providing flexibility for the exploration of new topics 

introduced by respondents (Ritchie et al., 2014). Following initial ‘headline’ 

questions, respondents were probed to understand the reasons why they felt the 

way they did, or in an attempt to draw out more information on a topic (Ritchie et 

al., 2014, pp. 183–184).  

The effect of community landownership on health specifically is only asked about at 

the end of each interview, with the question being worded in the same way for 

each respondent. This decision was made so as to not lead the respondent to too 

narrow a response early on, while still eliciting their opinion on the subject, 

regardless of whether they had already brought it up prior to this point (Ritchie et 

al., 2014). Following initial interviews, later respondents were occasionally 

presented with the views of another respondent (anonymously) and asked to 

respond to it. Such ‘member checking’ (Lincoln and Guba, 1985, p. 314) was 

considered an effective way to consider how widespread a belief may be, and 

indeed whether there were opposing opinions. 

4.5.1.3 Data analysis 

As this research seeks to develop knowledge of the ways in which community 

landownership can affect the health of rural communities, it lends itself to a form of 

data analysis which develops such an understanding. Methods of conceptual 

modelling can develop an understanding of complex health interventions in this 

way. Each ‘concept’ within the model plays an integral role in explicating the 

elements involved in the health ‘intervention’ (Jabareen, 2009), delineating 

processes and causality through arrows between variables (Earp and Ennett, 1991). 

This can take place over multiple steps, creating “cause-effect-cause-effect 

patterns, whereby an outcome (event) at an earlier stage can become the stimulus 

(causal event) for the next stage, in turn producing another outcome that becomes 

yet another stimulus” (Yin, 2018, p. 186). While causation and prediction are more 
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commonly found in quantitative research, the deeper knowledge of social processes 

and norms render qualitative research appropriate for assessing causation (Mason, 

2017, chap. 9). 

Conceptual models seek to “disentangle the threads of our analysis”, or “open the 

black box” (Yin, 2018, p. 187) so as to present large quantities of data in a more 

accessible and comprehensible way. Within public health literature, a conceptual 

model (or ‘logic model’ (Carpiano and Daley, 2006)) is a “diagram of proposed 

causal linkages among a set of concepts believed to be related to a particular public 

health problem” (Carpiano and Daley, 2006; Earp and Ennett, 1991, p. 164). The 

identification of these concepts (or variables) “[place] bounds on the problem so 

that it is tractable and so that fundamental understanding can be obtained” (Diez 

Roux, 2012, p. 55).  

Guidance on the Development and Evaluation of Complex Health Interventions 

(Craig et al., 2008; Moore et al., 2015) is not directly relevant to this study as the 

intervention was not designed by the researcher and is not concerned with 

measurement per se, but sought to undertake an exploratory study to develop a 

theoretical understanding of the subject. As such it will not involve process 

evaluation techniques, but will take the form of a ‘programme-level logic model’ 

(Yin, 2018, p. 190), assessing the factors involved in one particular intervention. 

The practical development of a conceptual model is described as “a process of 

invention, subject to modification as new findings emerge that confirm or redirect 

how problems are conceptualized.” (Earp and Ennett, 1991, p. 167). The process is 

one of abduction (Timmermans and Tavory, 2012), considering empirical data with 

regard to underlying theories and assumptions and dependent on the researchers’ 

integration of these data sources to “form an explanatory hypothesis” (Peirce, 1934, 

p. 171). 

“Although there are no hard and fast rules or easy checklists for 

their construction it is, none the less, clear that readers appreciate 

elegant, informative, visually edifying, and adequately described 

diagrams, making it all the more important that the construction 
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and use of conceptual diagrams is taken seriously in public health 

research”. 

(Paradies and Stevens, 2005, p. 1013) 

Abduction relies on ‘surprising’ results being generated which nuance, challenge or 

augment existing theories, eliciting cause and effect between variables (Peirce, 

1934). In practical terms, the process involves different stages (Earp and Ennett, 

1991). The first is to designate an endpoint (in this case, ‘health outcomes’) before 

working backwards to simplify and pare down individual variables leading to this 

outcome. The next step is to define ‘Mediating Variables’ which occur between 

‘cause’ (intervention) and ‘outcome’ (health outcomes).  

The development of the qualitatively-informed conceptual model (Figure 5.1 in 

section 5.7.1) was built through the analysis of causal claims within the qualitative 

data to identify relationships and connections between different ‘pieces’ of 

interpreted data, while preserving respondents’ own interpretations, language and 

experiences (Braun and Clarke, 2006). A process of abduction between data and 

literature then may require numerous phases of regrouping data dependent upon 

relevant literature and theories which best represented and grouped the data. The 

defining of interrelationships between components of the intervention (Campbell et 

al., 2000; Carpiano and Daley, 2006) considers language which infers ‘chronological 

processes’ (Saldana, 2015, p. 171) with the understanding that this does not imply a 

linear process between variables (Campbell et al., 2000). Causality is indicated by 

arrows and evidenced by causal claims in data or literature (Yin, 2018). ‘Modifying 

Variables’ can indicate the extent to which one variable causally affects another, 

indicated by an arrow pointed towards a connection between the two other 

variables (Earp and Ennett, 1991). A second conceptual model is presented in 

section 7.6 to combine research findings with the theory underpinning rural health 

and the Human Rights-Based Approach to Health (Figure 7.1) (Bourke et al., 2012; 

NHS Health Scotland, 2016; United Nations, 1976). This involved the integration of 

mediating variables to indicate the factors pertinent to accessing the Right to 

Health. 
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4.5.2 Q Methodology study 

Q Methodology was developed by William Stephenson (1953) as a means of 

eliciting and understanding shared societal perspectives on a topic (Watts and 

Stenner, 2012). It combines qualitative and quantitative methods to study 

subjectivity which, in Q terms, relates to matters of opinions, beliefs or values. The 

method is well-established and has been applied in health, public policy, rural 

research and land use (for example, Previte et al., 2007; Swaffield and Fairweather, 

1996; van Exel et al., 2006; Zografos, 2007), as well as to elicit the motivations of 

private landowners toward land uses decisions, with relevance to this study 

(Wagstaff, 2013). This method was utilised to identify shared perspectives among 

those currently living on a community-owned estate as to which elements they 

consider most important to improving rural health (addressing research question 2). 

Q Methodology was judged appropriate for this research as a method used “to 

explore (and to make sense of) highly complex and socially contested concepts and 

subject matters from the point of view of the group of participants involved” (Watts 

and Stenner, 2005, p. 70- Emphasis in original). The understanding of a multifaceted 

upstream health ‘intervention’ such as this is perceived to fulfil the description of 

such a ‘complex and socially contested concept’. Furthermore, embracing a 

constructivist epistemological stance, Q “asks its participants to decide what is 

‘meaningful’ and hence what does (and what does not) have value and significance 

from their perspective” (Watts and Stenner, 2005, p. 74- Emphasis in original). This 

cohered to the general philosophical and methodological approach to this research, 

embracing residents’ own experiences of community landownership upon their 

lives. 

Research questions in Q can take the form of ‘representations’, ‘understandings’, or 

‘conduct’ dependent on the intention of the study (Curt, 1994). Within this study, 

respondents were asked the question ‘How could health be improved in rural 

communities?’, being instructed to sort cards from ‘Most agree’ to ‘Most disagree’. 

This took the form of a ‘conduct’ question, as it elicited responses around what the 

respondent would do, or would favour being done (Watts and Stenner, 2012).  
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Data is collected by means of a card sorting exercise, followed by a short interview. 

The ‘Q sort’ involves respondents placing statements of opinion on a scale (in this 

instance, from ‘Most agree’ to ‘Most disagree’) reflecting their own views on a 

subject. The scale (or ‘Q grid’) takes the form of an inverted pyramid (Figure 6.2) or 

‘quasi-normal distribution’ with respondents instructed to sort cards onto this 

‘forced distribution’ (Cottle, 1980; Watts and Stenner, 2005, p. 77). Following each 

‘Q sort’, respondents are asked to comment on their choices, with their responses 

audio-recorded and transcribed to act as an aid to understanding why they sorted 

statements in a particular way. The post-sort interview elicits the justification for 

the placement of statements, focusing on ‘salient’ statements placed at the 

extremes of the grid. These are deemed the most “significant” by an individual with 

regard to their perspective on a particular topic  (Brown, 1980, p. 198). This 

qualitative data contributes to the understanding and interpretation of emergent 

factors. 

4.5.2.1 Concourse and Q set development 

In defining the statements to be sorted (Q set), subjective opinions are first drawn 

from the ‘concourse’, which in Q methodology is described as “the flow of 

communicability surrounding any topic” (Brown, 1993, p. 94) from the “universe of 

‘statements’ so conceived for any situation or context” (Stephenson, 1986, p. 44). In 

practical terms this means gathering as wide a breadth of opinion on a subject as is 

reasonably possible, drawing on multiple sources and types of resource. The quality 

of a Q study can be judged on how comprehensive the concourse is. It is therefore 

recommended that an overly large and broad concourse is built which can then be 

“refined and reduced” to form a final Q set (Watts and Stenner, 2005, p. 75). The 

concourse can be developed, or ‘accessed’, through interviews and focus groups 

with different members of society, media stories (and responses to them, especially 

on online news stories), and more formal academic and ‘grey’ literature (Baker et 

al., 2017), as well as feedback on the piloting of draft Q sets (Watts and Stenner, 

2005). It is recommended that statements should not be manipulated so as to 

retain the original meaning of responses as far as possible (Brown, 1980). The 

concourse for this study consisted of actions or interventions which were claimed 
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could improve rural health. Further details of concourse and Q set development are 

included in section 6.2. 

Following concourse development, the number of statements needs to be distilled 

to a manageable number to conduct the Q sort, while attempting to still retain the 

breadth of opinion present (Baker et al., 2017). This process can take a number of 

forms dependent on the nature of the study. The method selected for this study 

was loosely based on a process of structured Q set development (Watts & Stenner, 

2012: 59-60), ensuring that major themes (to be defined through the literature) are 

represented, but not necessarily by the same number of statements. A structured Q 

set ensures ‘coverage’ of key themes which is not guaranteed in ‘unstructured’ 

alternatives, running the risk of skewing statement selection (Watts and Stenner, 

2012, p. 59). An element of flexibility is retained in terms of the number of 

statements drawing from each theme, and indeed those which do not necessarily 

fall into a conceptual understanding of the subject, to allow for divergent views and 

the potential for public opinion to differ from theory and practice (Watts and 

Stenner, 2012). In this sense, qualitative coverage of domains was more important 

than numerical parity between them. 

In terms of the final number of statements selected, the comprehensiveness of a Q 

set is not judged solely on how many statements it contains, but how effective it is 

in representing the breadth of opinion on a subject (Brown, 1980). However, some 

guidelines are suggested for the number of statements which should be included. It 

is believed that a final Q set of fewer than 40 statements could run the risk of not 

comprehensively representing the views towards a subject (Curt, 1994; Stainton 

Rogers, 1995; Watts and Stenner, 2012), although studies have been conducted 

containing much fewer statements (Watts and Stenner, 2005). While these figures 

are used as a guideline, the final decision on inclusion and exclusion of statements is 

taken on the basis of how comprehensively they represent the concourse. 

4.5.2.2 P set 

Similarly to qualitative research, there is no set sample size for Q Methodology 

studies, although a sample of 40-60 respondents is generally considered adequate 
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for most studies (Stainton Rogers, 1995). More important within this study was the 

representation of the views held within the community. Therefore, while not setting 

any arbitrary target in terms of the number of respondents, the ‘P set’ was 

structured to source the views of a wide range of demographic characteristics 

within the community (Watts and Stenner, 2005). 

There are various techniques for structuring a P set, drawing on different 

experiences, expertise and specialised knowledge (Watts and Stenner, 2012). To 

identify the relevant demographic variables for this research, qualitative data was 

re-examined for respondents identifying differences within the resident population 

which led to differing perspectives on a subject, regardless of whether it concerned 

community landownership or health. For example, people from Eriskay may have 

been claimed to feel differently about rural repopulation, and incomers to the 

community may value unspoilt land over the development of industry. This data 

was supplemented by more standardised demographic identities (such as gender 

and education) and the inclusion of individuals and groups within the community 

whose views were specifically sought. These included current and former 

employees and directors of Stòras Uibhist and healthcare professionals working 

within the community. This process led to the identification of the following 

demographic variables: gender; age; level of education; occupation; area of 

residency; time resident in the community; cultural connection to community 

(considered through their status as a crofter and the speaking of Gaelic); connection 

to the community landowner (assessed through their status as a member, 

employee, and/or director); and self-reported health.  

In practical terms, respondents were initially recruited following the advice of Watts 

& Stenner (2005, p. 80) to: 

“rely on more opportunistic sampling techniques, at least in the 

first instance, or until a series of Q methodological explorations 

(and their emergent factors) provide empirical justification for the 
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belief that certain viewpoints ‘belong’ exclusively to specific 

demographic groups”. 

Following each Q sort and interview, respondents are asked to complete a short 

demographic survey (Appendix 3), indicating their status on the aforementioned 

demographic variables. While the assessment of which demographic groups 

espouse particular viewpoints is a consideration for data analysis, they also indicate 

the representation of those groups within the P set throughout the fieldwork 

period. Where there were groups lacking representation, more targeted sampling 

techniques can be employed to fill any gaps in representing the different 

demographic characteristics within the community. While this purposive sampling 

within the South Uist Estate aimed to identify the range of viewpoints within the 

community, these perspectives cannot be claimed to be generalisable beyond the 

community (see section 4.6.4). 

4.5.2.3 Data analysis 

Q Methodology initially utilises a form a factor analysis to analyse data gathered 

through the card-sorting exercise. While more traditional factor analysis aims to 

establish correlations between variables or characteristics (Kline, 1993), Q considers 

the correlations between respondents (Block, 1955) through a form of by-person 

factor analysis to identify and understand shared perspectives on a subject (Brown, 

1980). As in traditional factor analysis, Q aims to simplify complex questions by 

grouping similar characteristics into ‘factors’ to reduce data and uncover what the 

distinctive nature of each grouping is: 

“When there is a highly complex field, as there almost always is in 

real-life human affairs, as distinct from laboratory studies of 

human beings where one variable may be manipulated at a time, 

factor analysis simplifies the field by indicating what the important 

variables are”. 

(Kline, 1993, p. 8) 
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At its most basic level, a factor is created when two or more respondents sort cards 

in statistically similar manner (Brown, 1980). Factors are defined by the relative 

positions of sorted statements, which are then combined into composite Q sorts (or 

‘Factor arrays’) which represent shared perspectives, the identification and 

interpretation of which are the goals of Q Methodology (Watts and Stenner, 2005). 

Through this process, respondents who sorted cards in a similar way will likely ‘load’ 

onto the same factor. Factor loading is the extent to which an individual sort is 

associated with a factor, while Q Methodology has rules and guidelines around 

what level of association can be considered ‘significant’ enough to contribute to the 

factor’s definition (Watts and Stenner, 2012, p. 100). Q retains and utilises 

qualitative data (gathered through post-sort interviews) and contextual details on 

respondents to help inform the process of determining and describing factors 

(Block, 1955; Brown, 1980). This distinguishes Q from more traditional ‘R’ factor 

analysis which removes all non-statistical data at the earliest possible opportunity 

(Burt, 1981). This renders Q a mixed-method in embracing the use of both 

qualitative and quantitative data to identify and interpret factors. 

The first aspect of data analysis in Q Methodology is the extraction of factors. There 

are two factor extraction techniques- Centroid Extraction and Principle Components 

Analysis (PCA). Centroid was the technique originally adopted by Stephenson (1953) 

and consists of a process of identifying the most prominent aspect held in common 

by different Q sorts and removing (or ‘extracting’) those correlated to that aspect. 

This often accounts for the largest portion of ‘common variance’ within the study, 

the extent to which one factor accounts for the total variation in a respondent’s sort 

(Watts and Stenner, 2012, p. 98). Following the removal of that subset of 

respondents from the rest of the Q sorts, the process is repeated, identifying the 

most prominent aspect which is held in common by the remaining respondents. 

This process of identifying ‘residual correlations’ is repeated until no more common 

variance can be found within the data, and therefore all possible factors have been 

extracted (Brown, 1980). 

More recently, facilitated by computer software making it less time-consuming to 

apply, the more statistically precise Principal Components Analysis (PCA) has 
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increasingly been adopted within Q Methodology. While technically not a form of 

factor analysis (Watts and Stenner, 2012), Q Methodologists value its statistical 

accuracy in generating factor solutions through a process of assessing ‘eigenvalues’. 

These are calculated by summing the squared factor loadings of all respondents on 

a factor, thereby providing an indication of the statistical proportion of 

respondents’ views present within each factor array (Kline, 1993, chap. 3).  

The main difference between factor extraction techniques is the malleability of data 

derived through Centroid, as opposed to the purely statistical nature of PCA (Watts 

and Stenner, 2012). The factors extracted using Centroid can be rotated in 

potentially infinite ways, allowing for the consideration of different perspectives, 

‘hunches’ or explorations of qualitative data, retaining researcher involvement until 

the strongest factors are found (Baker et al., 2006; Brown, 1980, p. 33; Watts and 

Stenner, 2005). PCA produces the statistically ‘best’ solution which should then be 

accepted, removing further researcher input from the process (Watts and Stenner, 

2012, p. 99). However, many Q methodologists favour Centroid for its very 

‘indeterminacy’ (Brown, 1980, p. 33) preferring a more open approach where 

qualitative ‘hunches’ can be the basis for judgemental (or theoretical) rotation (see 

below). A further downside of PCA is that it does not differentiate between high 

positive and high negative loadings (Kline, 1993). Where respondents load both 

positively and negatively on a factor, that factor may be considered ‘bi-polar’ and 

split into two distinct shared perspectives (Watts and Stenner, 2012, p. 133). 

However, PCA’s inability to automatically do so can prove problematic in factor 

extraction. While there may be practical or theoretical justifications for adopting 

either technique, it is emphasised that aside from a few exceptions, they produce 

“virtually the same results” (Brown, 1980, p. 209). 

The number of factors extracted depends on various considerations, and there are 

some rules or guidelines involved in the identification of factors. The eigenvalue of 

the factor must be more than 1, meaning that the shared perspective accounts for 

statistically more than the perspective of an individual sort (Watts and Stenner, 

2005). Factors also must have at least two ‘significant’ loading sorts to be 

considered a ‘shared’ perspective (Brown, 1980). The ‘significance’ of loadings is the 
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threshold above which they are considered to contribute to a factor’s definition and 

interpretation (Watts and Stenner, 2012).  

The next process is the ‘rotation’ of factors. Factors are rotated to be able to view 

individual sorts from different angles, and in doing so consider different ways in 

which sorts may be related to one another (Brown, 1993). The two most common 

approaches to factor rotation are Varimax and Judgemental (or ‘hand’) rotation. 

Varimax rotation maximises the ‘explained variance’ (Watts and Stenner, 2012, p. 

125), meaning that the resultant factors account for as much of the data as 

possible. This means that, as far as possible, sorts are loaded highly onto one factor, 

while reducing their loadings on all others, minimising ‘mixed loaders’ (those sorts 

that are significantly associated with more than one factor) and ‘null loaders’ (those 

sorts that are not significantly associated with any factors), thus creating distinct 

factors (Kline, 1993, pp. 67–68). These processes are based on the assumption of an 

‘orthogonal’ rotation, whereby factors are statistically independent and zero-

correlated, represented graphically by a 90-degree angle between factor axes 

(Watts and Stenner, 2012, p. 119). A potential alternative to this is an ‘oblique’ 

rotation, whereby the 90-degree relationship can be altered and factors can 

become statistically correlated (Kline, 1993). This changes the status of mixed-

loaders which sit between two factors, as they could then load onto a new 

obliquely-rotated factor.  

Judgemental or ‘hand’ rotation allows one factor to be rotated against another, 

facilitating the loading of particular sorts more closely onto one particular factor. 

This technique may be used to act upon ‘hunches’ (Brown, 1980, p. 238) or ‘tacit 

knowledge’ (Brown and Robyn, 2004) of the researcher and dependent on 

qualitative data emerging through post-sort interviews, or to favour one particular 

perspective, around which a factor can be based. Such hunches can include the 

similarities of particular individuals on the basis of their qualitative justifications, as 

well as groupings of people who sorted certain statements at the extremes of the 

grid. This process is claimed to ground the Q exercise ‘in reality’ (Brown and Robyn, 

2004) through the use of contextual and qualitative (as opposed to purely 

statistical) data in the definition of factors. While there are advocates for particular 
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approaches to the extraction and rotation of factors, the selection of techniques 

depends upon “the nature of the data and […] the aims of the investigator” (Brown, 

1980, p. 238).  

The first process is the ‘flagging’ of defining sorts. While there are common 

practices around the adoption of certain procedures, it is emphasised that 

researchers should make the final decision based on pragmatic considerations 

dependent on the nature of the study (Brown, 1980, pp. 236–238). First, the 

minimum level of correlation required for an individual sort to contribute to the 

factor array must be set (Kline, 1993). This is commonly set at 95% (p < 0.05) or 99% 

(p < 0.01) but can be raised or lowered if justified by the themes emerging in the 

qualitative data, or to load more sorts onto a factor (Brown, 1980). While the latter 

can be considered to more accurately represent each factor as it requires a higher 

significance threshold, either can be selected for their ability to maximise the 

number of respondents who define a factor or more accurately represent 

qualitative data (Watts and Stenner, 2005). The formula for assessing the 

significance threshold for factor loadings at p < 0.01 requires multiplying the 

standard error (SE) by 2.58, while factor loadings at p < 0.05 multiples the SE by 

1.96. The standard error is calculated by dividing 1 by the square root of the 

number of items in the Q set:  

(1 ÷ √𝑛𝑜. 𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑚𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑄 𝑠𝑒𝑡) 

Sorts are generally required to account for the majority of common variance, known 

as the Fürntratt-Criterion (Schmolck, 2014). Communality or common variance is a 

measure of “the proportion of variance in each variable which the factors can 

explain” (Kline, 1993, p. 37), or in other words, the extent to which a person’s 

response has something in common with the other respondents. Expressed as a 

formula, this criterion requires that a2 > h2/2. Higher levels of common variance can 

lead to stronger confidence in the selected factor solution accounting for an 

individual’s perspective, while lower levels may indicate a fairly unique perspective 

which is not shared with anyone else (Brown, 1980). When the correlations 

between an individual sort and each factor are expressed as a percentage, more 
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than half of the total correlation must be associated with one factor for that sort to 

be defining (Schmolck, 2014). This means that more of the sort needs to be 

correlated with a factor than not correlated with a factor, within the boundaries of 

a particular factor solution. Finally, ‘Humphreys rule’ requires that the sum of the 

highest two loadings be more than twice the standard error (Brown, 1980, p. 223) 

to ensure that the factor cannot be doubted on the possibility that it only exists due 

to a statistical error. The test is not always applied and exceptions can be made if 

the qualitative data can provide an adequate justification for the factor to remain 

(Watts and Stenner, 2012). 

While these rules are often taken as general guidelines, and analysis software can 

automatically ‘flag’ defining sorts which satisfy each of these rules, authors 

emphasise that these steps should be considered a first step of the flagging 

procedure, which can then be altered dependent on qualitative and quantitative 

data (Watts and Stenner, 2005). Indeed, within the PQ Method analysis 

programme, the automatic flagging command is labelled ‘pre-flagging’, with 

guidance denoting the introductory nature of what is, in essence, a manual process 

of indicating defining sorts (Schmolck, 2014). While PQ Method can only ‘pre-flag’ 

at p < 0.05, the online Ken-Q platform allows for different levels of significance to 

be set. 

A factor array is a representation of a factor generated by the weighted ‘factor 

loadings’ of individual sorts defining it (Brown, 1980, p. 213). Individual Q sorts from 

respondents defining the factor (i.e. those that are ‘flagged’) are weighted so those 

more closely correlated with the factor array account for more of its definition than 

those less correlated (Brown, 1980). The factor ‘weighting’ (represented in the form 

of a percentage) is what each sort is multiplied by in order to generate the final 

placement of statements in the factor array (Watts and Stenner, 2012, pp. 131–

133). Following the weighting of sorts, individual  ‘Z scores’ can be calculated 

(Brown, 1980), representing, in numerical form, the weighted composite sorting of 

each statement. These scores can then be used to construct a factor array in the 

form of a composite Q sort, through placing statements with the highest Z scores to 

the positive side of the grid and the lowest Z scores to the negative side of the grid. 
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Furthermore, Z-scores facilitate the comparison of the sorting of individual 

statements across different factors. This use of numerical data allows for a more 

detailed understanding of how each statement was sorted, which is lost when only 

considering the location of statements within the factor array. 

The next stage of analysis is interpretation and presentation of factors, 

incorporating both qualitative and quantitative data to describe each shared 

perspective. While the ‘salient’ statements sorted at the extremes of the grid may 

help to understand what respondents feel most strongly about, the importance of 

considering statements in the middle of the grid was also emphasised, especially if 

such statements are sorted significantly similarly or differently in other factors 

(Brown, 1980). These are labelled ‘Consensus’ and ‘Distinguishing’ statements, 

respectively (Watts and Stenner, 2012). Consensus statements are not statistically 

significantly different between any pair of factors at p < 0.01, indicating they have 

been sorted similarly across all factors. Distinguishing statements are positioned 

statistically significantly differently for one factor compared to the same statement 

in another factor at p < 0.01, thus indicating a marked difference in the perception 

of the statement within that factor.  

The systematic consideration of consensus and distinguishing statements across 

factors can act as an aid to interpreting factors, as well as the perspectives of all 

defining respondents. If distinguishing statements are salient it may help to identify 

both the central theme of the factor and what defines it from other factors. Even 

where distinguishing statements indicate a neutral ambivalence among 

respondents, this may be important to acknowledge if compared with strong 

feelings amongst all other respondents. If consensus statements are placed at the 

extremes of sorts, it indicates strong agreement between all factors as to the 

importance of that statement to the research. However, if consensus statements 

are found close to the neutral middle of the grid, it may suggest that that statement 

is not particularly important within the parameters of the study. 

Once decisions are taken on the use of various rules, based on both quantitative 

and qualitative data, factors are interpreted and described as to what shared 
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perspectives exist towards a particular subject. A name or label is given to each 

factor to identify its central meaning, making factors more memorable and 

comprehensible to the reader (Watts and Stenner, 2012). 

No factor is defined purely through quantitative analysis and it is important to 

remember that Q is a mixed method. Qualitative data is used throughout the above 

processes to justify the inclusion of factors, flagging of sorts, use of ‘tests’ and 

potentially justifying judgementally rotating factors in a particular way (Block, 1955; 

Brown, 1980). Following factor definition, qualitative data is used to illustrate the 

nature of factors through the use of quotations, in a process similar to that of 

presenting qualitative findings (Baker, 2006; Watts and Stenner, 2012). It is 

emphasised that qualitative data should have as much, if not more, prominence in 

factor identification and description than quantitative data (Brown, 1980; Watts 

and Stenner, 2012). 

4.5.3 Sequencing 

Mixed-methods studies tend to advocate either an ‘exploratory’ (qualitative-

quantitative), ‘explanatory’ (quantitative-qualitative) or ‘simultaneous’ sequencing 

of research methods (Ritchie et al., 2014, pp. 42–44). The inclusion of Q 

Methodology, itself an exploratory mixed-method (Stenner and Stainton Rogers, 

2004), within this research complicates this perception of research stages (Watts 

and Stenner, 2005). While broadly exploratory due to the initial qualitative study, 

the sequencing of this research can most accurately be described as ‘expansionary’ 

(Fetters et al., 2013, pp. 2143–2144), with the Q study expanding understanding of 

the perceived role of community landownership in improving rural health vis-à-vis 

other factors. 
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Figure 4.2- Sequencing of research methods 

As Figure 4.2 outlines, findings from the literature review helped to define research 

questions, which in turn informed the topic guide to be used in the qualitative 

research. Within the qualitative study, interviews with internal and external 

stakeholders were broadly staged concurrently, with the interaction between the 

two considered advantageous to the understanding of the topic, and allowing for 

emergent themes to be investigated and built upon. Claims of how health could be 

improved in rural communities from both the literature review and qualitative 

study were drawn upon to build the concourse for the Q Methodology study.  

4.6 Reliability and validity 

Reliability and validity relate to the quality of research design, and thus the 

defensibility of the resulting findings and conclusions. Criteria for judging the quality 

of research designs in case study research include: ‘construct/measurement 

validity’ (appropriate tools for data collection); ‘reliability’ (rigour of methods and 

analysis and whether you would get the same result again); ‘internal validity’ 
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(relationships and causality); ‘external validity’ (analytic generalisation) (Yin, 2018, 

pp. 42–47). 

4.6.1 Construct validity 

The construct validity of this work depends on the appropriate methods chosen to 

investigate the research questions, while the reliability relates to the rigour with 

which they were applied. The justification for the data collection methods are 

outlined in section 4.5. While other data collection tools could be used to answer 

different research questions, an exploratory study such as this lends itself to the use 

of qualitative interviews to build a conceptual understanding of causal pathways 

(Bryman, 2008). Following the building of this conceptual foundation, it was 

important to gain an understanding of the relative importance of community 

landownership to the improvement of health outcomes. This could have taken the 

form of a quantitative study of health outcomes, through the gathering and analysis 

of primary or secondary data. However, the inadequate timescales, lack of reliable 

granular data, and difficulties in claiming causation make such an approach 

inappropriate for this study (Ritchie et al., 2014). Q Methodology was employed to 

offer a more tacit understanding of the differences between the perceptions of 

local residents as to the relative merits of community landownership as opposed to 

other interventions to improve rural health. The use of these methods in concert 

offers a reliable and defensible claim as to the perceived role of community 

landownership in affecting the health of rural residents, and through what 

mechanisms it does so. 

4.6.2 Reliability 

Reliability is a concept originally applied to the natural sciences, and relates to the 

replicability of research and whether repeating the study would produce the same 

findings (Ritchie et al., 2014). Within qualitative research, and dependent upon 

philosophical approach, it relates to the rigour with which research methods are 

applied and data is analysed. Within the qualitative study, reliability is conferred by 

the number and length of interviews, the ‘appropriateness’ of topic guides (as well 
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as the process undertaken in developing them), the breadth of sample, and the 

accuracy of representing data gathered in interview transcripts (Tracy, 2010, p. 

841). Q Methodologists claim the concepts of reliability and validity, as understood 

in the quantitative tradition, are not applicable to the method due to the nature of 

the subjective viewpoints it aims to elicit (Watts and Stenner, 2012). However, it is 

also emphasised that the method does “deliver what it claims to deliver”, and when 

applied with appropriate rigour in the form of adequately developed methods and 

application, can be said to be a reliable method (Brown, 1980, pp. 188, 191).  

4.6.3 Internal validity 

Claims of causality are central to the findings of this research, and are embraced 

through the philosophical foundations of subtle/critical realism, which recognises 

such social mechanisms exist but cannot be known with certainty (Hammersley, 

1992; Ritchie et al., 2014). The causal relationships indicated in the qualitatively-

informed conceptual model (Figure 5.1) are based on a confluence of claims within 

the qualitative data which were tested and checked throughout the interview 

process. Such ‘member checking’ (Lincoln and Guba, 1985, p. 314) of causal claims 

through the generation of ‘shadowed data’ (Morse, 2000) added to the internal 

validity of this research by not simply assuming that one affirmed causal connection 

was an accurate representation of the situation being studied. Causal claims made 

within the Q Methodology study are expressed through post-sort interviews and 

relate to the ways in which specific statements were considered to improve health 

in rural communities. Such claims informed factor descriptions and linked beliefs to 

favoured actions through the ‘conduct’ question being posed by the study (Watts 

and Stenner, 2012). The identification of factors developed understanding of the 

ways in which certain actions are claimed to lead to improved health, and the role 

played by community landownership. 

4.6.4 External validity 

External validity deals with issues of generalisation through building theory to make 

findings relevant to other contexts (Yin, 2018). The adoption of a realist stance for 
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this research lends itself to generalisability, while the development of a theoretical 

conceptual model through ‘analytic generalisation’ (Polit and Beck, 2010) defined 

high-level generalisable concepts which can be replicated in different communities. 

These can then be extrapolated to other settings and situations, provided there is 

recognition of the contextual differences present (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). In this 

sense, this research can be considered to be one of ‘theorising’, as opposed to 

‘explaining’ a phenomenon, extrapolating through ‘theoretical inference’, rather 

than ‘empirical generalisation’ which tends to be adopted in quantitative studies 

(Hammersley, 2012, p. 10). The application to different cases requires an 

understanding of each context and how similar it may be to the case studied. 

Mixing methods in this regard adds fodder for generalisability, considering various 

methods of gathering and checking data reliability (Polit and Beck, 2010). Brown 

(1980) emphasises that Q Methodology is unconcerned with external validity due to 

a Q sort representing an individual subjective perspective which has no relevance 

outside of the particular study. However, a similar form of generalisability can be 

achieved in Q Methodology with the relevance of emerging factors considered 

through ‘substantive inference’ to assess their relevance to other contexts (Watts 

and Stenner, 2012, p. 73). Furthermore, merely the identification of different 

shared perspectives can serve as a generalisable finding, especially in contexts 

where it is assumed a group of respondents have homogenous views on a particular 

subject (Watts and Stenner, 2012). 

4.7 Chapter summary 

This chapter sets out the methodological approach taken to answer the research 

questions pertinent to this study. Through the adoption of a critical/subtle realist 

philosophical foundation, this research pursues a single case study approach to the 

study of community landownership in the South Uist Estate. Semi-structured 

interviews and Q Methodology have been selected as appropriate data collection 

techniques for the answering of research questions through expansionary 

sequencing. The reliability and validity of these approaches are then outlined in 

considering how the findings of this study are appropriate and relevant to other 
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contexts. Chapters 5 and 6 detail the use of these methods and the resulting 

findings. 
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Chapter 5. Findings of qualitative study 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter outlines details of the sample used for the qualitative study, as well as 

the procedure for collecting and analysing data. It then presents the findings of the 

ways in which community landownership is perceived to affect the health of the 

resident population, differentiating relevant pathways and variables, and the ways 

in which effects vary between different members of the community. The chapter is 

summarised with a discussion considering the findings in relation to relevant 

literature. 

The findings presented in this chapter are structured thematically. Two overarching 

‘pathways’ were identified, through which community landownership can affect 

health: ‘Land governance’ and ‘Land use’. Land governance (section 5.5) focuses on 

the community control (section 5.5.1) imbued following a land buyout. This control 

is distributed throughout the community by means of democratic mechanisms 

(section 5.5.2) and communication (section 5.5.3), resulting in increased self-

efficacy for some (section 5.5.4), alongside social divisions within the community 

(section 5.5.5), both of which were perceived to have implications for health.  

The land use pathway (section 5.6) outlines how the increased capital and 

confidence (section 5.6.1) of the community leads to decisions around the use of 

both land (section 5.6.2.1) and built assets (section 5.6.2.2), for the benefit of the 

local population. These decisions, in addition to advocacy and lobbying on behalf of 

the community (section 5.6.3) led to impacts upon: employment (section 5.6.4); 

business development (section 5.6.5); housing (section 5.6.6); accessibility of 

services (section 5.6.7) and, ultimately, population retention (section 5.6.8). Each of 

these impacts was considered to be directly related to the health of rural 

communities. These pathways, and the perceived causal linkages between elements 

within them, are presented in the form of a conceptual model (Figure 5.1) in section 

5.7. 
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5.2 Sample 

The following section outlines characteristics of external and internal respondents, 

following the sampling process detailed in section 4.5.1.1. Prior to embarking upon 

data collection, ethical approval was sought from the University’s Ethics Committee. 

This was granted in January 2017. 

5.2.1 External respondents 

External respondents were drawn from organisations and industries involved in the 

representation, funding, support, research, management and policy relating to 

community landownership, with some respondents representing more than one of 

the above. Additionally, voices relating to private landowning interests and health 

policy and practice were sampled, as well as individuals with philosophical and 

international perspectives on landownership and health. Interviews with external 

respondents were conducted between June and September 2017 in locations across 

Scotland. Interviews were conducted in person at a location suggested by the 

respondent, which tended to be their home, place of business, or local café. Only 

one interview was conducted over the phone due to the inability to conduct it in 

person. Table 5.1 contains details of ‘external’ respondents with those wishing to 

remain anonymous only identified by the sector they work in. 
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Respondent Organisation/Affiliation Sector 

External 1 Scottish Land Commission Public policy 

External 2 Anonymous Rural development 

External 3 Scottish Land and Estates Landownership 

External 4 Anonymous Funding 

External 5 University of the Highlands and Islands Research 

External 6 Community Land Scotland Landownership 

External 7 NHS Western Isles Public health 

External 8 Anonymous Landownership 

External 9 Centre for Human Ecology Research 

External 10 Community Health Exchange Public health 

External 11 Highlands and Islands Social Enterprise Zone Rural development 

External 12 Anonymous Rural development 

External 13 Anonymous Advocacy 

External 14 Anonymous Public health 

Table 5.1- 'External' respondents 

5.2.2 Internal respondents 

In addition to current and former employees and directors of the landowning 

organisation, various other demographic and social factors were taken into account 

when considering the nature of the ‘internal’ sample. Literature indicated that the 

views of crofters and fishermen, those who actively work the land and the sea, were 

important to the research. Other variables considered important to represent a 

diverse range of respondents were gender, location, employment/industry, age, 

and time lived in estate. In addition to those interviews conducted within the 

estate, two interviews were conducted with ‘neighbours’ in Barra and North Uist, to 

the immediate north and south of the estate, respectively. These respondents were 

considered to have an external, yet informed, perspective of the community and 

estate. These perspectives were also sought due to their experience of living on a 

privately-owned (North Uist) and government-owned (Barra) estate, respectively, 

and how that experience informed their perception of the community-owned South 

Uist Estate. Individuals who had received grants from the community landowner 

were also considered a relevant respondent group, as were health professionals 

within the community. 

Rural residents often wear a number of hats in relation to employment and 

community involvement, making it difficult to attribute respondents to individual 
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affiliations or roles. Attempting to list numerous affiliations and details may make it 

easier for respondents to be identified despite their anonymisation (see section 

5.3). For this reason, internal respondents are categorised below on the basis of 

why they were considered interesting or important to the research, and hence the 

justification for their purposive sampling. Each of the below respondents may have 

had other distinguishing features and information considered pertinent to the 

research (for example, many of them were crofters) and covered a wide range of 

demographic factors. Interviews with internal respondents were conducted 

between July and October 2017 within, or adjacent to, the South Uist Estate. Fifteen 

interviews were conducted in person at the respondents’ home, place of business 

or other location, such as hotels or coffee shops. Two interviews were conducted by 

telephone due to respondents not being available for interview during the period of 

fieldwork. 

Respondent Identity 

Internal 1 Young person 

Internal 2 Recent arrival 

Internal 3 Barra resident 

Internal 4 Older person 

Internal 5 Benbecula resident 

Internal 6 Former Stòras Uibhist employee 

Internal 7 Current Stòras Uibhist employee 

Internal 8 Current Stòras Uibhist employee 

Internal 9 Current Stòras Uibhist Director 

Internal 10 Local businessperson 

Internal 11 Healthcare professional 

Internal 12 Former Stòras Uibhist Director 

Internal 13 Eriskay resident 

Internal 14 Current Stòras Uibhist employee 

Internal 15 Interview withdrawn 

Internal 16 Fisherman 

Internal 17 North Uist resident 

Table 5.2- 'Internal' respondents 

There was broad variety in the demographic identities of respondents, including: 

• Age- 18-82 years old 

• Length of residence/ ‘native’ Vs. ‘incomer’- 8 months- 82 years residence 
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• Gender- 6 women, 11 men 

• Involvement with landowning organisation- Directors, staff, croft tenants, 

grant recipients, members, resident non-members, non-residents. 

Respondents were sampled from across the estate, as well as in neighbouring 

communities. The locations of respondents are detailed in Table 5.3. 

Location Number of Interviews 

Daliburgh, Lochboisdale and Southend 7 

Iochdar, Lochcarnan and Gerinish 4 

Middle District 1 

Benbecula (area owned by estate) 1 

Eriskay 1 

Outside estate 3 

Total 17 

Table 5.3- 'Internal' respondents by location 

Following the final fieldwork visit, one respondent (Internal 15) requested the 

withdrawal of their interview from the study. The withdrawal request was accepted 

and the matter discussed with the supervisory team and the Director of the Yunus 

Centre for Social Business and Health. The audio file and interview transcript were 

destroyed and all identifiable information relating to the respondent and their 

involvement with the study was removed. 

5.3 Data collection 

Potential respondents were approached by email, phone-call or in person and asked 

whether they would be happy to take part in the study. A research information 

sheet (Appendix 4) and consent form (Appendix 5) was presented while offering a 

chance for questions to be asked about the research. All respondents consented to 

being interviewed and agreed to be audio-recorded. Generally, interviews lasted for 

around one hour. No research incentives were provided, nor were they specifically 

asked for by any respondents or potential respondents. Respondents were then 

thanked for their time and left with the research information sheet, which 

contained contact details for the researcher, should they need it. 
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Respondents were also asked whether they would like their interviews to be 

anonymous or not. Of the ‘external’ stakeholders (Table 5.1), five of the fourteen 

respondents wished to remain anonymous, while some others asked for certain 

elements of their responses to be anonymised (e.g. names of communities). Of the 

‘internal’ respondents (Table 5.2), twelve of the seventeen respondents wished to 

be anonymous, with many not wanting to be seen to cause trouble in the 

community. Due to the relatively high number of people wishing to remain 

anonymous, it was feared that those who did not choose to be anonymous may be 

unnecessarily focused upon due to their names being available. For that reason, the 

decision was taken to anonymise all respondents within the findings section. While 

it was acknowledged that this decision in itself raised ethical issues around the 

representation of respondents’ views (Wiles et al., 2012, 2006), short of a post-hoc 

assessment of respondents’ preferences, it was considered safer to proceed in this 

manner. Additional care was taken to disguise the responses of individuals who it 

was felt it may be possible to identify through their phrasing of responses or other 

demographic descriptions. Responses were not altered, due to the potential harm 

of doing so (Wiles et al., 2006), but some were paraphrased for this purpose. 

5.4 Data analysis 

Analysis took place alongside data collection to assess the contribution of new 

interviews to qualitative findings. The NVivo 10 programme (Saldana, 2015) was 

used for the analysis of qualitative data throughout this study. Thematic analysis 

was employed to identify lower-level codes and organise them into higher-level 

themes (Ritchie et al., 2014, chap. 10). The coding structure included specific 

themes around ‘Processes’ or actions of community landowners, and ‘Effects’ of 

their actions or presence. This required a form of chronological coding (detailed in 

section 4.5.1.3) which implied a ‘cause and effect’ relationship between variables. 

For the analysis of causality, any time a claim was made that one variable directly 

impacted upon another variable, it was additionally coded as a ‘Relationship Node’ 

(Saldana, 2015). Relationship Nodes connect two Nodes, or themes, indicating that 
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one impacts upon the other. These were later analysed to consider proposed causal 

connections between variables. 

Additionally, themes relating to the broader nature of rural communities and health 

were included, even if they were unconnected to community landownership, to 

provide contextual data for the interpretation of results. Cross-sectional coding was 

employed to consider the data of all respondents on the same conceptual basis 

(Ritchie et al., 2014). The coding structure is included in Appendix 6.  

The following sections present the two pathways to health outlined in the 

introduction to this chapter, starting with the ‘Land governance’ pathway. 

5.5 Land governance 

This pathway focuses on the ownership and governance of the land by the 

community. It will first consider what governance entails within community 

landownership, before detailing the intrinsic effects of community control following 

the buyout. It will then consider how the structures of community governance lead 

to the instrumental effects of self-efficacy and social division respectively, and the 

relationships between the two of them with regard to health outcomes. 

Governance of the land was not simply considered a legal or administrative 

construct. There was a more intangible relationship between the people and the 

land which was perceived to be reignited or strengthened due to community 

ownership. The nature of this connection was described in religious and spiritual 

terms, with the connection between communities, land and God being drawn back 

to ancient civilisations and religious texts: 

“Particularly in the Judeo-Christian tradition, and especially some 

of the Old Testament material, a lot of the thrust is about the 

relationship between people and the land. You know, the Israelites 

being liberated from slavery in Egypt, and reclaiming the land… 

The thrust of biblical narrative is overthrowing Pharaoh and Cesar, 

and coming into your own relationship with land, but being held 
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not for private gain but for a higher purpose of the common good, 

a higher spiritual purpose.” 

External 9 

The themes of “reclaiming” land through “overthrowing” a powerful owner and 

holding it for the “common good” resonate with the ownership of land by crofting 

communities who had previously been cleared from it. This theme of having ‘rights’ 

to the land, a kind of natural or spiritual (if not legal) ownership, was applied to the 

case study community through embracing Gaelic cultural connections to the land: 

“There’s an expression, fàilte dhan dùthaich, ‘welcome to the 

homeland’, whether you’re a crofter or not, if you were born and 

raised here, this is the whole dùthaich, this is your land. Because 

land really is not owned by anybody, although theoretically it is by 

South Uist Estates. There is that biblical thing about the 

stewardship of the land. It’s somewhere deep in religious, social, 

cultural, it’s in there.” 

Internal 9 

This concept of ‘stewardship’ of the land implied a sustainable and ecological 

element to its future use (External 8). This feeling of responsibility for the land was 

claimed to have been enhanced through community ownership (External 13; 

Internal 7) and was claimed to be felt most strongly by crofters due to their 

“emotional and practical attachment to the land” (External 2). This claim was not 

reflected in the views of crofters within the South Uist Estate, with none expressing 

that community landownership had affected such an intangible connection with the 

land. 

5.5.1 Control 

The assumption of control or authority over decisions made regarding the land was 

considered a fundamental consequence of community landownership (Internal 5) 

and often formed the justification for pursuing a community buyout (External 8). 
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This was contrasted with the total lack of control experienced by rural communities 

during the time of the Highland Clearances (Internal 3; Internal 5; External 11; 

External 13), which continue to influence the culture of rural communities today 

(Internal 12). However, it was emphasised that justifications for community buyouts 

were being made on the present feeling of dependency (External 4; External 9) and 

powerlessness (Internal 4; External 1; External 7; External 8) of living under private 

landlords rather than just the injustices of the past (External 11). 

Much of the consideration of community control over land was around having the 

authority, in perpetuity (Internal 7), to enact or block initiatives to the benefit of the 

community without the need to ask permission from a private landowner (Internal 

3): 

“When a community is having to make the case for taking 

ownership of a piece of land, they can’t actually define everything 

that might potentially happen in the future. But actually by having 

access to that asset, it means that if a situation arises in the 

future, they have, potentially, the means at their own hands to do 

something about it, rather than having to go asking [a private 

landowner]… it’s almost like having to ask permission every time. 

Whereas if you actually have a larger asset, then it gives you the 

freedom and the flexibility to respond to things as and when they 

arise, and actually to take a much more holistic approach to how 

best to use that asset for the benefit of the whole community”. 

External 12 

Relatedly, community ownership was considered important in reducing the 

uncertainty associated with the potential future sale of estates (Internal 3; External 

9), and the lack of control over the identity of the new owner (External 4): 

“Ultimately landowners, good, bad or indifferent, will run out of 

money, they’ll get fed-up, and since even landowners are not 

immortal, they’ll die. And so if you look at the further back history 
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of places, Eigg and Gigha are both very good, or bad, examples of 

that, places that had good benevolent landowners for quite some 

time, but then the good benevolent landowner passed on, and the 

place went on the market and these islands began to change 

hands with astonishing rapidity”. 

External 5 

In this sense, control over the land asset was not seen to lead to any particular 

outcome in and of itself, but endowed the community with the authority to act at 

its will to pursue social, cultural and economic ends (Internal 2; Internal 3; Internal 

12; External 1; External 2; External 12; External 13) and invest in their future 

(External 13) without the fear of being disconnected from their land again (External 

11): 

“It’s critical that communities have a greater say in the decisions 

about the land that they live or that they rely on, or is close to 

them… at a very basic level, if you can bring that decision making 

and that control closer down to the community level, that can 

have a huge beneficial impact”. 

External 13 

Some crofters viewed community ownership with suspicion, as yet another example 

of trying to reduce or revoke their rights to the land, this time through stealth 

(External 2; External 4). Furthermore, it was argued that security of tenure, ensuring 

their right to remain on the land regardless of who the landowner is (Internal 5; 

External 5), is the most important factor for crofters, and therefore community 

ownership of land has less of an effect on their lives (Internal 3). However, the 

knowledge that they can never again be removed from their land in the way they 

were during the Clearances was a significant theme of the findings (Internal 12; 

External 13): 

“The fact that the community has gone ahead and now owns the 

land, from which generations were cleared, 200/150 years ago, 
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that they now own the land and can’t be cleared, I think that 

would have positive effects throughout the whole community” 

Internal 3 

In this sense, community ownership was considered superior to the mechanisms 

giving crofters the right to buy their own croft due to the right to hold the land in 

perpetual common ownership, instilling a solidarity between crofters and ensuring 

that the land will continue to be used for that purpose (External 2; Internal 3).  

The legal ownership of an estate was in many ways seen as the first step in the 

governance and management of the estate. Focusing on the authority held by an 

amorphous community entity also obscures the heterogeneous nature of 

communities and the internal power dynamics of rural populations. The following 

sections detail the ways in which an estate’s policies and actions around community 

involvement and engagement in the governance of land can differentiate and 

disseminate levels of authority, and lead to the instrumental effects of self-efficacy 

and social division. 

5.5.2 Democratic involvement 

This section focuses on the democratic structures and functions which are 

characteristic of community landownership. It first considers the involvement of the 

resident community in actively participating in democratic mechanisms, before 

considering the role of elected Directors in the governance of the estate. 

The ability to have a tangible effect upon an individual’s circumstances through a 

democratic process was considered a central element within community land-

ownership (Internal 3; Internal 12) and was seen to fundamentally distinguish it 

from other ownership types (External 1; External 4; External 5). Employees and 

directors of community-owned estates encouraged members to participate in the 

governance and direction of the organisation through various forms of direct and 

representative democratic practices. This was in an effort to include the voices of 

the community and not simply replace one accountable landowner with another 

(External 10; External 14): 
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“What is extremely positive about community landownership, and 

proves a better legacy, is that communities actually have a 

democratic voice, and can raise their dissent where they are 

unhappy with things. There is also democracy within the 

governance structure of every community landowner, in that 

people are having to stand for re-election after three years 

normally, so if you’re unhappy with anyone, you know you can get 

them out. That isn’t something that occurs with private 

landownership”. 

External 1 

These structures and procedures are claimed to have improved the involvement 

and participation of the broader community, distributing control, engagement and 

leadership of the land throughout landowning communities (Internal 7; Internal 12; 

External 13; External 1; External 12). Furthermore, the action of engaging in public 

forums and discussions was claimed to have promoted social inclusion and 

participation and encouraged more “animated” and “aspirational” community 

engagement (External 4; External 8; External 14). 

However, not everyone engages in the democratic process, with less than half of 

those eligible for membership in the case study community choosing to officially 

join the landowning organisation (External 12). It was emphasised that the decision 

of eligible members not to vote or get involved, did not necessarily mean they were 

not supportive (Internal 2; External 12), engaged (Internal 7; Internal 10) or 

benefitting from the presence of the organisation (External 1; External 8; External 

14): 

“You have to look at people’s motivations for joining, people might 

not join because actually they’re quite comfortable and happy 

with what’s going on, they don’t feel a need to.” 

External 12 
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While lower levels of community involvement was not necessarily considered 

problematic, increased public engagement was claimed to help to define direction 

of organisation (Internal 8), and some respondents were critical of those who did 

not take an interest in the development of the community (Internal 1; Internal 8; 

Internal 10): 

“There are people on the island here that have got no ‘go’ about 

them and they don’t want to see anybody else getting ahead or 

doing anything, and they’ll just poo poo everything… I think it 

would be a lot better if everybody just jumped on and helped push 

this thing along in the right direction, rather than just putting up 

blockades.” 

Internal 14 

One reason given by residents for not getting involved was the belief that an 

individual’s vote would not count or matter (Internal 6; Internal 10; Internal 13; 

External 10). It was considered important that residents had the knowledge that 

they had the ability to influence issues which were pertinent to their lives (Internal 

9; External 14). However, many did not believe that decisions made by the 

landowner (regardless of identity) would in any way affect their life (Internal 10; 

External 14), or were simply too apathetic to actively participate (Internal 6; Internal 

7; Internal 8). 

One aspect considered pertinent in defining the level of involvement and 

participation in an estate was its geographical size. In larger estates, residents 

claimed to feel that their land was being controlled from afar (Internal 10) and did 

not feel the same desire to contribute, often due to differences in identity within 

the estate (Internal 2; Internal 12; External 1; External 6). Smaller estates meant 

people felt more connected and involved (Internal 6; External 6; External 11). This 

was despite there being uncertainty over their economic viability (External 1; 

External 11; Internal 3; Internal 6) and concern for the potential scarcity of skills and 

personnel numbers within the resident population (Internal 13; External 12). The 

implementation of an inclusive governance structure (Internal 6; External 6) 
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involving subsidiary organisations and mechanisms through which to take decisions 

at a more localised level (for example, through geographically-defined 

‘constituencies’ of Directors) was seen to be able to overcome any such 

disconnection between residents and landowning organisation within larger estates 

(External 4; External 6; External 12). The South Uist Estate chose not to adopt a 

geographically-based governance structure due to a belief that it would lead to 

elected Directors trying to “bring back sweeties for their own area” (Internal 12) 

instead of representing the needs of the entire estate (Internal 9). 

The remainder of this section considers the role and involvement of elected 

Directors within community-owned estates. It was believed that the governance of 

the estate through a board of representatives was a defining aspect of community 

ownership (External 4). However, it was emphasised that syndicates of private 

owners worked in a similar manner (Internal 7), taking decisions by committee and 

appointing professionals to manage the estate for them (External 8). The 

employment of professional land managers, as well as the lengthy and rigorous 

requirements for potential landowning communities to prove their capacity to 

manage the estate (External 2; External 4), was seen to counter the concerns that 

communities lack the capacity to assume landowning responsibilities (Internal 7; 

External 1; External 8; External 11). 

Similarly to the dearth of active participation in voting, the number of residents of 

the case study community seeking election to the board of Directors fluctuated, but 

was generally low (Internal 3; Internal 6; Internal 14). In some communities this lack 

of interest was claimed to lead to unrepresentative boards, which tended to be 

dominated by older white males (Internal 8; External 10) who set the agenda within 

the community (External 2; External 7). While there are criticisms of the actions of 

these boards, it was emphasised that the community had a mechanism through 

which to affect change within them: 

“You will find a lot of people who do complain about what the 

estate do and say, and the way they act. But these people have the 

power to change things if they want to do it. And they do have a 
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say in it… Again, there are lots of complaints there, but basically 

you get complaints everywhere. But it’s better to be in that 

position than being under a private landlord.” 

Internal 5 

For those elected to serve as Directors, the role is considered to be a double-edged 

sword with regard to the impact it has on them personally (External 11). There was 

a belief that those who involve themselves more receive greater positive impacts 

(Internal 8; Internal 14; External 1; External 7) with directors claimed to have 

benefitted from increased skills and confidence following a successful buyout 

process (External 1; External 12). However, the volunteer fatigue (External 2) and 

pressure of the responsibility (Internal 3; Internal 10; External 8; External 10), as 

well as the “hassle” they received from members of the community (Internal 8; 

Internal 9), were considered to increase the levels of stress experienced by 

Directors: 

“The responsibility that comes with [being a Director] can have a 

detrimental effect, but if things are going well it can also be quite 

empowering… The responsibility of owning the land can be very 

onerous. And I think that can put a strain on individuals.” 

External 11 

Directors were encouraged to pass on the skills and knowledge gained through their 

experience of serving on the board of the estate through a form of peer education 

(External 7). This process was considered to improve the capacity of the community 

(External 11; Internal 9), and the health of those who serve as directors (External 

12): 

“There is a huge legacy being cultivated, being left in these 

communities. Through community members being trained, their 

capacity, community capacity is increasing, in being able to run 

these estates, in being familiar with undertaking developments, 

familiar with creating visions and strategies. That is going to be a 
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huge legacy, and I think that impacts on people’s wellbeing, their 

health, their wider context in terms of just having been involved 

there.” 

External 1 

The implication of the above response is that those who are more involved in the 

running of the estate would derive a greater health benefit than those less involved, 

predominantly due to the increased skills developed through the governance of the 

organisation. While the increased ability to participate in the actions and decisions 

of an estate was perceived to be a positive development within rural communities, 

democracy was not considered the only, or even the most appropriate, way of 

affecting change within a community: 

“Democracy is a strange beast, and if you always go looking for 

community engagement and community agreement, you can 

actually prevent anything from happening, because a community 

will never agree… but it’s about actually being open to the views, 

the desires of the community, and working with them to see how 

you can jointly make things happen and change.” 

External 11 

In this sense, effective communication was considered equally, if not more, 

important, with the implication being that other ownership types that employ 

effective communication could similarly improve the health of the community 

(Internal 17; External 3; External 14), without the need for democratic practices. 

Such communication is discussed in the following sub-section. 

5.5.3 Internal communication 

Closely related to the importance of democratic involvement was the emphasis on 

regular two-way communication between the landowning organisation (both 

elected directors and appointed management) and the community (Internal 5; 

External 10; External 14). It was suggested that the receptiveness of a landowner to 
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suggestions from the community was the one element which designated them a 

“good” or “bad” landowner and was of far greater material consequence than their 

identity (External 13): 

“I’m just illustrating that private is not bad, but equally community 

is not, by default, good. That it can go either way and it’s about 

your engagement with your community, it’s about your 

understanding of the community’s needs and what your role is in 

actually addressing those and changing things. That’s the 

important thing, and whether that’s one individual and their 

family, or a committee and a community of people, it’s less 

important.” 

External 11 

The importance of effective engagement with the community was recognised by 

those involved in the post-buyout development of community-owned estates 

(External 4). Specifically, this included deciding upon development priorities 

(Internal 2; Internal 6; Internal 8; External 6) and maintaining regular information 

and engagement once decisions have been made, predominantly through 

newsletters and social media (Internal 1; External 8; External 10). Furthermore, it 

was considered necessary to communicate election procedures and the names of 

elected directors (Internal 10; Internal 11), both to inform the members of the 

results, and to ameliorate those whose desired outcome was not reflected in the 

democratic will of the community: 

“The voting can make people feel disenfranchised, if the things 

they want isn’t happening, or the person they wanted to be on the 

board, didn’t get on. But then when they get asked their views, 

and then they see it getting published, and they can understand 

goals, and then they can see how to work towards it.” 

External 8 
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The South Uist Estate was highlighted as having been relatively poor at engaging 

with the community through regular communication (Internal 14; External 4; 

External 6; External 12). This was blamed in part on the aforementioned difficulties 

in communicating with the entire population of larger estates (Internal 6; External 

12). This led to residents being often unaware of the organisation’s long-term 

vision, leading to criticisms of a lack of achievements or purpose (External 1; 

Internal 8; Internal 14), and allegations of a secretive, inaccessible attitude. The 

problems with communication were broadly accepted by those involved with the 

estate, with an acknowledgement that the estate was undertaking initiatives to 

improve their communication (Internal 6; Internal 8; Internal 9). It was hoped that 

in doing so it would build trust and support within the community (Internal 14; 

External 10; External 12).  

In addition, it was noted that due to financial sensitivities and the inability to 

involve all people at all stages of development initiatives, some of the lack of 

communication was necessary or unavoidable (Internal 6; Internal 12). Past cases 

were cited where individuals leveraged financially-sensitive information provided by 

the community landowner to pursue personal business interests (Internal 9). 

Furthermore, where the estate has sought to engage with the community, there is 

often little take-up of the opportunity (Internal 2; Internal 6), with the implication 

that residents prefer to complain about the estate’s actions (or inactions) rather 

than make an active effort to affect change (Internal 5; Internal 6; Internal 10).  

The actions of community-owned estates in regard to encouraging democratic 

involvement and communication noted above are claimed to result in an 

enhancement of self-efficacy within the community, as well as contributing to social 

division, with implications for the health of the community. These elements will be 

further explored in the following sub-sections. 

5.5.4 Self-efficacy 

While the increased control experienced following a community buyout was held at 

the level of the community, the actions of the landowning organisation with regard 
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to encouraging participation and increased communication delegated and 

differentiated that control to the level of the individual. When successful, these 

resulted in a perceived improvement in individual control and self-value (Internal 2; 

Internal 11; External 7; External 8). For example, it was notable that individuals who 

were critical of the actions of the case study community were still supportive of the 

participative mechanisms through which they could express their opinions (Internal 

6). This indicated that it was the engagement in the democratic process which was 

more important than the final outcome (External 12; Internal 2; Internal 16): 

“You’re not always going to get what you want, but what you 

would hope is that there’s more balance, and that it’s more 

shared, so like I said about both having your voice heard and being 

acknowledged, the influence that you might have, understanding 

why decisions or things might have gone against you.” 

External 14 

Where community members felt their opinions were being listened to, it developed 

their sense of self value and the belief that they had the ability to influence the 

circumstances surrounding them, in turn encouraging them to voice their concerns 

more confidently (Internal 11; External 1). Others noted that if the dominant 

majority is always victorious, this may lead to a detrimental effect upon the 

perennial “losers”, potentially widening inequalities and divisions within the 

community (Internal 6; External 10; External 14). 

Being informed about the factors affecting the lives of residents, and having the 

ability to exert control over those factors through democratic involvement, were 

considered to improve health in community-owned estates (Internal 11; External 7; 

External 12): 

“There’s no doubt that allowing people to have an opinion about 

where they are and what’s happening around about them, is a 

healthy way of life… healthier people feeling more in control of 

their own lives… I really believe good community ownership keeps 
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its ear on the ground and keeps the communication flowing, and it 

makes everyone feel better, and then everybody feels healthier.” 

External 6 

As noted above, not everyone engaged in the democratic processes adopted 

following a community buyout (Internal 7). It was suggested that those who are 

more involved in participation may derive more significant mental health 

improvements (External 4). However, the knowledge that an individual could exert 

influence over their own life where required bestowed a feeling of control, and 

consequently, an improvement in “physical and mental wellbeing” (External 14): 

“The area where we would be thinking about would be mental 

health, and around that sense of control, that sense of fulfilment 

that you get with being able to determine your surroundings, 

those kind of areas. I think that would be where we’d see the most 

significant changes.” 

External 7 

Where self-efficacy is improving, the power wielded by individuals is increasing. 

Where this occurs in a rural community it can lead to social division due to those 

shifting power dynamics. The following section outlines such social divisions, and 

their consequences for health outcomes, in more detail. 

5.5.5 Social division 

An effect considered to directly stem from the community’s governance of the land, 

and the shift in local power dynamics which this would inevitably lead to, was social 

division within the community. While it was considered inevitable that division and 

disagreements would occur within rural communities (Internal 7; Internal 8; 

External 1; External 2; External 4; External 5; External 11; External 12), and between 

community and landowner (Internal 17; External 3; External 9), both were claimed 

to be heightened by the introduction of the democratic element of community 

landownership (External 4; External 11; External 12): 
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“In any case where your members of the community have a say, 

even though it’s on behalf of the community, that a lot of people 

might take issue with what they do say and how they run things. 

But I think in any walk of life, any committee, I think that that is 

always going to be the case, where people’s personalities come to 

the fore.” 

Internal 5 

While, in general, such tensions were claimed to lessen as the community estate 

matured (External 1), the change in power relations in a rural community was 

perceived to be intrinsically divisive (External 3; External 5). This resulted in the 

community increasingly coming into conflict with the landowning organisation 

(Internal 14): 

“When you had a private landowner, there was always somebody 

to blame. It was always ‘Them’ and ‘Us’. So it’s like a Marxist 

dialectic, “they’re the bad guys, they’re over there, and we’re 

here”. But once we move from an ‘us and them’, to a ‘we’, then we 

are responsible.” 

Internal 12 

The main sources of social division within the South Uist Estate centred around the 

governance of the organisation by the Board or Directors, and which groups should 

have the right to have a say in the decisions of the organisation.  

The advent of participatory mechanisms was claimed to develop the democratic 

culture in landowning communities (Internal 8; External 14; External 8). However, 

the lack of historical precedent to local democracy was claimed to have led to poor 

governance practices within the landowning organisation (Internal 9). A lack of 

professionalism within the board was claimed to lead to the flouting of rules on 

“implied consent” and breaches of confidentiality (Internal 6; Internal 9) following 

board meetings. More serious allegations were made regarding the “self-serving” 

(Internal 2) nature of the organisation’s governance, leading to charges of nepotism 
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(Internal 1) and exclusionary practices (Internal 6) dictating who sits on the board. 

Ultimately, this led to allegations of corrupt practices of Directors seeking to 

increase their wealth or power through their position (Internal 2; Internal 13; 

External 4). Furthermore, examples of crofters being bullied and harassed by 

individuals associated with the estate were reported, highlighting a detrimental 

effect on their health as a result (Internal 5): 

“Those people can also direct their negative energy towards 

specific individuals and cause them a lot of trouble. And I wouldn’t 

say, you know, mental issues, because I wouldn’t say there’s any 

that I can see. But they’ll be a lot of people who’ll be stressed and 

quite anxious about certain things that are happening to either 

their land or to something else.” 

Internal 1 

Relatedly, a “culture of litigation” (Internal 9) was perceived to be developing in the 

South Uist Estate, whereby crofters and the estate are increasingly pursuing their 

disputes through the courts (Internal 7; External 1; External 4), increasing the stress 

and anxiety of those involved. This was also claimed to be detrimental to the social 

cohesion within the community through an escalation of tensions, which tends to 

spread far beyond the individuals directly involved to include larger sections of the 

community (External 2; External 3). 

Such allegations often did not result in the democratic removal of those being 

criticised (Internal 14; External 6), despite the community’s ability to do so. This was 

claimed to be due to the support of a less vocal majority for the continued 

involvement of those individuals within the estate (Internal 6; Internal 16; External 

6). Furthermore, there was a belief that much of the above criticism of 

unprofessionalism was due to personal animosity with individuals involved in the 

organisation (Internal 1; Internal 3; Internal 12; Internal 6; Internal 12; External 5; 

External 12) rather than the institution itself. This implies that such criticisms were 

not comments on the performance of the landowning organisation. The 

condemnation of those involved had the additional effect of deterring other 
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potential directors from standing for election as they did not want to get involved in 

political battles within the community (Internal 4; Internal 14; Internal 1; Internal 8). 

To further engage the community in the running of the estate it was considered 

necessary to overcome such tensions and become a more approachable, 

representative organisation (Internal 2; Internal 14). Aside from broad statements 

around becoming closer as a community, no practical steps were suggested on how 

to achieve this. 

In attempting to mitigate such personal animosity with Directors, it was suggested 

that an “incomer” (in the form of a private landowner, a Director or employee 

within a community-owned estate) would not be criticised in the same way that 

locals are (Internal 6; Internal 8; External 11). This was claimed to be due to a 

historic lack of collective confidence in the ability of locals, resulting from the long 

history of ‘oppression’ of the community (Internal 9): 

“On the islands, if somebody comes onto the island new, and he’s 

got a posh accent, or he’s done this, they probably do look upon 

them as a higher status. I suppose that’s just human nature isn’t 

it?” 

Internal 10 

It was further claimed that having local people run the estate would inevitably lead 

to a conflict of interest and would make directors vulnerable to being pressured by 

people, whereas a “distant”, “dispassionate” owner would be able to make more 

logical decisions for the community (External 11). However, incomers on 

landowning trusts were equally viewed with suspicion (External 9), claimed to lack 

an “emotional or practical attachment to the land” (External 2) and were at risk of 

not being followed by the community (External 7). Within the South Uist Estate it 

was not only incomers, but all non-crofters, who were felt by some to not be 

worthy of a say over the direction of the community. This resulted in some 

suggesting they should be excluded from the eligible membership of the 

organisation on the basis that the estate should, fundamentally, serve the interests 
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of crofters (Internal 3; External 4). This led to division and discontent within the 

community: 

“That was very hurtful, and I think that division is still there. 

There’s a lot of people who actually started to feel differently 

about their neighbours, and it was deeply unsettling… I certainly 

felt that around 2007, that I didn’t belong to this community in the 

way that I thought that I did. So it was quite divisive, and really 

quite bitter… So that whole process was empowering for them, but 

it was quite divisive and it did actually break up community 

cohesion.” 

Internal 11 

The social divisions detailed above between residents and landowning organisation 

were considered inevitable aspects of “empowered” communities with the ability to 

voice dissent (External 1) or affect change in landownership through democratic 

action (Internal 5; External 5):  

“It’s undoubtedly happened in every community buy-out that there 

has been disharmony, and there will continue to be so on 

individual projects going forward. That’s the nature of 

communities. But I would advocate very strongly that that is much 

more healthy than what we have seen in some other communities 

where there is private landownership, where people don’t have a 

voice and you are very much having to respond to the fact that 

one individual, or a family grouping, makes all the decisions in a 

community. I don’t think that is healthy at all, so I would far prefer 

the fact that there are a range of voices, there is a level of dissent, 

but that often leads to better decisions being made in the long-

term context.” 

External 1 
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Echoing this sentiment, respondents reported positive effects upon community 

cohesion, despite the divisions reported above. These centred around feelings of 

“belonging” (External 9; External 13), “affiliation” (External 4), and a strengthening 

of ties within the community, which were in turn linked to improved mental health 

for those living in community-owned estates (Internal 2; External 13; External 4). 

However, the majority of respondents reporting such benefits were external 

respondents who did not live within a community-owned estate. 

In addition to the divisions between residents and the estate, the community 

landowner was also asked to act as an arbitrator of disputes within the community, 

for example in regard to mapping croft boundaries (Internal 7; Internal 14). Such 

disputes were considered inevitable in rural communities (Internal 9), with social 

division being seen as a contributor to stress and negative health outcomes 

(External 10; External 14). Through attempting to mitigate such disputes, 

community landowners were claimed to be attempting to reduce social division, 

which could have implications for the health of the community (Internal 8). 

5.6 Land use 

The ‘Land use’ pathway focuses on the use of the community-owned asset, which 

comprises the land of the estate, and often a variety of buildings upon it, including 

premises of business run by the previous estate owners. While there are some who 

emphasise that land use, rather than land ownership, has a bigger effect on the 

lives of local residents (External 3; External 11; External 14), the two are considered 

“inextricably linked” (External 8; External 12). This was due to the drivers and 

justifications behind them, specifically in regard to whether the land is being used 

to generate social or economic returns (External 8). This was in conjunction with the 

security and control of community landownership being considered useless without 

the capacity and desire to enact change through more effective use of the asset 

(External 2; External 4). 

This section details the intrinsic effects of the community gaining the capital and 

confidence considered crucial for development of the land and built assets. 
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Subsequently, it considers how the actions of the estate with regard to the land and 

the assets built upon it can lead to a variety of instrumental effects. Finally, it 

describes those effects and the ways in which they were linked to health outcomes. 

5.6.1 Capital and confidence 

The legal ownership of a considerable capital asset was an intrinsic effect of 

community landownership, with respondents considering it a “foundation for future 

development” (Internal 5). Having this asset under the control of the community 

offered various development opportunities, and would continue to do so in 

perpetuity: 

“Well I believed it very strongly, and I do still believe that it is the 

case that the transfer of assets, which is what happened here in 

2006, is really the bedrock from which you build all the rest, in 

terms of economic development. Because he who owns the assets 

can then use these assets, trade these assets, there are all sorts of 

ways in which you can, and you are in control, to a degree, over 

what happens.” 

Internal 12 

Accompanying this was a new-found confidence in the community, deriving from 

the pride in their achievement in gaining ownership of the land (Internal 5; Internal 

6), being in control of their own “destinies” (External 12; External 13) and planning 

for the future (Internal 3; Internal 12; External 2). This combination of capital and 

confidence results in a level of independence not previously experienced in these 

communities (External 6), which are no longer reliant on private landowners or the 

local council to enact change (External 8): 

“Community landownership gives a community money… And it’s 

not only improved the place financially, but it’s given the place a 
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confidence… Community land trusts bring you confidence, and 

they bring you capital.” 

External 6 

The development of confidence in a landowning community was directly linked to 

health outcomes. This was seen to be through the community’s motivation to 

define the direction of its own future development (Internal 3; External 5) and the 

pride felt through living on a community-owned estate (Internal 5; Internal 6; 

Internal 12): 

“Community ownership engenders confidence. And when you see 

that in a community, in general, health outcomes improve… The 

health of a place is about what it’s going to do next, not about 

what was in the past. And if they’re confident and moving forward 

then I would suggest that that’s a good marker of how healthy 

they are.” 

External 2 

The above respondent’s perception of health is one of optimism, due to the 

community now possessing the financial and psychological levers (in capital and 

confidence, respectively) to pursue future development initiatives. This control, in 

turn, improves the community’s collective psychological wellbeing and reduces 

stress. Such initiatives included large-scale development projects, resulting in an 

even more valuable capital asset (External 1): 

“One of the most powerful arguments for community ownership, is 

that it (…) has an enhancing effect on the self-confidence and self-

esteem of the community, and indeed on individuals within the 

community. And that’s fundamental to economic development. 

You can’t have economic development and enterprise and 

initiative if people are not confident and if they feel that they’ve 

got no future, and so on, and they’ve got no power over anything.” 

External 5 
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Perhaps due in part to this new-found confidence (Internal 3) the South Uist Estate 

is considered particularly successful in pursuing large-scale development projects, in 

contrast to the “stagnant” (Internal 7) growth experienced under the previous 

private owners (Internal 10; External 2; External 6). Respondents noted that 

development agencies who had worked with rural communities for decades were 

not able to achieve what the community had (in terms of large-scale infrastructural 

developments) in under ten years of community ownership (External 2; External 4). 

In financial terms, these developments and other actions have led to an 

“astonishing” (External 1; Internal 16) rise in the value of the estate rising from 

£4.5m to £34m in the ten years following the community buyout (Internal 12). This 

was perceived to have been impossible under private ownership (Internal 2; 

External 3) due to their inability to access public and other funds available to 

community landowners (Internal 5; Internal 12; Internal 17; External 4; External 9). 

This results in a virtuous cycle between the ownership and use of the asset which 

continually enhances its capital value and in turn allows for subsequent investments 

in the community (Internal 7). 

While this increase in the value of the asset has no intrinsic effect upon the lives of 

the population, the increased income-generating potential of the estate is 

considered to lay the foundations for future community activity and initiatives 

(Internal 5; Internal 7; Internal 8; External 2). In contrast to the impressive financial 

performance of the case study community, some potential landowning 

communities were concerned about the financial viability of the estate post-buyout 

(Internal 3; Internal 7; External 13). These concerns persist due to the heterogeneity 

of community contexts and potential marketable assets (External 11). This was 

exacerbated by the uncertainty over the financial return from wind turbines, which 

often form a significant portion of an estate’s business model and are considered 

the key to its financial viability (Internal 5; External 8). 

5.6.2 Use of asset 

The intention or driver for decisions around the use of the asset is considered to be 

one of the defining factors of community and private landownership. Community 
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owners have a remit to improve the conditions for people living on the estate 

(Internal 8; Internal 9; External 13), pursuing development goals (Internal 5; Internal 

7; External 1) dependent on the needs of the community (Internal 11). The belief 

that this would not happen under private ownership formed the justification for 

many community buyouts (Internal 4; Internal 5; Internal 7; Internal 10; Internal 12; 

External 3). Private owners are claimed to be driven by a desire to wield power 

(Internal 9) or generate personal financial returns (Internal 10; External 1). Others 

may want to develop land in a particular way (External 3), potentially leading to 

them blocking proposed social or economic developments perceived to be in 

conflict with that use (External 1; External 4; External 11; External 13). 

Within the South Uist Estate, the previous private landlords were considered 

“benign” in that they did not seek to implement controversial development 

decisions, but they simply did not seek to do anything at all, to the alleged 

detriment of the community (External 12): 

“South Uist was owned by nine individuals who liked fishing, 

basically, and as long as they adhered to the crofting laws, and 

these people could access the lochs for fishing, and the lodge for 

partying, and accommodation, that was their prime motivation. 

Health of the community really wasn’t. As long as they had people 

that could work for them, the wider health of the community 

wasn’t of great interest to them.” 

External 4 

Similarly, following the community buyout, the case study estate has pursued 

explicitly financial goals in order to boost long-term sustainability (Internal 5; 

External 10): 

“The focus, certainly at this stage of the evolution of the 

organisation, has to be weighted a little more to the economic 

side, we need to generate income for the organisation to fund 

projects that will hopefully generate more income, so it will grow 
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exponentially, and once we’re on a firmer financial footing, then 

the balance can sway a little bit more to the social side. And in all 

of that, we have to think beyond the present generation, we have 

to be thinking about the future generations, what we put in place 

for them, and in particular how we manage the assets that we’ve 

got, the biggest one being the land that we now own.” 

Internal 8 

This has led to the allegation that the community owners are no different to the 

previous private landowners in their financial focus and lack of regard for the 

welfare of the community (Internal 2). Respondents reported that a significant 

portion of people would prefer if the money was just distributed amongst the 

community, rather than being invested in individual or community projects (Internal 

9; Internal 2; Internal 10; External 11). Furthermore, they were felt to have achieved 

relatively little compared to what was possible, disappointing and disenfranchising 

residents in the process (Internal 1; Internal 2). Other community-owned estates 

have been similarly criticised for having achieved little in the way of tangible effects 

since the buyout, despite having received significant quantities of public money: 

“They haven’t delivered on a single outcome that they signed up 

to, they employ a fraction of who were once employed, there are 

no more housing units than there were fifteen years ago, there are 

no crofts, there’s no environmental improvement, the employment 

is down.” 

External 2 

Some community-owned estates may continue income-generating activities 

undertaken by the previous private landowner. However, the motivation for a 

community-owned estate’s business activities was not necessarily for the 

accumulation of profit, but to underpin the local economy of the estate for the 

benefit of the entire community:  
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“It’s actually being able to develop activities that wouldn’t 

necessarily be economic in their own right, i.e. they’re not going to 

generate income for the community landowner, but it will actually 

underpin the economy of the local area… So that’s where I think 

community landowners quite often will take a broader or a 

different approach to landownership.” 

External 12 

Within the South Uist Estate, the landowner’s business activities were seen to 

benefit the local economy through developing its resilience and robustness (Internal 

8), and through retaining money locally which would filter into other local 

businesses (Internal 5). It was recognised that tourism is a major part of the local 

economy, and that the development of this industry would have a significant impact 

on the income and employment opportunities it brings (External 7). While some 

respondents perceived that the estate could do more to develop this industry 

(Internal 1), it was generally felt that the potential financial spin-offs to local 

businesses, as well as increased lobbying pressure, were significant: 

“I did a survey when I was on Lewis when we had fishing guests, 

and they put £1,200 per party into the community, outwith the 

estate. So if you’ve got guests coming up, filling their cars up 

buying tweed, buying shellfish, buying touristy goods, that’s 

something that wouldn’t happen if they weren’t here for the field 

sports. There’s a lot of other spin-offs, and backsides on seats on 

ferries, and so there’s a spin-off to it. If you look at it just as ‘we 

make this out of shooting’, it doesn’t work, you have to look at the 

bigger picture. And all of that gives good ammunition to say to the 

ferry companies, ‘look we need more boats, bigger boats, or we 

want them on more time, more connected’, and sometimes we 

don’t get that.” 

Internal 7 
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Private landowners were similarly claimed to have invested in otherwise dying 

communities to develop industries which underpin the local economy (External 3).  

The ways in which community landowners utilise and develop the land and built 

assets they own is claimed to result in a number of instrumental effects upon the 

community, specifically: employment; business development; housing; the 

accessibility of services; and population retention. Each of these is claimed, in turn, 

to affect the health of the community in different ways, which are outlined in the 

following sub-sections. 

5.6.2.1 Land assets 

Openness to the development of land and the diversification of land uses were seen 

to be a determining factor of effective landowners (External 11) and were seen to 

build a stronger, more resilient local economy (Internal 6): 

“I’m very much somebody that would support land use in terms of 

productivity, and pushing as much development and a kind of 

diversification of activity as much as possible. I think it’s always 

necessary in an island community to spread your risk, to have lots 

of different activities going on so that if one was to have a 

significant downturn, you’re not wholly dependent within the 

community on just that one activity, so I think diversification in 

terms of land use and activities on the land is very important.” 

External 1 

In this sense, although it was considered more likely that a private owner would 

impose restrictions on development activity (Internal 3; External 3), it was apparent 

that both community and private ownership were capable of developing diverse 

rural economies, spreading risk and bringing in more revenue streams (External 2; 

Internal 6; Internal 17). Community ownership was claimed to open up 

opportunities for rethinking land uses to enable the community to achieve 

development goals (External 12; External 2). Although in many instances, 
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community landowners did not substantially alter the land use decisions made by 

the previous landowner (Internal 5; External 11). 

Even under community ownership, there was uncertainty over whether access to 

land development opportunities would be afforded to everyone, or how the estate 

would manage requests from other individuals and organisations (Internal 3). 

External observers were optimistic about collaboration in land use decisions and the 

ability of the community to influence them: 

“Remember that community landownership is not state-owned 

Stalinist control. A lot of it is to enable other opportunities, and a 

lot of things that have happened in these communities, have not 

been driven by the community owner, they’ve been allowed by the 

community owner, and encouraged by the community owner, but 

the community owner doesn’t own and control everything in these 

communities.” 

External 4 

Community control of land was seen as important in preventing dangerous or 

detrimental land uses from occurring close to human populations (External 13)7. 

Examples of this include the main justification for the buyout of the Galson Estate in 

Lewis, and proposed buyout of land in Leadhills (South Lanarkshire) and 

Wanlockhead (Dumfries and Galloway) which were driven by the desire to prevent 

a large-scale windfarm from being erected by the respective private landowners 

(External 8; Internal 6). These plans were opposed due to the belief that the sheer 

scale of the windfarms would be detrimental to the economic and social welfare of 

the community. Nationally, the potential for the development of fracking, nuclear 

power and heavy industry have been cited as possible causes of ill-health within 

communities which are within the gift of a landowner to allow or block (External 3). 

 
7 While this motivation for a community buyout of land was noted by respondents, opposing a 
development in this manner is not an appropriate justification under Community Right to Buy 
legislation (The Scottish Government, 2003). 
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However, community-owned estates are not immune from employing land uses 

considered dangerous or detrimental to the health of the community. Within the 

South Uist Estate there was particular controversy over the estate’s decision to 

maintain a large deer herd for shooting parties and venison production. Despite 

deer having lived on the islands long before the community buyout (Internal 9), the 

proximity of large deer numbers to the human population is claimed to be a 

significant factor in incidences of Lyme Disease being 100 times higher on the South 

Uist Estate than for other communities of a similar size, representing one of the 

highest rates in Scotland (Internal 11; External 1). The management of deer on the 

estate was considered “the most obvious and direct way of saying there’s a link 

between what the estate does and the health of the population” (Internal 11). 

The allegation is that the community landowner’s decision to maintain a large deer 

herd for financial reasons is having a detrimental effect on people’s health through 

exposing them to Lyme Disease, a potentially debilitating illness (External 14). 

Furthermore, the disease has killed livestock on the islands, affecting the income of 

crofters (Internal 14). The community landowner’s refusal to accept the culpability 

of deer in contributing to this situation (Internal 11; External 7), and its consequent 

reluctance to enact any substantive changes to its enterprise (Internal 5; Internal 8), 

was considered to exacerbate the situation. The unwillingness to either reduce the 

size of the deer population, or pursue a costly solution to controlling them (e.g. 

burning heath or erecting a deer fence), were seen to contribute to an avoidable 

public health issue (Internal 9) through the pursuit of financial gains (External 7). 

The response of the community landowner was mixed, with a willingness to engage 

in an open discussion regarding the management of deer numbers, but an 

uncertainty over what those numbers should be (Internal 2; Internal 6). 

Furthermore, while disputing the severity of contracting Lyme Disease, current and 

former employees of the estate claimed that the revenue lost through reducing 

deer stalking activities would lead to job losses, potentially resulting in an even 

more detrimental effect on the health of those affected (Internal 6; Internal 8). This 

example of a controversial land use decision made by a community landowner 

illustrates the complex nature of priority setting and the need to ensure both the 
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financial viability of the estate, and the health of its residents (External 7; External 

11). 

A significant land use in the Highlands and Islands of Scotland, including within the 

case study community, is crofting. Crofting land was considered central to the lives 

of communities in the Highlands and Islands (External 13) and the spiritual 

attachment pervaded even those who were no longer resident on it: 

“The link to the land is very strong in crofting families, and in 

people who are linked back. And we see it time and time again, 

the link to the land, the link to, whether they are resident here or 

whether they’re on the mainland or whether in Canada, or 

wherever they are, the link to the land is very strong.” 

Internal 3 

Crofters, as those who actively work the vast majority of the estate’s land, are in 

many ways most acutely affected by any significant land use changes made 

following a community buyout (Internal 3; Internal 11; External 2; External 5), as 

illustrated by the above discussion on deer management. In this sense, the “benign 

neglect” of previous private owners was viewed as preferable to the “development 

agenda” of community ownership which has led to rent increases and competing 

land uses (External 4; External 5). In such instances there was little desire to pursue 

a buyout due to the current landlord being considered to be doing a good job, and 

the community feeling they could be worse off if they were replaced (Internal 2; 

Internal 3; Internal 5; Internal 7; External 1; External 2; External 3; External 4; 

External 7; External 8; External 9). This feeling is enhanced where private 

landowners are integrated and engrained into the community, with a belief that 

community buyouts occur more often from absentee landowners than engaged, 

local landowners (Internal 5; Internal 17). 

Decisions around land use had the ability to reconnect more people to the active 

working and stewardship of the land through the creation of new crofting 

opportunities, in doing so maintaining the crofting culture within the community 
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(Internal 3; Internal 7). It was suggested that community landowners may be more 

likely to let absent crofts to local people due to the landowner’s remit to retain 

population and attract young people to settle in the estate (External 8). The result 

of this is a countering of the negative health behaviours and mental health 

implications of a cultural “disconnection” from the land (External 2; External 4; 

External 7; External 9).  

5.6.2.2 Built assets 

While some estates inherited a number of built assets in the community buyout 

process, others invested in substantial capital development projects, leading to 

significant built assets being under community control. An example of a significant 

capital regeneration project was the redevelopment of the Lochboisdale Harbour in 

South Uist. This project was developed after the community land buyout and was 

predominantly driven by local fishermen under the auspices of Lochboisdale 

Development Ltd, a subsidiary company established by the estate (Internal 14; 

Internal 16). Phase 1 of the project has been built, a new £11.5 million pier and 

marina for use by fishermen, yacht-based tourists, and other locals alike, with 

business premises and other fisheries-based infrastructure also present on the pier. 

It was noted that, due to the funding sources utilised, and other business decisions 

related to the project, the development was only possible under community 

ownership (Internal 12; External 1). 

The main benefactors of this development were considered to be the fishermen 

whose working lives have been made easier due to the access to a variety of 

facilities and services (Internal 14). In addition, employment was created through 

the related ancillary activities of the harbour (External 1), which in turn had resulted 

in families moving into the Lochboisdale community which has suffered recent 

economic decline (Internal 10; Internal 14). The potential for increased tourism-

related income in the area was mooted, but due to the lack of shops and facilities 

(Internal 1; Internal 2; Internal 10; External 6), and the perceived “tight” nature of 

yacht-based tourists (Internal 1; Internal 4), this was considered to be limited. It was 
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also seen to have resulted in an improvement in the local environment, with 

surrounding beaches and shores cleared of equipment (Internal 14; Internal 16). 

Due to alleged poor communication from the estate regarding the phases of the 

project, as well as a perception that other priorities should have been pursued 

instead (Internal 1; Internal 2; Internal 4; Internal 10), the estate’s decision to 

develop the pier was criticised for not having resulted in significant social or 

economic effects on the community (Internal 2; Internal 4). When asked whether 

this perception could have resulted from unrealistic expectations on the part of the 

community, one local resident painted a pessimistic picture of the achievements of 

the estate over the first decade of community ownership: 

“Maybe there was ten years ago when it was set up, but now 

there doesn’t seem to be high expectations at all. I find the 

population a bit jaded, and I don’t want to say weary, but a bit 

cynical and a bit disengaged, disenfranchised, apathetic. So I don’t 

think people have high expectations, and I don’t know where that 

comes from. I don’t know if that comes from ten years of 

expectations being disappointed, or if they were ever there in the 

first place, I’m not sure what it is. But I can’t see a great deal of 

optimism around here.” 

Internal 2 

Others supported the harbour development and labelled critics “short-sighted” for 

not appreciating the work of the estate and how it will underpin the future 

development of the island (Internal 14). There was a further claim that there is a 

culture of blaming the estate without taking the actions available to them to change 

things (Internal 16). They emphasised the need to be realistic about ambitions and 

recognise that tough decisions need to be made in terms of the estates priorities 

(Internal 6; Internal 12), with the knowledge that such priority setting would 

inevitably lead to social division. 
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5.6.3 External relations 

Community-owned estates represented the needs of the community through 

communicating with a variety of external organisations. In many rural communities 

there has been a historic lack of service delivery and infrastructural investment due 

to the disinterest of landowners and local authorities, and exacerbated by a lack of 

confidence in “oppressed” communities to challenge them (Internal 9).  

Depending on their size and nature, community landowning organisations can 

resemble a combination between a local council and development agency (External 

8). This involves collaborating with external organisations to devolve authority 

down to community level and representing the needs of the community through 

communicating with external agencies and organisations: 

“South Uist is effectively another layer of local government, which 

is independent of local government. You can vote on your 

directors/councillors, you can take decisions which affect day-to-

day life, provision of services, projects which generate income 

which is retained in the community and doesn’t go away to 

Stornoway, development of basic infrastructure… it’s an 

endogenous development driver, if you like, it’s a mini 

development agency. And to an extent it’s a mini local authority 

because it’s democratic.” 

External 4 

Changing power dynamics can lead to councils being ambivalent, if not outwardly 

hostile to community landownership (External 1; External 2; External 6), although 

this was not perceived to be the case with Western Isles Council (External 8). The 

representativeness and authority that can be claimed from this democratic entity 

can be harnessed to formally represent the community in other levels of authority, 

such as NHS Boards or Council Committees (External 8), including when lobbying for 

improved service provision (External 14; Internal 7; Internal 9).  
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However, the status as a professional, representative local body has also been 

claimed to result in landowning organisations being lumbered with the delivery of 

services which are not their responsibility (External 8), without adequate 

recompense. One example of this was given in relation to the responsibility for 

delivering support services to local community groups within the South Uist Estate’s 

boundaries: 

“There’s very much a feeling from Stòras that HIE have got 

government funding to provide [support services], so they should 

get on with it, they shouldn’t just devolve all of that responsibility 

onto Stòras Uibhist to develop their own local community groups 

and organisations. And I get an impression, as someone who’s 

involved in a community group, that there’s a bit of a stand-off 

between them “Why are we doing your work?” And I would really 

hope that a Chief Exec with a clear vision would be able to kind of 

clear that up and make either some strong representation to HIE, 

or some devolution of that responsibility to Stòras so that they can 

actually do it.” 

Internal 11 

A similar issue arose within the South Uist Estate around Stòras Uibhist’s roles and 

responsibilities as a crofting landlord. There were numerous criticisms of the estate 

for not having fulfilled their duties as a landlord, including in regard to drainage, sea 

defences and road repair (External 3; External 4; Internal 4). It was pointed out that 

none of these aspects were the responsibility of the estate to carry out (Internal 6; 

Internal 8; Internal 9), with their role becoming one of holding other agencies to 

account in discharging their responsibilities (External 1; Internal 5; Internal 7; 

Internal 12): 

“Scottish Government Rural Affairs Department is responsible for 

the maintenance of a large amount of the drainage on South Uist 

Estates, but they don’t do it, and they don’t put any money out for 



148 
 

it. So, part of the role of the board of directors is actually trying to 

persuade these people to do what they are obliged to do.” 

Internal 12 

In some cases, crofters were supportive of the estate having more powers (External 

8), such as being able to define the dates that crofters were able to work their land, 

considering that this would bestow genuine empowerment on the crofting 

community (Internal 9), and in turn encourage more local people to get involved. 

Concerns were raised, however, regarding the estate’s desire to assume certain 

punitive responsibilities from the Crofting Commission which crofters perceived to 

present a significant conflict of interest (Internal 3; Internal 9). However, while 

confusion remains within the community as to what is and is not the responsibility 

of the estate (Internal 11, External 8), it was alleged that the authorities responsible 

are perpetuating this uncertainty for their own benefit: 

“The authorities have not delivered their parts, they’ve forgotten 

their responsibilities, and they are trying to dump it onto us. And 

then they’re not shy in criticising us… we should do a piece of 

education into saying ‘There are Stòras’s legal responsibilities, 

these are the council’s legal responsibilities, and these are the 

government’s legal responsibilities’” 

Internal 9 

The estate is also required to collaborate with environmental organisations in 

managing the land. This was considered to result in potential barriers to social and 

economic development, especially where there were multiple claims on the land 

seeking zero-sum objectives. For example, the common opposition to the erection 

of wind turbines by environmental organisations can constrain a community’s 

ability to generate income (Internal 2). Furthermore, their desire to designate land 

or sea as ‘wild land’ (Internal 7), a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)(Internal 

12), or an otherwise ‘protected’ area (Internal 16), constrains the activities of 

crofters, fishermen or community development for little financial recompense 

(Internal 12). 
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Lobbying external agencies was something which the South Uist Estate was claimed 

to be particularly effective at (Internal 3; Internal 6). One example of this was in 

regard to public transport, which was reported to be previously insufficient (Internal 

10; Internal 11; External 7). Inadequate transport links to the mainland of Scotland 

led to lost revenues for local businesses (Internal 1; Internal 10) and drove some to 

leave the island due to its inaccessibility (Internal 6). The South Uist Estate saw 

improving this link as vital to the social and economic development of the 

community (Internal 14), primarily through improving access for tourists and thus 

bringing more money into the local economy (Internal 7): 

“You’ll have seen an impact from Stòras Uibhist lobbying heavily 

for a new ferry service from Mallaig to Lochboisdale, which has 

resulted in significant impact on tourism activities in South Uist. In 

the winter when I used to go to the South Uist it was 7 hours via 

Barra. And now you can go 3 hours direct from Lochboisdale to 

Mallaig.” 

External 1 

This process was substantially benefitted through the completion of Phase 1 of the 

Lochboisdale harbour redevelopment (see section 5.6.2.2). Phase 2 of the project 

would provide a more accessible port of entry to South Uist, “safeguarding the ferry 

service to the southern end of the Uists” (Internal 16) which was considered by 

some to be under threat (External 2). The consequences of this confidence in the 

future of the ferry service are an expected rise in the numbers of tourists and new 

residents arriving on the estate (Internal 8; Internal 14; External 2), and the settled 

population feeling happier and healthier because of the improved accessibility 

(Internal 7). 

The above sections have described the ways in which community-owned estates 

make use of land and built assets and communicate with outside agencies. The 

following sections will outline the effects of these actions on the resident 

community. 
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5.6.4 Employment 

The community landowner was often a significant employer (Internal 2; Internal 5; 

Internal 6; Internal 14; External 13), offering a diverse range of employment 

opportunities dependent on their specific activities (External 1; Internal 5). The 

provision and availability of these jobs was seen to challenge the negative mental 

health effects of unemployment and poverty in rural Scotland, with community 

landowners considering it part of their role to address this: 

“Rural poverty in particular is a major issue in Scotland. I think lack 

of opportunity, particularly in relation to jobs can have a very 

negative impact on people’s mental health, and if we can get our 

part of this equation right, hopefully we can help to freeze some of 

those impacts that would otherwise occur.” 

Internal 8 

The provision of employment is not considered a distinguishing factor between 

community and private estates as both can represent significant employers in rural 

communities (External 3; External 9; Internal 17). Furthermore, it was 

acknowledged that not all community landowners had been successful in creating 

employment (Internal 2), with one reported as having reduced employment since 

the community buyout (External 2; External 3). This was not helped by a lack post-

buyout support making development workers’ pay uncertain and having a knock-on 

effect on spending and investment decisions (External 8). Where a large employer 

facing closure could have severe effects upon a local economy, there were 

examples of both community (Internal 8; Internal 12; External 4) and private 

(External 3) landowners having taken steps to mitigate detrimental effects, such as 

negotiating with the employer, finding alternative employment and diversifying the 

local economy. 

Within the South Uist Estate, community ownership has had a positive impact upon 

employment. The number of people directly employed by the estate has risen 

substantially, from around five employees prior to the buyout, to around twenty 
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after the buyout (Internal 6; Internal 2; Internal 14). This provided employment to 

current residents, as well as attracting people to move to the island (Internal 6; 

Internal 10). This was perceived to have knock-on effects upon the health of the 

wider community (External 7; External 10): 

“Many people are employed, a lot more people are employed by 

the community estate than were ever employed by them under 

private ownership, which is a fantastic thing, certainly for 

community health, for financial health and physical wellbeing and 

mental health and wellbeing.” 

Internal 5 

At a personal level, those employed within the organisation were seen to have 

benefitted from that employment, especially those employed in graduate-level jobs 

within the organisation which did not exist prior to the buyout (Internal 6): 

“I can think of a number of people who would not want to leave 

the island for various social reasons, who thereby missed out on 

opportunities perhaps to go away to university or college, or 

who’ve not had an opportunity for postgraduate employment 

locally, until Stòras came along… it’s enabled some young people 

to stay here and get a good job.” 

Internal 11 

The assurance of long-term employment was considered to reduce the stress of 

income insecurity and consequently improve the health of employees and their 

families (Internal 1). However, respondents also perceived detrimental health 

effects through the increased stress experienced by employees of the estate due to 

funding uncertainty (External 8) and “hassle” from the public (Internal 6; Internal 9): 

“How can it affect people? The people that work for Stòras- stress, 

sickness, what are they going to do with the hassle they get from 
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the public? … I think right down to their bottom staff, I think 

they’ve probably got a lot of stress on their mind.” 

Internal 10 

These detrimental health effects relate to the negative perception of the estate by 

some in the community and the elements of social division noted earlier (Internal 

9), as opposed to an inevitable consequence of employment within a community-

owned estate. 

5.6.5 Business development 

The presence and availability of goods and services provided by local businesses 

was seen as important in rural communities, especially in regard to social 

interaction and cohesion. In two respective areas of the South Uist Estate, the lack 

of a pub in one (Internal 13), and a shop in the other (Internal 1; Internal 2; Internal 

10), were seen to negatively impact upon the welfare of residents through denying 

them opportunities to interact and build community networks, contributing to their 

ongoing social and economic decline (Internal 5; Internal 7; Internal 14; External 4). 

The social effects of economic activity were claimed to build a sense of the 

‘common good’ within landowning communities, and combine the respective 

virtues of communism and capitalism: 

“The common good is made up both of things that are done in 

common, but also of individual things, including individual 

entrepreneurship, your own business, that kind of stuff, which 

allows you to square the circle between communism and 

capitalism, which is what happens in these communities.” 

External 9 

Prior to community ownership, opportunities for business development were seen 

to have been deliberately constrained or stifled under private landownership due to 

the potential for them running counter to the landowners’ financial interests 

(External 1; External 4). This was claimed to have led to detrimental health 
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behaviours due to the constraints placed on the residents, which have since been 

lifted through the “pro-development stance” of community-owned estates 

(External 1): 

“The difference is that the older generation had no other outlet, 

except from work that the estate determined, you couldn’t really 

run your own business, because [the previous private landowner] 

was trying to tax them for running their own business, and all 

kinds of carry-on. So basically their lives were narrowed down to 

what they could do within [the landowner’s] world. And so alcohol 

was an inevitable outlet. Whereas these young folks now, they’re 

all running things, there’s a recording studio on the island and so 

on, they’re all running a matrix of their own small businesses… So 

they’ve got outlets now, which means that they don’t have to do 

that…  because hope and opportunity have opened out.” 

External 9 

Although supportive towards community land ownership and its impact on 

economic development, some respondents noted that there were also 

“progressive” private landlords who did not constrain development (External 3). 

The neighbouring North Uist estate was considered particularly successful in 

encouraging local businesses to develop (Internal 17). However, the community 

ownership of a large capital asset and the confidence to embark upon development 

initiatives (Internal 1; Internal 10; Internal 16) was claimed to result in a “release of 

energy, enthusiasm and entrepreneurial skills” leading to “a huge number of 

projects and a huge number of initiatives that have come on the back of community 

landownership” (External 1). The South Uist Estate was seen to cultivate and 

support that enthusiasm through coordination and collaboration with local 

businesses and funding their development or expansion through grant distribution. 

The South Uist Estate helped to coordinate and collaborate with local businesses for 

mutually beneficial business initiatives through renting premises and sourcing from 

local businesses (External 4; Internal 7). One example of this was a proposed ‘Food 
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Hub’ showcasing local produce. Sharing the costs of staffing, premises, transport 

and other overheads, and investing in processing facilities to help retain more jobs 

and income and boost self-sufficiency within the community led to the 

development of a stronger local food industry (Internal 7; Internal 10). Local 

businesses were also contracted by the estate to deliver products or services under 

the auspices of one of the estate’s business initiatives (Internal 5; Internal 7) with 

knock-on effects on employment and business development throughout the local 

economy (Internal 14). 

The South Uist Estate also distributed business grants through its ‘Community Fund’ 

to finance the establishment (External 1; External 2; Internal 2; Internal 7; Internal 

14) and expansion or diversification (Internal 1; Internal 10; Internal 14) of local 

businesses. The Community Fund is fed into through some of the revenues 

generated by the wind turbines and “invested” (Internal 8) into local businesses and 

community organisations (Internal 2), distributing hundreds of thousands of pounds 

to date (Internal 6). Due to the community-owned nature of the fund, it was 

considered far more flexible than public funding in being able to distribute money 

to private businesses (Internal 6), which was considered beneficial to the local 

economy (Internal 5). It was considered important that the administration of grant 

funding was institutionally separate from the community-owned estate to prevent 

nepotism (Internal 6), with some anger reported at a Director of the organisation 

receiving a business grant (Internal 4). 

Those who have received a business grant report the positive impact it has had on 

employment, the local economy and population retention within the community 

(Internal 16): 

“We retained ten jobs with that money. We created another job 

with the next grant we got… The help is there, the support is there, 

the money’s there, all you need to do is have a good idea, and 

make sure that money goes back into the community… My staff 
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are all happy, they’ve kept their jobs, I’m sure their families are 

happy too.” 

Internal 10 

While some respondents questioned whether the grant money could have been 

used differently for the benefit of the community (Internal 2; Internal 4; Internal 9; 

Internal 10), it was broadly recognised that the funding of businesses had 

benefitted both the recipients and the broader local economy. There were also 

those who alleged that the estate’s actions have at times resulted in negative 

effects on business development, specifically citing an example of a dispute 

between a commercial tenant of estate-owned business premises and the 

community landlord (Internal 1; Internal 2; Internal 9). However, business 

developments in community-owned estates were specifically linked to health 

outcomes for the wider community through the ‘feel-good factor’ of seeing new 

businesses flourish: 

“In the Gigha context where there had been no new businesses, or 

very few businesses, created in the previous ten years, you moved 

to a situation where very soon there were ten new businesses on 

the island. That, again, gives people a feel-good factor, and must 

impact on their health and wellbeing.” 

External 1 

Furthermore, the provision of health-promoting products and services such as 

locally-produced fresh fruit and vegetables was considered to have an effect on 

people’s health (External 10): 

“I know they grow a lot of veg, they have a big horticultural thing 

going on, which again benefits health… something like a 

community shop that sold farm produce, fresh locally-grown farm 

produce, that’s going to have a good knock-on effect on people’s 
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health as well because they can get locally sourced, locally grown, 

relatively cheap fresh food.” 

Internal 2 

Finally, as noted above, the involvement of young people in businesses has altered 

their health behaviours through the availability of other “outlets” for their energy 

and frustrations (External 9). 

5.6.6 Housing 

The provision of housing was considered to be a top priority for rural community 

development, due to it being the antecedent to the provision of employment, and 

in turn, the attraction and retention of young people (External 6), leading to health 

consequences for the broader community (External 11; External 12; External 13). 

However, due to housing often being either owned by housing associations (and 

therefore not the responsibility of the estate), or situated on crofting land (and 

therefore subject to crofting legislation) (External 7), an estate’s responsibility for 

housing provision and maintenance may be relatively minor. 

Nonetheless, historically, issues of housing were considered one of the most 

significant differences before and after a community buyout. Extreme examples are 

given of tenure arrangements having been operationalised to disempower the 

community through the “insecure dependency” (External 9) on a landowner for a 

home or livelihood (External 12), leading to a consequent detrimental effect on 

their mental health (External 1): 

“Psychologically it’s a pretty unhealthy condition to be held in, and 

it’s an unhealthy condition to be held in a state of insecurity and 

fear over your very basis of living, the lease on your house… And 

so, in that respect, I would say that landownership, private 

landownership that holds people in a sense of insecure 

dependency, is by nature a state of ill-health.” 

External 9 
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The estate is also directly responsible for the maintenance of estate-owned housing 

which was inadequate under some previous owners (Internal 2; External 5; External 

7; External 11). Furthermore, residents were unable to make any material changes 

to the houses which they rented from the estate (External 9). This led to 

detrimental health effects upon residents of having to live in damp, cold or squalid 

conditions (External 10; External 14), and through the disempowerment of not 

being in control of improving the circumstances in which they were living (External 

12). New houses have now been built in some community-owned estates through 

the active involvement of the community landowners (External 1; External 2), 

leading to an increase in population and a consequent improvement in quality of 

life (External 9): 

“Using the housing asset that is there, or not using the housing 

asset that is there, and maintaining that asset. Those all have a 

huge impact on people’s wellbeing. And they’re all decisions that 

are within the gift of the landowner.” 

External 11 

While clearly a significant issue in extreme examples of decades past, it may now be 

as likely that private landowners will build and maintain rural housing as their 

community counterparts (External 3; External 11). Some community-owned estates 

have been criticised for their lack of action on housing provision (External 2), 

preventing potential residents from moving to the community (External 8). This was 

a criticism also levelled at the South Uist Estate (Internal 1; Internal 2; Internal 13), 

although some external respondents claimed this to be a priority which the estate 

was working towards (External 2; External 4; External 6; External 8). 

5.6.7 Accessibility of services 

Inadequate service provision was the primary justification for some community buy-

outs (External 4), seeking to reverse years of neglect by landowners and public 

services (Internal 9): 
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“In many of these places, the community acquiring the asset was a 

means of filling a gap between what the private sector did and 

what the public sector delivered… So in many ways, community 

landownership and other community initiatives have filled that 

gap, especially in remoter rural communities.” 

External 4 

There were three main ways in which community landowners sought to enhance 

service delivery within the estate: through the lobbying for, and co-production of, 

health and care services; through the coordination or facilitation of community-led 

services; and through improving the management of croft land through 

enhancement and expansion of their work as a crofting landlord. These will be 

outlined below. 

Community-owned estates attempt to reverse the inadequate provision and access 

to health and care services in rural communities by delivering or lobbying for them 

(External 8; External 10). Furthermore, where community-owned estates were able 

to deliver services on behalf of the local authority, it also helped to retain 

employment within the community (External 8). Health and care services were 

considered to impact upon people’s health simply through their provision (External 

14), and were highlighted as a top priority during one estate’s community 

consultation (External 6): 

“So if we can improve elderly care, especially childcare and elderly 

care in the remote areas, we can greatly improve the quality of life 

for people here, I feel. They’re two things that are really missing at 

present.” 

External 8 

The potential of community-owned estates to act as a health service provider in this 

way was welcomed with great enthusiasm for their ability to respond to local health 

needs through collaboration with other organisations (External 6; External 7; 

External 10). As well as improving healthcare provision, these services were seen to 
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have a broader effect on the mental health of the community through a virtuous 

cycle of enhanced confidence and empowerment: 

“[Owning the land] can have direct effects on things like elderly 

care, childcare, care in general. But not so directly, they empower 

the community, give confidence to the community, and I think 

provide a better quality of life for people living on the estate area. 

So that, in turn, improves mental health, which then, in turn, 

improves health and wellbeing.” 

External 8 

As this cycle of confidence and service provision continues, the more services 

developed by the community, the more confidence builds incrementally 

accompanying each new project. Part of the reason for this was due to the 

community feeling that it “deserved” a better service, and had both the confidence 

to express that, and the means through which to develop it (External 6). Valuing the 

community in this way was considered to lead to improved health behaviours for 

residents: 

“This was an example of how community empowerment, or 

community self-belief, and valuing your community, means you 

yourself feel valued, and you’re more likely to, therefore, do things 

that will improve your health, because you can see that there is a 

future for yourself and your community.” 

Internal 11 

This increased self-value also manifested itself in communities demanding improved 

service provision through lobbying various organisations and sectors (External 14). 

For example, Stòras Uibhist fought to retain dental provision in Lochboisdale to 

improve access to healthcare services in the southern part of the estate, with 

consequences for the health of the resident community (Internal 6; Internal 7; 

External 8). The decision to remove services was often made due to declining 

populations meaning that those services were no longer viable (External 7). The 
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implication of this is that an increased population would result in services returning 

to those communities. 

In addition to health and care services which were often thought the responsibility 

of the public sector, community-owned estates provided facilities and/or funding 

for other organisations to deliver more community-specific services. This approach 

was considered important in devolving responsibility out of the landowning 

organisation and involving a broader cross-section of the community (Internal 11): 

“If you try and push everything into one mega organisation that 

does everything, you’re asking an awful lot of a very small number 

of people, whereas actually if you’ve got lots of different groups 

that are doing lots of different things, then there’s an opportunity 

for people to get involved in the bit that they’re interested in.” 

External 12 

One practical means through which such service devolution has been achieved is 

through establishing a ‘Community Hub’ building, a central location where different 

groups, services and administration can deliver services to the community. Such a 

service may have been constrained under private ownership due to “other 

objectives” being pursued (External 4; External 7; External 10): 

“People talk about if you have the assets that communities own, 

like the village halls and community hubs and stuff can then 

become places for music venues, for other classes, the touring arts 

groups can stop there and put on a night’s event. All these kind of 

things are massively important for the community, and can be 

facilitated through community ownership, because you’re tapping 

into being able to develop bits of land and build buildings and 

things which you maybe be restricted from doing when someone 

else owns the land and decisions are being made for other 

objectives.” 

External 13 
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This response implies that other types of landowners may impose tighter 

restrictions on the community use of assets. However, it was noted that there were 

examples of both community and private owners supporting community groups and 

initiatives to deliver activities and services through the provision of administrative 

support and distribution of grant funding (Internal 14; Internal 17; External 3). 

Stòras Uibhist distributes such grant funding to organisations within the community 

(Internal 8; External 1). Examples of these grants included funding a local dance 

school to travel to a competition (Internal 9), or funding repairs or refurbishments 

to local halls (Internal 10) and supporting a local cultural organisation which was 

seen to build confidence and lead to the broader welfare of the community 

(Internal 9; Internal 8). These initiatives were linked to health outcomes where the 

activities or groups funded had a remit to improve health (External 4): 

“They did fund a number of ‘new mums’ classes, good parenting, 

healthy exercise classes for the elderly. So, from that sense, people 

were able to pull funding from the bigger company into very small 

projects that clearly had a positive impact on local residents.” 

Internal 6 

Other services provided by community-owned estates seen to facilitate improved 

health behaviours, included: establishing walking and cycling trails, and ‘swing 

parks’ to encourage physical activity (Internal 8; External 10) and opportunities for 

recreation (External 3); and providing opportunities for gardening or allotments on 

the land, encouraging physical activity and social interaction, as well as producing 

locally-grown fruit and vegetables for consumption (External 10; Internal 2). 

Finally, following a period of neglect under the previous owners (Internal 4), Stòras 

Uibhist sought to improve the service offered to crofters within the estate. With 

previous legislation ensuring security of tenure regardless of who the landowner is, 

it was suggested that crofters lives would not be especially impacted following a 

community buyout (Internal 2; Internal 3; External 1), with the stress which 

accompanies crofting being largely unaffected (Internal 10). While this experience 

was perceived by some within the estate (Internal 4; Internal 13), other 
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respondents note the positive impact of the increased ability to access and interact 

with the community landlord (Internal 7; Internal 10; Internal 12; Internal 14). The 

improvements in croft management and administration, were seen to contribute to 

increased community confidence, and benefit the lives and work of crofters 

(Internal 4; Internal 5). 

Respondents claimed that in crofting communities under community ownership, 

the community landlord assumed further responsibility for intervening in actions 

such as pest and vermin control, supporting Grazings Clerks and mapping crofts 

(Internal 9; Internal 14; External 8). These actions were not part of their remit as a 

landlord, but were assumed under its support and development responsibilities, 

and greatly benefitted the crofters involved (External 8).  

5.6.8 Population retention 

Depopulation is a major concern for many communities in the Highlands and Islands 

and its reversal was considered one of the key factors in sustaining rural 

communities (Internal 6; External 7; External 11). This was seen as one of the main 

justification for using public money to fund buyouts, that through pursuing a 

different approach toward land management and economic development (External 

3), population would be retained and connected to land in rural communities 

(External 2; External 4; External 6). The decline of the young population is 

considered particularly concerning (Internal 12; External 4), but was felt by some as 

inevitable, regardless of the level of investment made, that young people would 

leave rural communities and move to cities (External 3). This is resulting in an ageing 

population in the South Uist Estate due to smaller families and large youth out-

migration (Internal 7; Internal 11; Internal 13), as well as the in-migration of elderly 

incomers (Internal 10; Internal 11; External 7; External 10). While it was recognised 

that different areas of the estate were experiencing relatively stable population 

levels (Internal 16), others were describing the death of their community (Internal 

13). In many cases the reversal of this trend was one of the main justifications for 

pursuing a community buyout: 
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“Community landownership can only exist, both theoretically and 

practically, if there is a specific purpose to it. And that specific 

purpose is to help to bring about sustainable communities.” 

Internal 12 

The practicalities of achieving sustainable communities involved a combination of 

the above instrumental effects of land use, each of which were seen to improve the 

chances of population retention. The most dominant link was to the provision of 

employment opportunities within the estate (Internal 5; External 4; External 7; 

External 9): 

“What we’re looking to do is enhance employment opportunities 

on the islands, through economic investment and regeneration. If 

there’s jobs here, we hope we can retain people, moreover we 

hope we can attract people, and if we can do that, we can halt, or 

limit, population decline.” 

Internal 8 

It was recognised that there was a knock-on effect of employment provision, 

leading to local economic development and an increased number of young people 

within the community: 

“So by employing somebody, one person in the family, that whole 

family can benefit, and it spreads out from there through the 

whole community, with the very fact that they’re there and 

earning money. And if the person has a partner or family, you 

need young people here to keep the place going, the partner very 

often has employment as well, so yeah, big big benefits.” 

Internal 5 

Employment created opportunities for local people to develop skills, self-confidence 

and their professional career within the community (Internal 6; External 9; Internal 

11), or for young people to return following tertiary education (Internal 1; External 
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7). Young people echoed the importance of employment to population retention, 

expressing their reluctance to return to the community after university due to the 

limited employment opportunities and earning potential (External 7): 

“I don’t see myself coming back here at all. Just because there’s no 

jobs here. If you want to be a plumber, an electrician, a builder, or 

working in Stòras, or be like a café owner, that’s your choice. But 

there’s nothing else… The highest paid job you can get on the 

island is being a self-employed businessperson. Unless you want to 

be CEO of Stòras and get like fifty or sixty [thousand pounds 

salary], or if you want to be a head teacher. They’re probably your 

two and three jobs that you’ll get.” 

Internal 1 

Relatedly, some respondents blamed the estate for not working harder to create 

new employment opportunities (Internal 2), indicating that their lack of action was 

at least partially complicit in the decision to leave the island (Internal 1). However, 

for those who did want to be a “self-employed businessperson”, the estate funded 

business development opportunities for young people to start a business and stay 

in the community (Internal 16). 

In addition to employment, it was considered crucial for population retention that 

affordable housing is made available in community-owned estates (External 13; 

External 2). The effects of this are already starting to be seen in early buyouts, with 

young people returning to the community to start a family (Internal 16). The 

following excerpt is a respondent’s description of arriving in Eigg around eighteen 

years after the island’s community buyout: 

“We arrived there and there was all these folk wandering around, 

who looked vaguely familiar. But they were all holding babies. And 

basically it’s the younger generation who have come back. Why? 
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Because they can get a housing plot and not have to pay a 

mortgage on it, and build their own house to their own design.” 

External 9 

Eigg provides an example of how community-owned estates can reverse rural 

depopulation, having more than doubled its population within the twenty years it 

has been owned by the community (Internal 2; External 2; External 4). The South 

Uist Estate was criticised for holding back the potential for repopulation by not 

investing adequately in affordable housing provision (Internal 2). Finally, the 

provision of services in the community (including schools, healthcare, shops and 

public transport) was claimed to reduce the chances of youth out-migration and 

stem depopulation through making it easier for the community to access products 

and services (Internal 7).  

Respondents strongly linked population retention to health outcomes, with a stable 

population being perceived as a form of broader community wellbeing (External 

11): 

“There’s a distinction between individual health, which is your 

health, but there’s something called community health, which I 

think is also important. Community health is how healthy is the 

community in terms of demographic structure. Reproduction and 

retention of young people is a healthy thing. Or the opposite, 

outmigration of young people is an unhealthy thing.” 

External 4 

Relatedly, a lack of young people was claimed to manifest itself in a form of 

depression felt most by the older generation, feeling “incomplete as a community” 

(External 7; External 9). Increasing the numbers of young people was seen to 

naturally lead to improved health and wellbeing (External 1): 

“When we get one child appearing for first communion, for 

example, it has a wholly depressing effect on the community. If it 
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is the case that community landownership begins to revitalise the 

economy, whereby new people come in, and there are loads of 

children, that has the opposite effect within the church itself as a 

community. It raises people’s hearts and minds. And once it does 

that, it depends on your definition of health, but it raises the whole 

of the spiritual and mental health of the people.” 

Internal 12 

The importance placed on population retention by numerous respondents, as well 

as various other initiatives being specifically designed to enhance it, emphasised its 

importance to rural communities. Community landownership was seen as an 

important, if not necessary, factor in achieving this (External 2). 

5.7 Discussion 

This section discusses the findings of this research with regard to relevant literature. 

First, it presents a conceptual model of the ways in which community 

landownership leads to health outcomes in rural communities, based on the 

findings outlined in the preceding sections. Second, it explicitly addresses two of the 

research questions of this study. 

5.7.1 Conceptual model 

The findings outlined in this chapter can be illustrated by way of a conceptual model 

(Figure 5.1). 
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Figure 5.1- A conceptual model of the ways in which community landownership can affect 
rural health outcomes 

In considering the overarching structure of this model there were different stages of 

effects deriving from community landownership. The distinction drawn by 

respondents was between the effects of gaining legal ownership of land following a 

community buy-out, and how the subsequent actions of the community landowners 

(in the form of the elected Directors) were perceived to impact upon the lives of the 

community. The former has been termed ‘Intrinsic effects’ and were reported to be 

experienced by communities regardless of, and prior to, any specific actions taken 

by the new community landowners. The latter are termed ‘Instrumental effects’, 

being dependent on the ongoing ‘Actions and policies’ of the landowning 

organisation. Many of these effects, both intrinsic and instrumental, were 

connected to health outcomes by respondents. 

The two main ‘pathways’ to health outlined in this chapter are seen to cut across 

these stages. ‘Land governance’ and ‘Land use’ lead from the intrinsic effects of the 

community buyout, through the actions and policies of the estate, to the 

instrumental effects considered to lead to health outcomes. These pathways are 

mutually dependent, though were differentiated by respondents in their 

consideration of the ways in which community landownership could be connected 

to health. 
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5.7.1.1 Health outcomes 

Health outcomes were interpreted in various ways by respondents. While 

recognising their interrelated nature, these outcomes can broadly be distinguished 

into mental and physical health domains. This section will consider these domains in 

turn, and how they are perceived to derive from the variables presented in Figure 

5.1. 

The most common aspect of mental health associated with community 

landownership was that of stress, which was perceived to be enhanced or reduced 

throughout the whole community dependent upon the actions of the community 

landowner. The assurance of community control of the land and built assets 

following a buyout was contrasted with the uncertainty and unaccountability of 

previous private landowners. An associated spiritual reconnection between 

residents and the land also led to a claimed improvement in psychological 

wellbeing, mediated through the perceived security over housing and land and 

enhanced through the effective management of those assets by the estate. The 

provision of employment, often enhanced through community landownership, was 

also considered to reduce the stress associated with poverty and income insecurity 

within the community. Levels of stress were also strongly linked to social division, 

which was claimed to have been heightened within some community-owned 

estates. Divisions between directors, employees, crofters and other residents were 

reported to have had detrimental effects on mental health through increasing stress 

and anxiety for those involved. These effects were mitigated where the estate was 

able to reduce these divisions through acting as an arbitrator or disputes. 

Furthermore, the workload and burden of responsibility on directors was also 

claimed to lead to increased stress, independent of the presence of social divisions. 

Mental health outcomes were also perceived to include increased confidence and 

self-value. The increased confidence following the completion of a land buy-out was 

claimed to be felt by the entire community and linked to having the means to direct 

their own future development. Each subsequent development enacted by the 

community landowner was seen to enhance this confidence, with increased self-
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value leading to further demands for improved services and facilities. The 

responsibility of acting as a director of the estate was claimed to heighten feelings 

of confidence and self-value for elected individuals through the increased skills and 

self-efficacy gained undertaking the duties of this role. 

Incidents of depression were contrasted with increased emotional wellbeing or a 

‘feel-good factor’ in the community. This was most marked in discussions of 

population retention. The depression experienced by some was attributed to the 

feeling that the community was incomplete, and its culture unsustainable, due to 

youth outmigration. This was contrasted with the improvement in wellbeing and 

mental health associated with the ‘revitalising’ effect of community landownership 

in increasing the population of rural communities. The estate’s support for the 

development of community amenities (such as village halls and community hubs) 

facilitated social interaction and reduced the negative health behaviours associated 

with social isolation. 

Finally, the encouragement for small business development was seen to reduce the 

hopelessness associated with lack of opportunity. The ability to pursue 

entrepreneurial opportunities in this way had positive knock-on effects on mental 

health through allowing local people to play an active role in their own future 

employment. In doing so it also reduced the reliance upon alcohol and other 

negative health behaviours through residents having a more positive outlet for their 

creative energies. Similarly, happiness and wellbeing was claimed to improve with 

the provision of reliable transport links within, and outside of, the community. This 

is related to the control people feel over their surroundings, with their ability to 

relocate and travel if required reducing stress, especially among older people. 

Physical health effects predominantly related to land use decisions and their 

consequent impacts upon the community. The potential for detrimental effects 

related to industrial and environmental hazards were perceived to be reduced 

through community landowners being less likely to allow dangerous or polluting 

industries to locate in the area. However, the decision to maintain a large deer was 

claimed to have exposed the communities of the South Uist Estate to unacceptable 
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risk of exposure to Lyme Disease, indicating that community landowners are not 

precluded from criticism for such decisions. 

The development and maintenance of community assets such as community hubs, 

sports facilities and community gardens were perceived to improve health 

behaviours through facilitating improved exercise and diet, as well as reducing 

alcohol consumption associated with social isolation. The provision and 

maintenance of housing was seen to reduce respiratory ailments related to cold and 

dampness. 

Finally, the provision of health and care services can have multiple impacts upon the 

health of the community, dependent upon the advice, service or medication 

required. An estate’s efforts to retain, expand or directly provide such services can 

thus result in multiple effects upon physical and mental health. 

5.7.2 RQ 1a – Through what processes or mechanisms is community 

landownership perceived to affect the health of the resident 

population? 

As described in this chapter, and presented in the conceptual model (Figure 5.1), 

there are many elements seen to derive from community landownership which are 

directly connected to health outcomes, many of which reflect the literature in 

section 2.4.4. These aspects directly relate to three facets of Bourke et al.’s (2012) 

framework for the analysis of rural health: Broader social structures (business 

development; employment; housing; population retention); Health responses in 

rural locales (accessibility of services); and Power relations (self-efficacy, social 

division). 

5.7.2.1 Broader social structures 

‘Broader social structures’ refers to the circumstances surrounding an individual or 

community which can affect their health, also known as the Social Determinants of 

Health (Bourke et al., 2012; Dahlgren and Whitehead, 1991). Through its 

management and use, landowners can act upon a number of these determinants, 
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and in doing so, improve the health of the local population (section 5.6.2). However, 

acting to improve these circumstances requires investment and a coordinated 

approach, which had hitherto been impossible for rural communities that lacked 

both financial and political capital.  

Land ownership has allowed communities to raise or attract funds for investment in 

economic development projects in the community, resulting in further increases to 

the value of the land asset (Bryan, 2011; Bryan and Westbrook, 2014) and 

reinvesting profits within the community (Glass et al., 2013; Hoffman, 2013; 

McMorran and Scott, 2013). This results in a form of financial independence which 

allows for priorities of the estate to be directed by residents, who have the 

newfound confidence to consider ambitious projects for the benefit of local people 

(section 5.6.1) (Glass et al., 2013; McMorran and Scott, 2013). As with other forms 

of rural social enterprise, the harnessing of a culture of self-help and social support 

within the community has enabled community landowners to achieve social and 

economic outcomes (Eversole et al., 2014; Steinerowski and Steinerowska-Streb, 

2012). 

As evidenced in this chapter, such projects have been undertaken by community 

landowners and have resulted in a multitude of factors considered to directly affect 

health (section 5.6.2). For example, the decisions of a landowner, whether 

intentionally or not, have a significant effect on the availability of employment 

opportunities, both through direct employment by the estate (section 5.6.4), and in 

the development of local businesses (section 5.6.5) (Callaghan et al., 2011). 

Employment often rose under community landownership and the proliferation of 

local business activity was claimed to reverse the restrictions placed on business 

development imposed by previous landowners due to them being contrary to their 

own financial interests (Chenevix‐Trench and Philip, 2001; McIntosh, 2008a; McKee 

et al., 2013). Community landowners have built and renovated affordable housing 

(section 5.6.6), while allocating land for local residents to do the same (Bryan and 

Westbrook, 2014; Moore and McKee, 2012; Satsangi, 2014). Many of these 

outcomes reflect those conceptualised for other social enterprises perceived to 

contribute to health outcomes, whether or not they intend to do so (Macaulay et 
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al., 2018, 2017; Roy et al., 2017, 2014). A central focus of land reform advocates is 

population retention and stemming the outmigration of young people from 

communities in the Highlands and Islands (section 5.6.8) (Henderson et al., 2018), 

with decisions around land use and land ownership perceived to play a large role 

(Bryan, 2015; McKee, 2013).  

5.7.2.2 Health responses in rural locales 

Health responses refer to “health services, programmes and actions, however 

formal or informal” (Bourke et al., 2012, p. 499). The importance of local health 

responses was underlined by Smith et al. (2008, p. 60) in deeming that “A 

comprehensive primary health care policy incorporating health promotion, ill-health 

prevention and early intervention is essential to improve rural health outcomes”. 

Lobbying and advocacy for health services was seen to be a means through which 

community landowners could increase access to health and care services, with 

some community landowners being formally represented within local NHS Boards 

(section 5.6.3). Such coproduction of care and other services between the 

community landowner and public sector outlined in this chapter was welcomed as a 

way of devolving responsibility to different local groups and better responding to 

local needs (Bourke et al., 2012; Farmer et al., 2012c). 

A further means through which community landowners were considered able to 

increase access to health and care services was through directly providing them 

(section 5.6.7). Rural community organisations are considered more capable of 

assuming control over service design and delivery than their urban counterparts 

(Farmer and Nimegeer, 2014; Panelli et al., 2006), with evidence that greater 

community collaboration in this way can improve service design and health 

outcomes (Kenny et al., 2013; Macaulay, 2016; Marmot and Wilkinson, 2005). In 

this regard, community hubs, established by community landowners, can be a 

central location for care and support services to be based, and for social interaction 

and community resilience to be developed (Skerratt and Steiner, 2013). Such 

services can be codesigned to reflect the context-specific needs of the community 
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and empower local residents to affect change within their lives (Farmer and 

Nimegeer, 2014; Moore and McKee, 2013; Panelli et al., 2006). 

5.7.2.3 Power 

Power is considered to underpin actions on all other aspects of rural health and can 

be used by “individuals, groups and collectives in their actions to create, maintain or 

challenge systems and current ways of doing things” (Bourke et al., 2012, p. 501). In 

this sense it can be seen as a precursor and enabler to actions on both ‘broader 

social structures’ and ‘health responses in rural locales’, respectively. Power 

relations are reconstituted following a community land buyout, with elected 

individuals assuming significant authority over land use decisions which can affect 

the lives of local people (section 5.5.1). Democratic engagement (section 5.5.2) and 

local accountability (section 5.5.3) were key distinguishing aspect of community 

landownership (Glass et al., 2013) with such mechanisms claimed to have brought 

democracy to rural Scotland (Hoffman, 2013; Rennie, 1998; Warren and McKee, 

2011). The debates and disagreements apparent within the case study community 

were claimed to indicate a confident, empowered community (section 5.5.4) which 

engages more than equivalent communities without a participatory mechanism 

(Bryan, 2015; McIntosh, 2008a, 2001; McMorran and Scott, 2013). 

However, other findings emphasise the internal disagreements which can arise in 

regard to the democratic decision-making process, potentially leading to 

detrimental effects on social solidarity within landowning communities, as seen in 

respondents’ criticisms of the estate (Brown, 2007; Hoffman, 2013; Mackenzie, 

2010). Whether or not these divisions are considered to be a result of community 

landownership, and the extent of the negative effect they have on the community, 

are dependent on context, and the nature of who is ‘empowered’ in the community 

(Skerratt and Steiner, 2013). However, it is clear from the data that the impact of 

reconstituting rural power relations is not inherently positive, and can have a 

detrimental effect on health due to the divisions it can create (section 5.5.5). 

The broad convergence of empirical data with literature on rural health and 

community landownership develops confidence in the conceptual model and in 
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answering this research question. However, it was emphasised in both empirical 

responses and literature that community landownership did not always result in 

these ‘Instrumental effects’, and that any effects reported were not necessarily 

positive. In this sense, the ‘Land use’ pathway in Figure 5.1 offers an understanding 

of the ways in which any landowner could improve the health of the local 

population, should they choose to. The effect of community landownership, in this 

regard, is in its transfer of capital into the hands of local people which, in addition to 

the confidence gained following the buyout process, may lead to action being taken 

to improve health through the mechanisms presented in the conceptual model. 

Similarly, the effects on health derived through the ‘Land governance’ pathway may 

be positive or negative dependent on the effective management and governance of 

the estate, and the ways in which local people respond to the community 

landowner. In this sense, while Figure 5.1 offers a visual understanding of the ways 

in which community landownership could affect rural health, each pathway is 

dependent on the effective management and governance of the estate. 

5.7.3 RQ 1b – How are the effects of community landownership upon 

health perceived to vary between different members of the 

resident population? 

The instrumental effects identified within the Land use pathway were not perceived 

to be differentiated between members of the community. However, the health 

implications of land governance were seen to vary dependent on the involvement 

and identity of particular individuals (section 5.5.2). In this sense, the health effects 

of reconstituting power relations are differentiated dependent upon how that 

reconstitution affects individuals, with increased power not necessarily leading to 

improved health. 

Those who participate in democratic practices are perceived to experience both 

positive and negative health effects through that participation. In some instances, 

individuals may experience barriers to such participation. While a democratic 

system attempts to offer different community members an equal opportunity to 

contribute to the actions of the estate, moral and cultural dividing lines in rural 
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communities can confer legitimacy upon some groups at the expense of others 

(Brown, 2007). Within the case study community there were those who claimed 

that non-crofters should be excluded from decision-making within the estate on the 

basis that it should primarily serve crofting interests, reflecting similar experiences 

in other estates (Brown, 2007; Callaghan et al., 2011; Mackenzie et al., 2004; 

McMorran and Scott, 2013). While this recommendation was not acted upon, 

discussions around it led to division and discontent within the community and 

struggles over community identity (Ali and Paradis, 2010; McMorran and Scott, 

2013), which can have implications for health (Bourke et al., 2012). Therefore, while 

important to recognise and understand the reasons for individuals not engaging in 

democratic ‘empowering’ mechanisms (Skerratt and Steiner, 2013), it was also 

recognised that such participation has health implications (Dickie et al., 2015).  

Some respondents considered it possible that those more involved in the estate 

governance (for example, as directors) would enjoy positive health benefits due to 

increased skills, confidence and general wellbeing, connected to the feeling of 

contributing to the community (Farmer et al., 2012a, chap. 7). However, findings 

also reported the negative health effects of stress and pressure upon volunteers 

(Campbell, 2018; Henderson et al., 2018; Skerratt, 2013). This was considered to 

lead to negative effects on both the mental health of directors and the ability of the 

estate to respond to community needs, leading to calls for additional support for 

some community landowners (Black and Leeman, 2012; Bryden and Geisler, 2007; 

Skerratt, 2013; Skerratt and Steiner, 2013). 

In this sense, the potential positive and negative health effects of community 

landownership increase in relation to the extent of an individual’s involvement in 

the governance of the estate. While those not engaging at all may not necessarily 

experience any difference to their lives, the feeling of empowerment of those who 

participate in democratic processes can contribute to their self-worth and 

confidence, but also expose them to some of the divisions within the community. At 

the other end of the scale, elected directors may gain huge benefits through the 

increased opportunities to play an active part in shaping sustainable community 
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development, though could face significant challenges in managing overt local 

criticism and considerable voluntary workload. 

5.8 Chapter summary 

This chapter has presented the findings of the qualitative study undertaken to 

consider the ways in which community landownership can affect health in rural 

communities. Various pertinent variables involved in the pathways between 

community landownership and health outcomes were presented and explained, 

evidenced by empirical data. This process resulted in the development of a 

conceptual model (Figure 5.1) depicting these connections. The answers to research 

questions were then presented, informed by empirical data and relevant literature.  

The complexity of this research topic means that capturing the impact of 

community landownership on health is particularly challenging. The numerous 

variables involved, in addition to the heterogeneity of community-owned estates 

and the relative effects of land governance and management render a definitive 

understanding unattainable. Furthermore, due to its relative novelty, the health 

effects of this ‘intervention’ may take many years to become visible and statistically 

measurable. However, it is possible to assess the perceived impact of these 

variables, vis-à-vis other elements, to gain an implicit understanding of the 

importance of community landownership in improving rural health. This assessment 

is the subject of Chapter 6. 
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Chapter 6. Findings of Q Methodology study 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter reports the findings of the Q methodology study into shared 

perspectives on how health could be improved in rural communities identified by 

residents of one community-owned estate. In doing so, it addresses Research 

Question 2 regarding the extent to which community landownership is considered 

to affect rural health, vis-à-vis other factors. First, the chapter details the process 

involved in developing the Q set and the sample of respondents selected to form 

the P set. The practicalities and logistics of conducting Q sorts are then outlined, 

including the role of the post-sort interview and additional questions asked of 

respondents. The theory and procedure of data analysis are then discussed, before 

a detailed description of each factor emerging from the analysis is presented. 

Finally, the perspectives of respondents as to the relative importance of community 

landownership to the health of the community, and its significance within this 

study, are outlined. This chapter concludes with a discussion of the emergent 

factors in relation to literature on how rural health can be improved. 

6.2 Concourse and Q set development 

The development of the Q set for this study follows the process outlined in section 

4.5.2.1 and is depicted in Figure 6.1. In accessing the concourse, numerous sources 

were consulted to find interventions and other measures which were claimed could 

improve rural health, from a variety of different sources. For each of these sources, 

statements relating to how health could be improved were extracted (as detailed in 

Figure 6.1). A literature review of published articles (both empirical and theoretical) 

on the measures which could affect rural health uncovered 9 relevant publications. 

A broad internet search using various search terms sought to uncover grey 

literature related to ways in which rural health could be improved. A total of 7 

reports, predominantly focusing on policy and practice in rural health in national or 

regional policy, were identified. Lay perspectives on rural health were gathered 
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through reanalysing the primary qualitative data gathered as part of the qualitative 

study of 30 respondents (Chapter 5), and extracting statements whenever they 

were claimed to impact upon health. The Q set used for a similar recent study 

focusing on improving health in low-income communities (McHugh et al., 2019) was 

drawn upon as it was considered some of the 36 statements could be relevant to 

rural environments. Following the Q sorting exercise for the McHugh et al. (2019) 

study, respondents were asked to comment specifically on a statement related to 

land and asset ownership and its potential implications for health, with 8 

respondents contributing relevant responses. Data gathered from these sources 

were separated into individual statements on the ways in which health could be 

improved in rural communities, revealing a concourse comprising 185 statements.  

For the reasons outlined in section 4.5.2.1, the decision was taken to structure the 

concourse to ensure coverage and balance across different theoretical domains 

(Watts and Stenner, 2012). An assimilation of theories of rural health (Bourke et al., 

2012; Farmer et al., 2012c; Smith et al., 2008) derived six theoretical domains 

affecting rural health outcomes: power relations; broader social structures; the 

rural locale; health responses in the rural locale; geographic isolation; broader 

health systems. The 185 statements were coded to one or more of these domains. 

The contents of each domain were then considered in turn, merging similar 

statements to retain the original meaning of each while distilling the number of 

statements to a manageable size for a final Q set (Baker et al., 2017). As detailed in 

section 4.5.2.1, this process aims to represent a distillation of the breadth of the 

concourse for the qualitative ‘coverage’ of key themes, as opposed to numerical 

parity between them (Watts and Stenner, 2012, p. 59). Flexibility regarding the 

number of statements representing each theme thereby allowed for the iterative 

development of a comprehensive Q set. 

At this juncture there were concerns that a particular viewpoint had not been 

adequately represented. While theory, policy and practice tended to reflect 

evidence-based interventions, qualitative data tended to consist of uncontroversial 

views which respondents felt comfortable expressing without fear of judgement by 

the researcher. Following discussion with supervisors, it was felt that less socially 
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acceptable or liberal views and opinions were not being represented within the Q 

set, as they are often harder to reach and were not specifically sought in the 

process of accessing the concourse. A subsequent search was conducted through 

populist and less socially-liberal online news sources, for articles focusing on rural 

health. As well as considering the content of the articles, an assessment was 

conducted of the comments posted below them, many of which were anonymous. 

This process was thought to overcome some of the challenges encountered when 

trying to source more controversial views which respondents may not express in 

person. Following this investigation, one further previously unrepresented 

statement (#36 ‘Restrict who can move into rural communities’) was added to the 

draft Q set. This process also provided reassurance that, aside from the addition of 

one statement, the draft Q set appeared robust and comprehensive. 

Two stages of piloting were then carried out, the main intention of which was to 

assess whether there were any further gaps in the Q set. Individuals and groups 

were invited to perform a Q sort before being asked whether there were any 

statements or themes missing from it. The first draft Q set of 36 statements was 

piloted with individuals with experience in rural health research (n=3) and using Q 

Methodology as a research method (n=2) to assess whether there were any 

problems with the content or conducting of the card-sorting process. A small 

selection of ‘lay’ individuals who had lived most of their lives in rural communities 

(n=5) was also sampled to consider whether the process was designed 

appropriately for a non-specialist audience and to reflect on their own lived 

experience. This pilot (conducted in June 2018) resulted in small changes being 

made to the wording of statements to clarify their meaning or make them more 

easily understood. Two statements were also added to the Q set following feedback 

from respondents (Statements #17 ‘Reduce the price of fuel’ and #25 ‘Protect and 

preserve the natural environment’). This resulted in a revised Q set of 38 

statements which was then piloted for a second time.  

The second pilot (July 2018) was conducted with residents of a rural community in 

Scotland with first-hand knowledge of debates around community landownership 

(n=9). The sample for this pilot included many of the demographic variables 
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relevant to the final Q study, specifically around age, professional experience of 

working in health and healthcare, and engagement with community landownership 

organisations. Following the second pilot, two further statements (#39 ‘Provide 

coaching sessions for good parenting’, and #40 ‘Pay people money to adopt 

healthier lifestyles’) were added to the Q set following recommendations from pilot 

respondents that they represented ways in which rural health could be improved 

which were not previously included in the Q set. This resulted in a final Q set of 40 

statements (Table 6.1) following two piloting phases involving a total of nineteen 

respondents. 
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Figure 6.1- Process of Q set development 
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Q set statements 

1. Increase the amount of control people have over their own lives 

2. Allow people to participate in local decision-making 

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people like alcohol, sugary food and 
drinks or fatty food 

4. Cut welfare benefits 

5. Raise the taxes that people pay in a fair way 

6. Spend more on the NHS 

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone coverage within the community 

8. Improve transport links 

9. Enhance road safety initiatives 

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, recreation and other community 
activities 

11. Provide anonymous care and support services within the community 

12. Have more health campaigns 

13. Improve access to healthcare services 

14. Improve childcare and nursery provision 

15. Improve elderly care within the community 

16. Reduce social isolation and loneliness by building relationships with people 

17. Reduce the price of fuel 

18. Develop local economy by providing support and incentives for businesses 

19. Improve availability of affordable, healthy foods 

20. Increase penalties for drug-related crime 

21. Develop initiatives to reduce smoking 

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption 

23. Improve access to financial products and services, such as loans and advice 

24. Attract and retain young people in the community 

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment 

26. Increase access to good quality education and training 

27. Pursue community ownership of land, buildings or natural resources 

28. Promote local culture and identity 

29. Implement stricter health and safety standards 

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses 

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and affordable housing 

32. Support and develop 'traditional industries', including crofting and fishing 

33. Increase access to good jobs 

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for their basic needs like rent, 
food, clothing, heat for their home 

35. Protect and increase local amenities, such as post offices, libraries and banks 

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities 

37. Provide a forum for discussing local issues 

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults and young people 

39. Provide coaching sessions for good parenting 

40. Pay people money to adopt healthier lifestyles 

Table 6.1- Q set 
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The shape of the grid which statements are sorted on is important to the process. 

The Q grid for these 40 statements was designed around a forced-choice quasi-

normal distribution, as is common in Q Methodology studies (Watts and Stenner, 

2012). The shape of a sorting grid is dependent on the number of columns chosen. 

For a Q set of 40 statements, guidance recommends that the Q grid should either 

consist of a 9-point (-4/+4) or 11-point (-5/+5) range (Brown, 1980). It is further 

recommended that, when investigating topics where every respondent will have an 

informed opinion, flatter distributions, with a greater range, may be more 

appropriate as they reduce the number of statements which respondents feel 

neutral about (ibid). For the purposes of this study, where each respondent has a 

personal opinion on elements that could improve health within the community, a 

‘shallower’ 11-point range (+5/-5) was adopted (Figure 6.2). Respondents were 

asked to consider how health could be improved in rural communities with the 

‘Condition of Instruction’ (Brown, 1980, pp. 260–261) being to sort statements from 

those that they ‘most agreed’ could improve health (represented by the +5 

column), to those that they ‘most disagreed’ could improve health (represented by 

the -5 column). While it was acknowledged that the middle ‘0’ column may not 

represent the ‘neutral’ point for respondents’ sorts, they were explicitly asked for 

their actual neutral point following their Q sort. 
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Figure 6.2- 40 Statement Q grid used for data collection 

The Q grid was printed onto paper, with statements printed on cards to be placed 

on the grid. The question presented to respondents (‘How could health be 

improved in rural communities?’) was printed at the top of each grid to help guide 

respondents. This inclusion was made following recommendations from numerous 

pilot participants that it was helpful to be able to return to the question during the 

process of card sorting, a practice recommended by Watts & Stenner (2012). Four 

paper-based grids were printed for use in this study (size A2), each with a set of 

statements printed onto heavy card with an identifying number included. In 

addition, one paper-based grid was affixed to a magnetic whiteboard, with the fifth 

set of statements attached to small magnets. This innovation allowed for Q sorts to 

be conducted outside, or in environments which did not have a desk or table where 

the grid and statements could be laid flat. The more tactile nature of the magnetic 

statements made this method easier for many older or less physically able 

respondents to conduct. Where Q sorts were conducted individually (see section 

6.4.2), the magnetic board was employed, with the paper-based grids being utilised 

for groups of up to five respondents at once. 
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6.3 P set 

The sample (or P set) for this study was focused solely on residents of the South Uist 

Estate. This decision was taken to gather the variety of views within the community 

on the elements or mechanisms which could improve rural health. While it was 

acknowledged that a broader sample would offer different views from outside the 

community, the assumption that residents would be homogenous on this matter 

was believed to be misguided (Farmer et al., 2012c). Furthermore, while the 

knowledge and expertise of other stakeholders would undoubtedly add a different 

perspective, they would not have the personal experience of living on a community-

owned estate. This first-hand knowledge was considered crucial to this study in 

understanding how respondents considered the effect of community 

landownership vis-à-vis other potential determinants of rural health. 

A broad range of demographic characteristics was sought to represent divergent 

views within the community (outlined in section 4.5.2.2). In addition to standard 

demographic variables, certain characteristics of individuals who it was claimed (by 

respondents to the qualitative study) may have a specific perception of community 

landownership and rural health were sought. This included healthcare 

professionals, crofters and the members, directors and employees of the 

community landowner. The process of recruiting these groups is outlined in section 

6.3.1 with the resulting P set detailed in Table 6.5. 

6.3.1 Recruitment 

Prior to embarking upon fieldwork, emails were sent to those participants in the 

qualitative study (section 5.2.2) whom the researcher had email addresses for, 

asking them to participate in the study or to suggest others who may be willing to. 

Posts were also placed in online forums and social media message boards which 

contained large numbers of estate residents, detailing the research and inviting 

individuals to take part in the study. Upon arrival in the community, every business, 

employer and organisation present within the estate boundaries was systematically 

visited, asking whether individuals or groups would be willing to take part in the 
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research. Details of businesses and organisations were sourced from a web-

directory of local businesses in the Outer Hebrides (www.businesshebrides.co.uk). 

This directory was not wholly accurate, with some businesses or organisations 

unlisted and others closed. However, it provided a basis from which to build a broad 

understanding of where residents lived and worked. Approaching potential 

respondents in their workplaces was considered less intrusive than visiting them at 

home and covered a range of demographic characteristics. However, it was 

recognised that this approach did exclude those not in employment, especially 

students and the elderly. These groups were targeted through other means, 

including home visits. Within high-traffic areas, such as shops, cafes and pubs, 

posters were placed advertising the study, including the researcher’s contact 

details, and inviting people to take part (Appendix 7). It was felt that this approach 

was capable of spreading awareness of the study regardless of the employment 

situation or other characteristics of potential respondents. Only one individual 

made contact specifically due to seeing a poster, with none doing so on the basis of 

the online posts. However, such promotion of the research contributed to the 

knowledge and perceived legitimacy of the study, with respondents mentioning 

that they had been aware that it was being undertaken. 

The systematic visiting of businesses, organisations, public institutions and other 

employers across the estate was conducted over the first two weeks of the 

fieldwork, between August and September 2018. Responses to the request to 

conduct research varied between: immediate acceptance and the conducting of a Q 

sort; an invitation to return to conduct a Q sort at a later date; or an unwillingness 

to take part in the research. Many of the invitations to return were scheduled for 

the third week of fieldwork, often to undertake group-based Q-sorts, resulting in 

almost twice the number of Q-sorts being undertaken during this week, in 

comparison to other weeks (see Table 6.3 and footnote on page 188). 

At regular junctures during the collection of data, an assessment was undertaken of 

the extent to which this approach to recruitment resulted in the representation of 

demographic characteristics outlined in section 4.5.2.2. Following an assessment of 

the participants recruited up to the end of the third week of fieldwork, it was found 
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that almost all desired demographic characteristics were represented within the P-

Set. However, the views of students, retired people and healthcare professionals 

were not adequately represented. This was due in part to these groups often being 

absent from employment situations (and especially businesses) which were the 

focus of the outlined recruitment strategy. For this reason, the fourth and final 

week of fieldwork was dedicated to the purposive sampling of those groups. 

Following this process, it was felt that these groups were adequately represented 

within the final P set, detailed in Table 6.5. 

6.4 Data collection 

A total of 62 Q sorts were conducted, representing around 2% of the total estate 

population. Q sorts were collected through 27 individual respondents and 13 group 

settings. While the card-sorting exercise is always an individual activity involving the 

subjective sorting of statements, a group setting changed the nature of the post-

sort interview to one of a focus group. Focus groups were often organised by 

respondents to help the researcher collect more data in a shorter space of time, 

while also causing minimal disruption to the workplace. For example, one focus 

group was organised to begin at 8am to fill a time period when employees gathered 

for unstructured announcements and ‘down-time’. The multiple Q grids printed by 

the researcher (four ‘scrolls’ and one mounted on a magnetic whiteboard) allowed 

for up to five respondents to take part at any one time. The pressures on time and 

attempting to gather as much data as possible from each individual meant that any 

more than five respondents at once was considered too many. 

In group settings, during the pre-sort and sorting processes, respondents were 

reminded that the research sought to understand their own subjective perspective 

and that there were no right or wrong answers. This mitigated the potential for 

‘copying’ from others, or self-consciousness regarding the placement of statements. 

Care and attention were required within group settings to try to manage the speeds 

with which different respondents completed each stage of the sorting process. This 

often required asking some respondents to wait or repeating steps to other 
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respondents who were behind. Following the card-sorts and recording of completed 

sorts, the focus group was interviewed together. In order to reduce the required 

time commitment, participants were not asked to write justifications individually 

before discussing them as a group. Each respondent was encouraged to speak by 

the researcher, especially to provide justification for their placement of salient 

statements. Discussion among respondents was encouraged and the researcher 

allowed these discussions to continue uninterrupted and unprompted as much as 

possible. While focus group interviews did lack the individual depth which one-to-

one sorts often offered, they provided a more collaborative insight into the ways in 

which respondents interacted with each other, as opposed to just with the 

researcher (Steelman and Maguire, 1999). Discussions often highlighted the 

similarities and differences between respondents, offering a more nuanced view of 

the ways in which health was perceived within the community. During such 

discussions, the researcher only spoke when absolutely necessary to keep the 

discussion on track, so as to encourage deliberative discussion on this subject. 

6.4.1 Pre-sort and Q sort 

First, respondents were asked to read through an information sheet about the 

research (Appendix 8), ask any questions they had, and sign a consent form 

(Appendix 9) explaining that all responses were anonymous and confidential, and 

the ways in which their data would be used. Respondents were not asked to give 

their name at any point, with coded identifiers allocated to respondents to act in 

place of a name8. 

Participants were told that they were to be shown a number of ways in which 

people have suggested that health could be improved in rural communities and 

asked to consider whether they agreed or disagreed with them. Participants were 

then handed the Q set and instructed to sort the cards into three boxes: those that 

they agreed could improve health in rural communities; those that they disagreed 

 
8 This identifier consisted of three numbers, indicating which week of the fieldwork visit the sort took 
place in (1-4), which day within that week (1-6 representing Monday to Saturday), and the number 
of the sort on that day (1-8 depending on how many were conducted on a particular day). For 
example, sort 2-3-5 was the fifth respondent on Wednesday of the second week of fieldwork. 
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could improve health in rural communities; and those that they did not understand, 

did not know, or were neutral about. These boxes were printed at the bottom of 

the context paper for use with cards, and small plastic boxes were provided for 

respondents using the magnetic cards. 

Following the ‘pre-sort’ of cards into three categories, participants were then 

presented with the Q grid. They were directed to only consider the statements that 

they had placed in the ‘Agree’ pile, and select the two statements they ‘Most Agree’ 

could improve health in rural communities, and to place them on the far-right of the 

grid in the +5 column. Following this, they were asked to place cards in the 

subsequent columns one by one, at each stage being instructed to place the 

remaining statements that they ‘Most Agree’ with. This was completed down to the 

+2 column, or until the cards were finished, whichever came first. 

Respondents were then asked to repeat the exercise using the statements that they 

disagreed with, beginning by placing the two cards that they ‘Most Disagree’ could 

improve health in rural communities, in the -5 column at the far left of the grid. As 

before, they were directed to continue filling up columns up until the -2 column, or 

until they ran out of cards. Finally, respondents were requested to consider all 

remaining cards, which included any cards participants had initially sorted into the 

‘Neutral’ pile, as well as any additional cards from the ‘Agree’ and ‘Disagree’ piles. 

Participants were asked to sort these cards into the remaining columns, one column 

at a time, in whatever order they found easiest, so long as it was moving from the 

extremes towards the centre of the grid. 

Finally, respondents were asked to take a look over their completed Q sort to 

ensure that it represented their views on the ways that health could be improved in 

rural communities, and were permitted to make changes to the placement of 

statements if necessary. The placement of cards in completed Q sorts were then 

recorded by the researcher. 
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6.4.2 Post-sort interviews and focus groups 

Short semi-structured interviews were conducted with respondents following their 

Q sort to help interpret and justify their reasons for having sorted the cards as they 

did, as well as to contribute to the process of identifying and describing emergent 

factors. Following the card sort, respondents were asked if they still consented to 

be audio-recorded. Of the 62 respondents, 57 agreed to their post-sort interviews 

being audio-recorded, 3 requested that the interview was not recorded, and 2 did 

not have time to conduct a post-sort interview. 

During the interview, respondents were asked to summarise how they felt health 

could be improved in rural communities, taking account of the way they had sorted 

the statements. They were then asked to comment specifically on each of the cards 

placed in the +5 and -5 columns, the ones they most agreed and most disagreed 

with, in turn. Respondents were asked why they felt so strongly about those 

particular statements, often being probed to uncover how they felt the statement 

related to health. Time-permitting, respondents often spoke about the placement 

of other statements, sometimes outlining an overarching justification for the 

placement of different ‘types’ of statements. 

Participants were then asked to comment on Statement #27 (‘Pursue community 

ownership of land, buildings or natural resources’). This contributed to the 

qualitative data gathered on this topic and gave further insight into how residents 

perceived the role of community landownership in improving rural health. 

Following the post-sort interview, participants were asked to complete a short 

demographic survey (Appendix 3). Participants were able to decline to answer any 

of these questions they did not want to, with one respondent choosing not to. As 

with the qualitative study (section 5.3), respondents were thanked for their time 

and left with the research information sheet, which contained contact details for 

the researcher, should they need it. There were no incentive payments to take part 

in this research. This was due to the prior experience of conducting (qualitative) 

research within the community indicating the relative willingness of local residents 
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to engage in academic research such as this, and as such not requiring additional 

financial incentives to do so. 

6.5 Data analysis 

Data analysis was undertaken through the use of two software packages- PQ 

Method (Schmolck, 2014) and Ken-Q (Banasick, 2018). While Ken-Q is more user-

friendly and has a broader range of analysis options, PQ Method is widely trusted 

within the Q Methodology community and was used to check the relatively 

untested Ken-Q. In this sense, both software programmes were utilised for their 

respective strengths, with no differences in output from the two of them. 

6.5.1 Factor extraction 

As outlined in section 4.5.2.3, there are two approaches to factor extraction - 

Centroid and Principle Components Analysis (PCA). Both approaches were initially 

utilised and their outputs compared. The only statistically viable factor solution 

derived using PCA included one factor which comprised respondents loading 

significantly on both positive and negative poles, the lack of separation of which is a 

noted flaw of PCA (Kline, 1993). The separation of positive and negative loaders into 

a ‘bi-polar’ factor did not result in a viable factor solution. For these reasons, PCA 

was found not to be the best approach to factor extraction for both epistemological 

and practical reasons, and thus Centroid was selected for use in this study.  

Seven factors were initially extracted using Centroid, as it is rare that any more than 

seven factors are present within a Q study (Watts and Stenner, 2012). One factor 

was immediately removed for having an ‘eigenvalue’ of below 1, thereby explaining 

less variance than an individual Q sort, which is the commonly accepted baseline for 

inclusion as a factor (Watts and Stenner, 2012). Factor solutions from 6 to 1 were 

then extracted and rotated.  
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6.5.2 Factor rotation 

Varimax and Judgemental rotation (outlined in section 4.5.2.3) were investigated as 

part of this research, continuing the scientific tradition of “muddling about” (Brown, 

1980, p. 224). ‘Hunches’ (Brown, 1980, p. 238) regarding the similarities of 

individuals were acted upon through judgementally rotating factors. Following this 

process, the resultant factor arrays appeared very similar to those generated 

through Varimax rotation, implying that such hunches had already been 

represented in those factor solutions. In addition, Varimax’s lack of privileging of 

any individual perspective reflects the exploratory nature of this study. As each 

respondent has first-hand knowledge of what it is like to live in a rural community, 

none are believed to have a privileged perspective on how health could be 

improved (Watts and Stenner, 2005). For these reasons, Varimax was considered 

the more appropriate method of factor rotation. 

The level of correlation required to indicate a ‘significant’ sort and contribute to a 

factor array is commonly set at either 95% (p < 0.05) or 99% (p < 0.01) (Brown, 

1980). The ‘flagging’ of more respondents on factors was the justification for the 

adoption of the 99% significance threshold in this study. While perhaps 

counterintuitive to impose a stricter criterion for the purpose of increasing defining 

respondents, the relatively high correlation between factors (Table 6.2) meant that 

a lower level of significance increased the number of mixed-loaders and decreased 

the number of defining sorts. Thus, the selection of a higher significance level 

increased both the number and ‘purity’ of defining sorts on each factor. The 

formula for assessing the significance threshold for factor loadings at p < 0.01 

requires multiplying the standard error (SE) by 2.589:  

2.58 × (1 ÷ √𝑛𝑜. 𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑚𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑄 𝑠𝑒𝑡) = 2.58 × (1 ÷ √40) = 0.4079 

Sorts with a factor loading of over 0.4079 are considered ‘significant’. However, a 

generally accepted practice requires that, to be defining sorts and contribute to the 

 
9 For significance at p < 0.05, the standard error is multiplied by 1.96, indicating a significance 
threshold of 0.3099 
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factor array, they were also required to account for the majority of a sort’s common 

variance (expressed in Table 6.3 as h2) (Schmolck, 2014). Following these steps, only 

factors with at least two defining sorts were taken forward. The six-factor solution 

did not fulfil this requirement and was thus disregarded, with factor solutions 

containing 5 to 1 rotated centroids fulfilling this requirement. 

The Humphreys Test was applied to factor solutions, requiring the sum of the 

highest two loadings to be more than twice the standard error (Brown, 1980). 

Factor 1 in the five-factor and three-factor solutions failed the Humphreys Test and 

were considered in further detail to assess whether their qualitative explanations 

justified retaining them. There was little qualitative evidence to suggest the 

presence of a unique shared perspective in either case, so these factor solutions 

were disregarded from the analysis at this stage. A ‘second order analysis’ (Kline, 

1993, pp. 157–164) was undertaken to consider why Factor 1 in both cases (which 

should account for the largest common variance) failed to account for a sufficient 

amount to be included in the study. A second order analysis considers the 

correlations between factor arrays in the same way that factor analysis considers 

the correlations between individual sorts (Kline, 1993). In doing so, this process can 

identify whether emergent factors in different factor solutions share a common 

theme. It was found that the other factors in the three and five factor solutions 

were very similar to those in the four-factor solution, implying the strength of those 

viewpoints regardless of the number of factors selected. Ultimately the reasons for 

the weak Factor 1 were uncertain, but the factor arrays could not be retained for 

further consideration. 

Following these steps, the four-factor, two-factor and one-factor solutions passed 

the above tests and were considered for interpretation. Hunches gathered through 

data collection and the early stages of analysis led to the likelihood that a four-

factor solution would better represent the data. Such hunches included noting the 

importance of employment to a factor, and the concerns expressed over certain 

incomers in the community being a detriment to health in another. Furthermore, 

there were distinct views on the importance of service provision and health 

behaviours, respectively. An initial assessment of the qualitative and quantitative 
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nature of the factors present indicated four distinct viewpoints which could be 

interpreted as factors. 

However, one and two-factor solutions were not definitively ruled out. These 

solutions were each considered on the basis of the qualitative data and factor 

arrays to interpret the nature and explanations of each factor. Additionally, another 

second-order analysis was conducted to assess the correlations between factors in 

different factor solutions and consider the presence of particular viewpoints 

regardless of the number of factors present. This provided an understanding of the 

presence of factors in different solutions, contributing to the knowledge of their 

distinct nature. Within the one and two-factor solutions, there was significant 

internal division within the qualitative justifications. In both factors of the two-

factor solution, and the factor of the one-factor solution, some statements were 

sorted in polar opposite positions by defining respondents, meaning the factor 

consisted of people who fundamentally disagreed, in the strongest possible terms, 

on the placement of a statement. While the placement of statements at the 

extremes of the grid did not necessarily render the factor incoherent, the 

accompanying qualitative discord led to these factor solutions being disregarded, as 

a binding common thread was not possible to identify. Following these processes 

and tests, the four-factor solution was the only viable option, considering both 

statistical rules and qualitative justifications. 

An issue of concern at this stage of the analysis was the high correlations between 

factor arrays (Table 6.2). While this was not necessarily a problem so long as the 

qualitative data indicated distinct interpretations, high correlations are not 

considered ideal due to the criticism which could be levelled that they are in fact 

two slightly different versions of the same factor (Watts and Stenner, 2012). The 

high correlations were in part due to a number of defining sorts (those meeting the 

conditions outlined above) for one factor also being significant on another. Sorts 

such as these are known as ‘mixed-loaders’ with ‘auto/pre-flagging’ procedures not 

removing them so long as they account for the majority of common variance. In an 

attempt to derive a more ‘pure’ factor array, an additional measure was introduced 

to the rules for flagging defining sorts. This rule requires that p < 0.01 on only one 
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factor, thus ‘unflagging’ eight sorts which load significantly on more than one 

factor. This had the result of reducing correlations between factor arrays. 

Factor score correlations  
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

Factor 1 1 0.44 0.54 0.44 

Factor 2 
 

1 0.52 0.49 

Factor 3   1 0.48 

Factor 4    1 

Table 6.2- Factor correlations 

While the introduction of this rule reduced correlations between factor arrays, their 

level of association remains universally above the significance threshold of 0.4079 

(Table 6.2). This implies that if a respondent sorted statements in an identical 

manner to a factor array (correlation of 1), their sort would be ‘unflagged’ due to it 

loading significantly on another factor. This concern was posed to an online 

community of Q Methodology practitioners who advised that quantitative data in 

the form of high correlations should be considered alongside post-sort justifications 

in deciding whether shared viewpoints were sufficiently distinct. Based on hunches 

during data collection, and definitive differences in perceptions and justifications 

between respondents, it was decided that this requirement was satisfied within the 

qualitative data. Further advice was to undertake an assessment of which 

statements were sorted similarly across factors and how that affected factor 

interpretation. Some ‘consensus’ statements (those with a statistically significant 

similarity in their placement across factors) were considered ‘neutral’, contributing 

little to factor interpretation. However, others were placed at the extremes of the Q 

grid, indicating that respondents felt similarly strongly about certain statements. 

However, the differing justification for the placement and interpretation of these 

statements, in addition to the importance of other statements to the interpretation 

of factors, allayed concerns and confirmed the presence of four distinct factors 

within the study. Data and characteristics of the factors are presented in Appendix 

10. 

Alongside the standard analytical process undertaken to perform a Q methodology 

study, this research sought greater insight into the interpretation and placement of 
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one statement in particular- ‘#27- Pursue community ownership of land, buildings 

or natural resources’. Respondents were asked to comment upon the placement of 

this statement and how they perceived it could affect rural health during the post-

sort interview. These responses were later analysed alongside the placement of the 

statement to understand more regarding the perceived role of community 

landownership in improving rural health. The findings of this analysis are included in 

section 6.7. 

6.6 Factor interpretation  

This section outlines the findings of the Q study following the rotation and 

interpretation of extracted factors. It will first consider the factor loadings of each 

respondent, a summary of the resultant factor arrays and the demographic 

characteristics of defining loaders on each factor. Each factor will then be presented 

in turn, supported by both quantitative and qualitative data. Modified ‘Crib Sheets’ 

(Watts and Stenner, 2012, pp. 150–155) are utilised to underline the placement of 

key statements in relation to their placement in other factors. The crib sheet is an 

aid to considering the placement of statements in relation to one another, and 

interpreting them in building an understanding of the factor. It facilitates a focus on 

salient statements (S) sorted at the extremes of the grid (section 4.5.2), positively 

sorted statements ranked higher than in other factors (H), and negatively sorted 

statements ranked lower than in other factors (L). The crib sheets presented below 

are slightly modified from those outlined by Watts & Stenner (2012) through their 

inclusion of distinguishing (D) statements whose placements are statistically distinct 

from those in other factors. 

Following the analysis outlined in the previous section, four factors were extracted. 

36 of the 62 respondents defined one of these factors, which accounted for 49% of 

Explained Variance (Table 6.3). Table 6.3 also details the associations between sorts 

and factors. Factor loadings significant at p < 0.01 are highlighted in bold. Where a 

sort is significantly correlated to one factor, and that correlation accounts for the 

majority of common variance (indicated by ‘h2’), it is considered ‘defining’. Defining 



197 
 

sorts are ‘flagged’ with an ‘X’ placed next to them. 54 sorts were significantly 

correlated to at least one factor, with 36 defining factors and 16 mixed-loaders. 2 

sorts were correlated to one factor but did not account for the majority of common 

variance. 

Eight sorts are not significantly associated with any factor, known as ‘null loaders’. 

Of the eight, six would be considered significantly correlated if the significance 

threshold was lowered to p < 0.05, indicating that they are only slightly below the 

required threshold in this study. Thus, if the slightly less stringent (but commonly 

applied) rule was adopted, only two sorts would not be significantly associated with 

at least one factor. Of these two (respondents 1-4-1 and 2-3-1), a closer inspection 

of both the Q sort and post-sort interviews of these respondents revealed a 

perspective which could be described as a more extreme version of Factor 2. This 

indicates a qualitative, if not quantitative, indication that the four-factor solution 

accounted for the breadth of perspectives within the community. 
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Q sort Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 h2 

1-1-1 0.1912 0.286 0.4256 0.4192 0.4752 

1-1-2 0.7423 X -0.0161 0.3029 0.0029 0.6429 

1-1-3 0.3602 0.1357 0.1936 0.0708 0.1906 

1-2-1 0.5717 X 0.2286 -0.1516 0.1682 0.4303 

1-2-2 0.4843 0.2228 0.4955 0.4084 0.6964 

1-3-1 0.2318 0.2936 -0.1528 0.3174 0.2641 

1-3-2 0.2662 0.5256 X 0.0551 0.0869 0.3577 

1-4-1 0.0583 0.2503 -0.1489 0.0553 0.0913 

1-4-2 0.0596 0.5251 X 0.3283 -0.0212 0.3876 

1-5-1 0.633 X 0.2432 0.3247 0.2132 0.6108 

1-5-2 0.6585 X 0.2099 0.0913 0.1688 0.5144 

1-5-3 0.4963 X 0.1597 -0.0134 0.4023 0.4339 

1-6-1 0.6636 X 0.2479 0.3557 0.0441 0.6303 

2-1-1 -0.1023 0.3689 0.3835 0.599 X 0.6524 

2-1-2 0.5191 -0.0403 0.2072 0.6488 0.7350 

2-1-3 -0.1338 0.4798 0.2573 0.4977 0.5621 

2-2-1 0.231 0.5263 0.2539 0.5279 0.6734 

2-2-2 0.4386 0.2921 0.3704 0.0617 0.4188 

2-3-1 0.2795 0.2016 0.2186 0.0028 0.1665 

2-3-2 0.3499 0.2856 0.5333 X 0.1613 0.5143 

2-3-3 0.7885 X 0.0505 0.2308 0.1068 0.6890 

2-3-4 0.6059 X 0.27 -0.0874 0.0148 0.4478 

2-3-5 0.4616 0.0248 0.5261 0.2018 0.5312 

2-4-1 0.1037 0.1061 0.0392 0.7477 X 0.5826 

2-4-2 -0.046 0.5773 X 0.1056 0.0023 0.3466 

2-5-1 -0.0067 0.521 X 0.3019 0.3649 0.4957 

3-1-1 0.3545 0.223 0.1056 0.2361 0.2423 

3-1-2 0.1125 0.381 0.5254 X -0.0705 0.4389 

3-1-3 0.7277 X -0.0549 0.3109 0.2258 0.6801 

3-1-4 0.538 0.0276 0.0966 0.4546 0.5062 

3-2-1 0.131 0.062 0.5095 X 0.066 0.2849 

3-2-2 0.3923 0.1199 0.327 0.5548 X 0.5830 

3-2-3 0.408 0.2051 0.5149 0.4113 0.6428 

3-2-4 0.5075 0.0562 0.4463 0.2197 0.5082 

3-2-5 0.4107 X -0.0948 0.1712 0.0467 0.2091 

3-2-6 0.5896 0.1978 0.4142 0.4419 0.7535 

3-2-7 0.2785 0.1002 0.3328 0.53 X 0.4792 

3-2-8 0.22 0.3476 -0.0488 0.5984 X 0.5297 

3-3-1 0.1744 0.5559 X -0.0408 0.2358 0.3967 

3-3-2 0.6407 0.1992 0.2494 0.4504 0.7152 

3-3-3 0.3501 0.0815 0.603 X 0.2934 0.5789 
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3-3-4 0.3794 0.0868 0.0097 0.4733 X 0.3756 

3-3-5 0.7373 X -0.0556 -0.0528 0.3256 0.6554 

3-3-6 0.1308 0.5023 X 0.3946 0.2046 0.4670 

3-3-7 0.589 X 0.3221 0.3973 0.2802 0.6871 

3-3-8 0.1402 0.3843 0.3701 0.0168 0.3046 

3-4-1 0.2865 0.0145 0.074 0.3973 0.2456 

3-4-2 0.2217 0.6388 0.095 0.41 0.6344 

3-4-3 0.4182 0.1842 0.5469 0.3791 0.6517 

3-4-4 0.3587 0.1627 0.13 0.4246 X 0.3524 

4-2-1 -0.0025 -0.0425 0.0009 0.3855 0.1504 

4-2-2 -0.3045 0.3196 0.2297 0.5015 X 0.4992 

4-2-3 0.6642 0.2045 0.0874 0.4549 0.6975 

4-2-4 0.4679 0.3214 0.2502 0.391 0.5377 

4-3-1 0.4307 0.6269 0.1329 0.0855 0.6035 

4-3-2 0.5924 X 0.222 0.2232 -0.0997 0.4599 

4-3-3 0.5152 0.5525 0.2664 0.1985 0.6811 

4-3-4 0.4988 X 0.219 0.1744 0.097 0.3366 

4-3-5 0.7266 X 0.3747 0.1044 0.0052 0.6793 

4-3-6 0.3734 0.5356 X 0.2337 0.1387 0.5002 

4-3-7 0.1213 0.5132 X 0.3107 0.0256 0.3753 

4-3-8 0.5997 X 0.1267 0.1842 0.2455 0.4699 

% Explained Variance 19 10 9 11  

Eigenvalue 12.00 6.17 5.44 6.84  

Table 6.3- Factor loadings with significant sorts in bold, and defining sorts marked with 
'X'. 

Factor arrays were then constructed, assigning ‘factor scores’ (corresponding to the 

columns on the Q grid) to each statement (Table 6.4), and making it possible for an 

idealised sort to be displayed for each factor (Appendix 11). This idealised factor 

array is a representation of the factor, informed by the weighted associations 

between defining sorts and the factor array, with more highly associated sorts 

contributing statistically more to the makeup of the factor array than less 

associated sorts. Consensus statements (C) are those which have been sorted 

similarly across all factors and are therefore not significant on any factor at p < 0.01 

(Watts and Stenner, 2012). Distinguishing statements (D) are those which are sorted 

significantly differently in one factor to all other factors at p < 0.01. These are the 

statements which define and differentiate this factor from others, indicating where 

the most marked differences of opinion exist. 
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 F1 F2 F3 F4 

1. Increase the amount of control people have over 
their own lives -1 -2 -4 0 

2. Allow people to participate in local decision-making 0 C  -1 C 0 C 1 C 

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people 
like alcohol, sugary food and drinks or fatty food -4 D 4 D -1 -1 

4. Cut welfare benefits -5 C -5 C -5 C -5 C 

5. Raise the taxes that people pay in a fair way -3 -4 5 D -3 

6. Spend more on the NHS 0 4 4 1 

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone 
coverage within the community 2 0 2 -4 D 

8. Improve transport links 4 D 0 0 -3 D 

9. Enhance road safety initiatives -2 C -2 C -1 C -2 C 

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, 
recreation and other community activities 1 0 0 3 

11. Provide anonymous care and support services 
within the community -1 0 -1 4 D 

12. Have more health campaigns -3 D 0 0 0 

13. Improve access to healthcare services 1 3 2 4 

14. Improve childcare and nursery provision 0 2 2 0 

15. Improve elderly care within the community 2 5 D 1 2 

16. Reduce social isolation and loneliness by building 
relationships with people 1 1 0 4 D 

17. Reduce the price of fuel 4 2 3 -2 D 

18. Develop local economy by providing support and 
incentives for businesses 3 -2 1 -2 

19. Improve availability of affordable, healthy foods 1 1 5 5 

20. Increase penalties for drug-related crime -2 4 D -4 -4 

21. Develop initiatives to reduce smoking -1 0 0 1 

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption -2 D 3 1 3 

23. Improve access to financial products and services, 
such as loans and advice -1 D -4 -3 -3 

24. Attract and retain young people in the community 5 D 2 1 2 

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment 0 -3 D 1 1 

26. Increase access to good quality education and 
training 5 D 1 3 3 

27. Pursue community ownership of land, buildings or 
natural resources -2 -5 -3 -2 

28. Promote local culture and identity 1 D -2 -2 0 

29. Implement stricter health and safety standards -4 -1 -2 -1 

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses 0 -3 -2 0 

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and 
affordable housing 2 3 3 -1 D 

32. Support and develop 'traditional industries', 
including crofting and fishing 3 D -1 -3 0 
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33. Increase access to good jobs 4 1 2 2 

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for 
their basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for 
their home 3 D 5 4 5 

35. Protect and increase local amenities, such as post 
offices, libraries and banks 2 1 4 -1 D 

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities -4 -1 D -5 -5 

37. Provide a forum for discussing local issues -1 -3 D -1 1 

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults 
and young people 0 2 -2 D 2 

39. Provide coaching sessions for good parenting -3 D -1 -1 -1 

40. Pay people money to adopt healthier lifestyles -5 -4 -4 -4 

Table 6.4- Factor Arrays indicating Consensus (C) and Distinguishing (D) statements 
significant at P < 0.01 

Table 6.5 outlines the demographic details of the defining respondents on each 

factor alongside those of the total P set. 
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Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 P set 

Total 

Number of defining sorts 16 8 4 8 62 

      

Age      

18-27 3 0 1 4 11 

28-37 1 0 1 1 12 

38-47 2 2 0 1 6 

48-57 5 1 1 2 16 

58-67 3 1 1 0 9 

68+ 2 4 0 0 7 

      

Gender      

Male 9 1 3 2 24 

Female 7 7 1 6 38 

      

Education       

Part-Secondary 0 2 1 1 5 

Secondary (16) 1 1 0 1 7 

Secondary (18) 0 0 1 4 9 

FE College 10 4 0 1 22 

University 5 1 2 0 18 

Postgraduate 0 0 0 1 1 

      

Residency      

Benbecula 2 2 1 3 11 

Iochdar, Lochcarnan and 
Gerinish 

3 0 0 1 9 

Middle District (Frobost to 
Driomor) 

3 1 1 1 12 

Daliburgh, Lochboisdale and 
Southend 

6 4 1 3 25 

Eriskay 2 1 1 0 5 

      

Occupation      

Small business owner/ 
management 

2 1 2 0 9 

Employed semi-skilled 4 2 2 4 23 

Employed skilled 5 0 0 1 13 

Highly specialised 2 0 0 1 4 

Unemployed 1 0 0 1 3 

Retired 2 5 0 0 8 

Student 0 0 0 1 2 

      

Crofter 5 2 2 3 22 

Non-crofter 11 6 2 5 40 
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Healthcare professional 2 0 0 1 6 

      

Cultural connection      

Whole life 7 4 0 2 25 

Incomer (less than 10 years) 2 2 3 2 10 

Incomer (more than 10 years) 4 0 0 3 13 

Returner (left and came back) 3 2 1 1 14 

      

Speaks Gaelic 11 5 1 4 36 

Some Gaelic 3 1 1 2 10 

No Gaelic 2 2 2 2 16 

      

Stòras membership      

Not a member 5 5 2 3 21 

Member for 0-5 years 2 0 0 0 6 

Member for 5-10 years 5 3 1 4 4 

Member for 10+ years 4 0 1 0 29 

Prefer not to say 0 0 0 1 2 

       

Current/former directors 1 0 1 0 4 

Current/former employees 0 0 0 2 6 

      

Health      

Very good 6 2 2 2 22 

Good 7 3 0 5 29 

Fair 3 3 1 0 9 

Bad 0 0 1 0 1 

Very bad 0 0 0 0 0 

Prefer not to say 0 0 0 1 1 

Table 6.5- Demographic information for defining sorts for each factor 

The following sections present the quantitative data, gathered through the card-

sorting procedure and analysed following the aforementioned procedures, with 

qualitative data gathered through post-sort interviews. The data generated through 

both of these methods allow for the interpretation of factors. The resulting factor 

descriptions outline the four shared perspectives gathered on the ways in which 

health could be improved in rural communities. Following the presentation of the 

name of each factor, each factor description will begin with a summary of the 

shared perspective, followed by a modified ‘crib sheet’ (Watts and Stenner, 2012) of 

the key statements and their placements in relation to other factors. This is 

followed by the full factor description incorporating both qualitative and 



204 
 

quantitative data and concluding with details of the demographic characteristics of 

factor exemplars. 

6.6.1 Factor 1- Local economic activity 

Respondents defining Factor 1 perceived the solution to improving health in rural 

communities to be in stimulating the local economy, specifically through developing 

local businesses. Consequently, they supported any measure which would stimulate 

local business development. This was seen as leading to increased employment 

opportunities, retention of young people and the provision of adequate income, all 

of which were related to health outcomes within the community. Respondents 

disagreed with measures which would stifle this economic development, including 

taxation and regulation by local or national government. A similar resistance to 

public sector intervention was present at an individual level, with resentment at the 

government attempting to change individual behaviour through taxation or health 

campaigns, emphasising instead the need for personal responsibility to pursue a 

healthy lifestyle. The salient, distinguishing and other defining statements for Factor 

1 are displayed in Table 6.6. 



205 
 

Factor 1 Crib Sheet F1 F2 F3 F4 

24. Attract and retain young people in the community 5 S10 D11 
H12 

2 1 2 

26. Increase access to good quality education and 
training 

5 S D H 1 3 3 

8. Improve transport links 4 D H 0 0 -3 

17. Reduce the price of fuel 4 H 2 3 -2 

33. Increase access to good jobs 4 H 1 2 2 

18. Develop local economy by providing support and 
incentives for businesses 

3 H -2 1 -2 

32. Support and develop 'traditional industries', 
including crofting and fishing 

3 D H -1 -3 0 

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for 
their basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for their 
home 

3 D 5 4 5 

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone 
coverage within the community 

2 H 0 2 -4 

28. Promote local culture and identity 1 D H -2 -2 0 

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses 0 H -3 -2 0 

14. Improve childcare and nursery provision 0 L13 2 2 0 

6. Spend more on the NHS 0 L 4 4 1 

11. Provide anonymous care and support services within 
the community 

-1 L 0 -1 4 

23. Improve access to financial products and services, 
such as loans and advice 

-1 D -4 -3 -3 

21. Develop initiatives to reduce smoking -1 L 0 0 1 

9. Enhance road safety initiatives -2 L -2 -1 -2 

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption -2 D L 3 1 3 

39. Provide coaching sessions for good parenting -3 D L -1 -1 -1 

12. Have more health campaigns -3 D L 0 0 0 

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people like 
alcohol, sugary food and drinks or fatty food 

-4 D L 4 -1 -1 

29. Implement stricter health and safety standards -4 L -1 -2 -1 

40. Pay people money to adopt healthier lifestyles -5 S L -4 -4 -4 

4. Cut welfare benefits -5 S -5 -5 -5 

Table 6.6- Factor 1 Crib Sheet 

The development of local businesses was seen as beneficial to the health of the 

community, with respondents advocating for additional public support in doing so 

 
10 S= Salient statements (+5 and -5) 
11 D= Distinguishing statements (significant at p < 0.01) 
12 H= Positive statements ranked higher than other factors 
13 L= Negative statements ranked lower than other factors 
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(#18 +3; #32 +3; #35 +2). The main benefit considered to derive from local business 

development was increased employment opportunities (#33 +4). Having a job was 

considered to lead to a number of positive health benefits, including increased 

physical activity, improved mental health, and the ability to afford to pursue 

positive health behaviours, including sporting and social activities, and buying 

healthy food. These were considered prohibitively expensive within the community 

for those not in employment (#34 +3; #10 +1; #16 +1; #19 +1; #4 -5).  

“If everybody’s got a decent job, they’ve got more money, they can 

go away from here more, they can afford to buy the fuel, they can 

afford to eat well. There is this thing where if they’re not working 

or on the doll, they’re more likely to be drinking, smoking, but it 

does make a difference having a decent job.” 

1-1-2 

Business development was considered to have a mutually beneficial relationship 

with population retention. While a dwindling population with few local 

opportunities for education or training reduced the ability of businesses to attract 

qualified, experienced employees to help build their business, an underdeveloped 

economy with few employment opportunities restricted people’s ability to stay in, 

or move to, the community. Therefore, providing incentives for people to stay in, 

return to, or move to the island to be trained and educated to undertake skilled 

work would develop the local economy, while also benefitting the demographic 

make-up of the community (#24 +5; #26 +5; #31 +2; #36 -4). 

“Well as an employer I totally disagree with restricting who can 

move into rural communities. For me we need to have people 

moving into rural communities because we don’t have enough 

people in the rural communities for employment. We’re looking for 

people to employ, and it’s very, very difficult for us to get 

somebody to do the jobs, to continue with the business, the 

success of the business, to secure the jobs of the permanent 

positions that we have at the moment because we need to 
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continue to develop the business and go forward. But it’s really, 

really difficult to do that when most of the young people from the 

island, when they move away they usually go to university in 

Glasgow, wherever, they don’t return back.” 

1-5-1 

“I think if we can attract young people to stay here in the 

community through jobs, which is why I put jobs at the very top, 

then we’ve got a much better chance of having a much more 

balanced and healthier community.” 

1-2-2 

Due to the faith placed in local business development to improve health in the 

community, measures which were seen to constrain that development were 

thought to be detrimental. There was interest in overcoming the infrastructural 

challenges which were considered to increase costs and decrease the 

competitiveness and sustainability of rural businesses (#8 +4; #17 +4; #7 +2). While 

public money was called for to be invested in overcoming these challenges, other 

public sector interventions which increased costs or regulation for local businesses 

were considered cumbersome, unnecessary and detrimental to local economic 

development (#29 -4; #5 -3; #30 0). 

“We certainly don’t need any more regulation, we don’t need any 

more regulation about health and safety, there’s so much already 

that people are drowning in it, and when it gets too much you 

tend to ignore it or cut corners. So I’m certainly not for having any 

more regulation on that type of thing.” 

1-6-1 

Respondents similarly criticised other public sector interventions as being out of 

touch with the needs of the community, displaying ambivalence towards increased 

health and social care provision (#11 -1; #38 0; #6 0; #14 0). They dismissed the role 

of public health campaigns as being misguided and patronising and disagreed with 
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interventions removing personal responsibility from the individual, and ultimately 

not leading to behaviour change (#40 -5; #3 -4; #12 -3; #22 -2; #21 -1). A similarly 

laissez faire approach was apparent with regard to crime and public safety, 

disagreeing with additional regulations or oversight (#9 -2; #20 -2). Inappropriate 

public education campaigns, including safe sex campaigns in schools, were 

disagreed with, while culturally-appropriate means of supporting individuals and 

families through the expansion of local care services were instead favoured (#39 -3; 

#28 +1; #13 +1; #15 +2). 

“We’ve got the trendy health campaigns that focus on social 

issues, ideological issues, and we have huge problems, sometimes 

families here, having control over what their children are taught in 

terms of sexual education, sex education, in schools or by the local 

sexual health nurse. So no, when it comes to things like that, I 

don’t think we need people who’ve got a bee in their bonnet being 

employed by the NHS to have health campaigns here.” 

1-6-1 

While criticising the actions of local authorities and national governments for their 

lack of targeted provision, respondents were ambivalent about the role of 

community-based decision-making mechanisms, perceiving them to have little 

effect on health, public policy or the development of the community (#2 0; #1 -1; 

#37 -1; #27 -2).  

Factor 1 consists of thirty significantly loading Q sorts, sixteen of which are defining. 

Loading respondents covered a wide range of demographic characteristics with no 

discernible pattern. The gender split was almost 50-50, as was the number of 

incomers to those who have lived in the community all their lives, while 

respondents lived in every area of the estate. The ages of respondents ranged from 

19 to 85 years old, and employment ranged between low-skilled and highly-

specialised industries. Formal education tended to be higher, with all but one 

respondent possessing tertiary education. While almost all of the defining 
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respondents were members of the community-owned estate, none were 

employees and only one had served a term as a director.  

6.6.2 Factor 2- Protect and care for the community 

Respondents on Factor 2 seek to ensure that elderly and vulnerable local people are 

being cared for and receive a high standard of care. To achieve this, respondents 

favoured the expansion of health and care services and providing local people with 

the financial means to live a healthy life. In addition, respondents favoured 

measures which mitigate the negative influence of low-income incomers on the 

health of the local population. This took the form of restricting their ability to move 

to the community and implementing punitive measures to crack down on the drugs 

and crime that they are claimed to have introduced to the community. Finally, 

Factor 2 claimed that community empowerment was having a detrimental effect on 

the health of residents, with some preferring the previous situation under private 

landownership. The salient, distinguishing and other defining statements for Factor 

2 are displayed in Table 6.7. 
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Factor 2 Crib Sheet F1 F2 F3 F4 

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for their 
basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for their home 

3 5 S  4 5 

15. Improve elderly care within the community 2 5 S D H 1 2 

20. Increase penalties for drug-related crime -2 4 S D H -4 -4 

6. Spend more on the NHS 0 4 H 4 1 

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people like 
alcohol, sugary food and drinks or fatty food 

-4 4 D H -1 -1 

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and 
affordable housing 

2 3 H 3 -1 

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption -2 3 H 1 3 

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults and 
young people 

0 2 H -2 2 

12. Have more health campaigns -4 0 H -1 0 

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities -4 -1 D -5 -5 

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, 
recreation and other community activities 

1 0 L 0 3 

2. Allow people to participate in local decision-making 0 -1 L 0 1 

9. Enhance road safety initiatives -2 -2 L -1 -2 

28. Promote local culture and identity 1 -2 L -2 0 

18. Develop local economy by providing support and 
incentives for businesses 

3 -2 L 1 -2 

37. Provide a forum for discussing local issues -1 -3 D L -1 1 

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment 0 -3 D L 1 1 

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses 0 -3 L -2 1 

23. Improve access to financial products and services, 
such as loans and advice 

-1 -4 L -3 -3 

5. Raise the taxes that people pay in a fair way -3 -4 L 5 -3 

27. Pursue community ownership of land, buildings or 
natural resources 

-2 -5 S L -3 -2 

4. Cut welfare benefits -5 -5 S L -5 -5 

Table 6.7- Factor 2 Crib Sheet 

Respondents defining Factor 2 emphasise the need for adequate health and care 

services to look after the elderly and vulnerable within the community, specifically 

those struggling on low incomes, who were considered deserving of being looked 

after by the state (#15 +5; #6 +4; #13 +3; #38 +2).  

“I think research shows that the elderly are living longer and that 

age group is quite a high percentage of our population here. So I 

think looking ahead for the next 10, 20, 30 years, that’s going to 

be the biggest challenge. And if we can provide the services to care 
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for them then I think that’s got to make the biggest difference 

health-wise. And we also need more young people and adults, the 

percentage of those is going down. So I think they’re a priority as 

well in terms of keeping them here and keeping them healthy so 

that we actually have people of a working age to look after the 

elderly within the community.” 

3-4-2 

Respondents had great concern for the plight of poorer local people (as opposed to 

those who have moved into the community), whom they felt should be provided 

with enough money to access amenities and services considered crucial to living a 

healthy life, but were unattainably expensive within the community (#34 +5; #31 

+3, #14 +2, #17 +2). Increased taxes were opposed and cuts to benefits resisted, 

citing low employment rates, the high cost of living and the increase in the use of 

foodbanks as evidence that people rely on benefits and that they deserve not to 

have them cut (#4 -5; #5 -4; #33 +1; #19 +1). 

“There is a lot of poverty on the islands, and people do struggle, 

and when there’s no work people don’t have money to pay for 

their basic needs. And unemployment is probably quite high, 

because the opportunity probably isn’t there for people, they’re 

either not qualified or there’s just not the jobs. And to live on 

benefits really doesn’t meet all their needs I don’t think.” 

4-3-3 

In contrast to the concern shown for low-income ‘locals’, there was a marked 

difference in the response to those moving into the community, whom it was 

claimed the social services department of the council had chosen to rehouse in 

social housing within the community, against the wishes of residents. Respondents 

were not averse to imposing restrictions on low-income individuals and families 

moving into the community who were blamed for bringing drugs and crime with 

them, while favouring the retention of young ‘local’ people and wealthier incomers 

(#36 -1; #24 +2). The effect of this in-migration is a fear and anxiety among the local 
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population, some of whom are unwilling to leave their homes due to the fear of 

crime, which in turn restricts their ability to live a healthy active lifestyle. 

“They are a very, very bad influence in the local community here, 

all these drug addicts and things that were almost unknown here 

before, and the knock-on effect that has… there are young people 

taking up drugs, and of course that’s bad for their health. And 

there are some people taking part in crime now. And it’s just bad 

all round. And then it’s got to the stage now that people are 

locking their cars, locking their doors, things that never happened 

before. It’s causing anxiety amongst people, as well as all the 

diseases and sexual promiscuity, and all the rest of it.” 

1-4-2 

Placing restrictions on those considered detrimental to the health of the community 

was perceived to be a solution to improving health. Measures designed to curb 

detrimental, antisocial and illegal behaviours through financial and punitive 

disincentives included reducing the ability to purchase alcohol, increasing drug 

policing activities and restricting benefits when claimants are in prison (#20 +4; #3 

+4; #22 +3). Similarly, measures which provided more money for people to engage 

in these activities were disagreed with, as it was perceived that individuals would 

simply spend it on alcohol or drugs (#23 -4; #40 -4). 

Finally, Factor 2 was marked by a lack of emphasis placed on community 

empowerment and sustainability. This manifested itself in a negative perception of 

local economic development (#18 -2; 32 -1), cultural continuity (#28 -2; #32 -1) and 

environmental protections (#25 -3; 30 -3) with regard to their impacts upon health. 

Furthermore, there was a belief that greater community engagement or authority 

would not improve health in the community, and may, in fact, be detrimental (#27 -

5; #37 -3; #1 -2; #2 -1). The discussion of local issues was seen as merely a “platform 

for arguing” (3-3-1), and community ownership was seen to have resulted in, at 

best, little difference in the health of the community, due in part to it not having 

resulted in an improvement to respondents’ personal financial situations. Some 
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respondents claimed the situation had been better under private landownership, 

citing the detrimental effects of social divisions as a negative impact on the health 

of the community. 

“Community ownership, up until now, we’ve been there for ten 

years and I haven’t seen anything… it hasn’t really improved 

anything, as yet. It has [improved] some things but say like 

drainage and things like that, it hasn’t really improved anything… 

let’s put it this way, I haven’t had a pound out of it anyway.” 

4-3-6 

There were thirteen significant loaders on Factor 2, of which eight were defining.  

Of those defining this factor, all but one was female. Five of the eight respondents 

were retired, with an average age of 67. Half of the defining respondents had lived 

in the community since birth, while two had returned after some time away, and 

two were relatively new arrivals. Respondents tended not to be involved with the 

community-owned estate, with less than half being members and none having been 

involved as an employee or director. Respondents had varied educational and 

employment backgrounds and lived in communities across the estate. 

6.6.3 Factor 3- Redistribution of resources 

Respondents defining Factor 3 favoured a societal approach to redistributing 

resources through taxation and reoriented political priorities. They favoured the 

provision of public services which mitigate the high cost of living a healthy life 

within rural communities, as well as the negative health effects of poverty. 

Respondents favoured state intervention over individual responsibility or cultural 

responses, though emphasised the need to spend public money effectively within 

the local community. There were allegations that political decisions around the 

provision of public services were disadvantaging the community, detrimentally 

affecting health. The salient, distinguishing and other defining statements for Factor 

3 are displayed in Table 6.8. 
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Factor 3 Crib Sheet F1 F2 F3 F4 

19. Improve availability of affordable, healthy foods 1 1 5 S H 5 

5. Raise the taxes that people pay in a fair way -3 -4 5 S D H -3 

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for their 
basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for their home 

3 5 4 H 5 

6. Spend more on the NHS 0 4 4 H 1 

35. Protect and increase local amenities, such as post 
offices, libraries and banks 

2 1 4 H -1 

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and 
affordable housing 

2 3 3 H -1 

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone 
coverage within the community 

2 0 2 H -4 

14. Improve childcare and nursery provision 0 2 2 H 0 

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment 0 -3 1 H 1 

12. Have more health campaigns -3 0 0 H 0 

16. Reduce social isolation and loneliness by building 
relationships with people 

1 1 0 L  4 

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, 
recreation and other community activities 

1 0 0 L 3 

11. Provide anonymous care and support services within 
the community 

-1 0 -1 L 4 

28. Promote local culture and identity 1 -2 -2 L 0 

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults and 
young people 

0 2 -2 D L 2 

32. Support and develop ‘traditional industries’, including 
crofting and fishing 

3 -1 -3 L 0 

1. Increase the amount of control people have over their 
own lives 

-1 -2 -4 L 0 

4. Cut welfare benefits -5 -5 -5 S -5 

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities -4 -1 -5 S -5 

Table 6.8- Factor 3 Crib Sheet 

Those defining Factor 3 perceived that the high cost of living in the community, and 

the financial difficulties which that can lead to, could have detrimental effects on 

people’s health (#34 +4; #17 +3; #31 +3). As well as the stress which financial 

insecurity can lead to, those defining this factor recognised the prohibitive cost of 

pursuing a healthy lifestyle, with financial constraints leading to the selection of less 

healthy options (#19 +5). 

“They can’t heat their houses… That’s key. And if we’re saying to 

be well you need to be comfortable, warm and dry, then that is 

critical, for everybody. So for people who don’t have good enough 
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wages, there has to be a system that will enable them to be in a 

warm, dry place, and then to be able to buy proper food.” 

2-3-2 

The proposed solution was a redistribution of resources through raising the taxes 

people pay in a fair way (#5 +5). Taxes were to be raised for those on higher 

incomes and redistributed to improve the lives of those less well off. Alternative 

fiscal or punitive solutions, including financial disincentives to crime or negative 

health behaviours, were claimed to further disadvantage poorer people by 

increasing their cost of living (#4 -5; #20 -4; #3 -1), and detrimentally affecting their 

health. 

“People on welfare are generally the most vulnerable in society. So 

to cut their benefits, there’s no way it’s going to help their health… 

The disabled who need the ability to get around, or access to their 

medication, if they take away the ability for them to get that, 

people are going to die. People have died.” 

3-3-3 

Tax revenues were to be spent on health and care services (#6 +4; #13 +2; #14 +2; 

#15 +1) to support people, but not social care services which were considered 

patronising to poorer people (#38 -2). Similarly, public health campaigns which 

punished poorer people for engaging in detrimental health behaviours, rather than 

altering the circumstances which led to them doing so, were not especially favoured 

(#22 +1; #12 0; #21 0; #9 -1). In addition, respondents emphasised the importance 

of other local public amenities considered crucial to improving people’s lives, 

including education, housing and digital connectivity (#35 +4; #31 +3; #26 +3; #7 

+2). While a lack of provision was considered to affect the entire community, the 

difficulty of accessing geographically distant services was seen to disproportionately 

affect poorer people.  

“One of the hardest things for people is to access healthcare 

here… The bus service has been cut so if they don’t drive they have 
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to rely on taxis. But the people who don’t drive are often the ones 

who have the least money, so therefore it’s difficult for them to 

find the money to spend on a taxi to come here. So it’s very 

difficult for some to access, or just to attend the doctor’s surgery.” 

3-4-3 

This focus on state intervention was mirrored by less emphasis being placed on 

individual control, or value of community culture and identity (#1 -4; #32 -3, #28 -2). 

This may reflect a more top-down approach to protecting and providing for people, 

especially those most vulnerable, through state institutions. In this sense, the 

solution to improving health in rural communities is through investing public money 

in providing, or reducing the cost of, accessing products and services. 

“The taxation system in the UK is a joke. The reason why you 

restrict public services is because large companies are virtually 

exempt from paying tax. Think of the society you would have if 

Google paid £5 billion a year in taxes, you could redistribute that 

£5 billion. You wouldn’t have to have restrictions on what people 

can eat because you could provide healthy options all the time.” 

3-1-2 

While respondents did not feel strongly about the effects of local decision-making 

mechanisms (#27 -3; #37 -1; #2 0), they emphasised the need for the accessible 

provision of local services through the redistribution of public money towards the 

local community (#6 +4; #13 +2). This belay an allegation that decisions related to 

the provision of public services were not adequately taking account of the needs of 

the community, with money being spent elsewhere instead. 

“The council in Stornoway won’t spend the money in the Southern 

Isles. There’s a massive distinction between the Southern Isles and 

the Northern Isles. The bulk of the population are [in the Northern 

Isles], but per capita less is spent here [in the Southern Isles].” 

3-1-2 
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Respondents favoured providing people with enough money to be able to afford 

their basic needs (#34 +4). One means of doing so, the provision of employment 

opportunities within the community, was claimed to have not only a financial 

impact on residents, but also improve their self-esteem and attract new residents to 

the community (#33 +2; #36 -5; #24 +1). 

“The next most important thing that gives anybody a sign of 

wellbeing, and self-worth, is actually having a job. And I think the 

impact of not having a job, whether it be through debt, or a poor 

standard of living, or just feeling pretty crap about yourself 

because you can’t hold a job down or can’t find a job, that would 

lead to things like depression, anxiety, stress.” 

1-2-2 

However, financially-based interventions which simply placed more responsibility 

on poorer people were disagreed with (#40 -4; #23 -3). This was due to a belief that 

vulnerable people needed to be cared for within the state structure and not simply 

given more money with no structural change made.  

There were eleven significantly loading sorts on Factor 3, four of which were 

defining sorts. There was little connecting the respondents defining this factor. Two 

of the respondents were male and in their 20s with no tertiary education. Both had 

recently moved to the community and worked in low-skilled jobs. Neither had any 

involvement with the community estate or with actively working the land. The 

other two respondents were middle-aged, university educated, and worked in 

management positions. Both had spent significant time living within the 

community, as well as outside of it. Both were active crofters and were involved in 

the community estate. 

6.6.4 Factor 4- Investing in people 

Respondents defining Factor 4 favour investments in people to improve their self-

value to the point where they take control of their own health improvement. They 

aim to tackle the poverty, unemployment and social isolation suffered within the 



218 
 

community with interventions aimed at providing employment, opportunities for 

social interaction and health and care services. Respondents also emphasised the 

need to provide opportunities for residents to pursue positive health behaviours 

within the community, specifically through affordable access to healthy food, a 

healthy environment and exercise facilities. Community engagement in decision-

making was considered to both enhance self-value and tackle social isolation within 

rural communities. The salient, distinguishing and other defining statements for 

Factor 4 are displayed in Table 6.9. 
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Factor 4 Crib Sheet F1 F2 F3 F4 

19. Improve availability of affordable, healthy foods 1 1 5 5 S H 

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for their 
basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for their home 

3 5 4 5 S 

11. Provide anonymous care and support services within 
the community 

-1 -0 -1 4 D H 

16. Reduce social isolation and loneliness by building 
relationships with people 

1 1 0 4 D H 

13. Improve access to healthcare services 1 3 2 4 H 

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, 
recreation and other community activities 

1 0 0 3 H 

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption -2 3 1 3 H 

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults and 
young people 

0 2 -2 2 H 

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment 0 -3 -1 1 H 

21. Develop initiatives to reduce smoking -1 0 0 1 H 

2. Allow people to participate in local decision-making 0 -1 0 1 H 

37. Provide a forum for discussing local issues -1 -3 -1 1 H 

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses 0 -3 -2 0 H 

1. Increase the amount of control people have over their 
own lives 

-1 -2 -4 0 H 

12. Have more health campaigns  -3 0 0 0 H 

14. Improve childcare and nursery provision 0 2 2 0 L 

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and 
affordable housing 

2 3 3 -1 D L 

35. Protect and increase local amenities, such as post 
offices, libraries and banks 

2 1 4 -1 D L 

17. Reduce the price of fuel 4 2 3 -2 D L 

9. Enhance road safety initiatives -2 -2 -1 -2 L 

8. Improve transport links 4 0 0 -3 D L 

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone 
coverage within the community 

2 0 2 -4 D L 

20. Increase penalties for drug-related crime -2 4 -4 -4 L 

4. Cut welfare benefits -5 -5 -5 -5 S 

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities -4 -1 -5 -5 S L 

Table 6.9- Factor 4 Crib Sheet 

Defining respondents saw the cause of poor health in the community deriving from 

individuals engaging in negative and often self-destructive health behaviours due to 

low self-value and self-esteem. This was predominantly caused by the interrelated 

social and economic aspects of unemployment, poverty and social isolation. The 

proposed solutions to these concerns involved investment in the reversal of these 

negative aspects through broadly community-based solutions (#34 +5; #16 +4; #33 
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+2), supporting individuals to value themselves and their health, and consequently 

adopt healthy lifestyle choices. 

“People who value their own health and their own lives and the 

lives of the people around them are more likely to make positive 

decisions about their health, about safeguarding their health… 

People who make poor decisions about their health conversely feel 

that their lives don’t matter, that the future is going to be terrible 

so why worry about it, and that if they have little control over their 

destinies then there is little point in taking decisions which are 

good for their health.” 

3-4-4 

The provision of employment was considered to directly address the social and 

economic precursors of poor self-value through reducing isolation and earning an 

income (#16 +4; #33 +2). However, this emphasis on employment was not 

complemented by a focus on local economic development (#18 -2; #35 -1; #32 0), 

indicating a focus on jobs, as opposed to the related issue of how they may be 

provided. This reflects a more individual approach to aiding recovery through 

employment, as opposed to a broader understanding of local economic conditions. 

The additional income deriving from paid employment was considered vital to allow 

individuals to afford to live healthy, sociable lives (#34 +5; #19 +5; #10 +3). 

“If you don’t have money you can’t afford to be healthy really. You 

can’t afford to do anything. And your mental health will decline 

rapidly if you don’t have a good job. It’s key to good living is 

having a good job.” 

2-1-2 

The importance of having enough money to pursue a healthy life led respondents to 

disagree with punitive punishments for the least well-off (#4 -5; #20 -4). However, 

they opposed financial benefits which did not derive from earned income, as they 

lacked the added feeling of usefulness and physical labour which often 
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accompanied employment (#40 -4; #23 -3). A further opposition to increasing taxes 

(#5 -3) indicated a perception of the state as a provider of services and facilities for 

those most vulnerable, but something which should not interfere in the importance 

of community-based care aiding further recovery. 

Isolation was also targeted through attempts to repopulate the community and the 

promotion of physical interactions over the increasingly pervasive digital 

alternatives (#10 +3; #24 +2; #36 -5; #7 -4).  

“Access to broadband and internet and different lifestyles though 

is probably got a lot to do with people not going out. You don’t 

have to go out to see your friends, and that’s for every age group 

as well, that’s not just children. You communicate over the phone 

or a quick text or you don’t speak to people because you just send 

them a quick text.” 

3-2-8 

While it was believed that overcoming these social and economic aspects would 

improve self-value and health behaviours, it was acknowledged that not everyone 

was at the level of physical or mental health where they could pursue such 

opportunities. For these individuals, there was a need for investment in healthcare 

services, and specifically social care and counselling services to assist those 

struggling with mental health problems (#13 +4; #38 +2, #15 +2; #6 +1). The need 

for these services to be anonymous was emphasised, especially when seeking to 

attract older men who were often embarrassed to access such services (#11 +4). 

While there was a perceived need for education on health behaviours and lifestyle, 

public health campaigns were sometimes considered misdirected and potentially 

harmful in rural communities (#26 +3; #12 0). For example, attempts to promote 

responsible alcohol consumption by increasing tax on it, while simultaneously trying 

to curb smoking by banning it in public places, was perceived to lead to individuals 

instead drinking and smoking to excess in their households, not curbing either 

behaviour and increasing their social isolation (#22 +3; #21 +1; #3 -1). 
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In addition to attempts to reduce negative health behaviours, respondents favoured 

the expansion of opportunities to engage in physical activities, valuing personal 

responsibility for health improvement. While this encompassed the provision of 

specific sports and exercise facilities, there was also a large emphasis on protecting 

and enhancing the local environment, predominantly through placing restrictions 

on polluters (#25 +1; #30 0; #17 -2; #8 -3). 

“Providing spaces and opportunities for leisure, recreation and 

other community activities- We’ve got a few but I don’t think we 

have enough. I don’t think there’s enough encouragement for 

young people to go outside and go play as much as there was 

when I was younger.” 

2-4-1 

While not feeling strongly that they could improve health in rural communities, 

respondents on Factor 4 valued community engagement mechanisms more than 

other factors (See Table 6.9) (#2 +1; #37 +1; #1 0). This was connected to aspects of 

self-value and social isolation in bringing people together and valuing the opinions 

of individuals and the community in a decision-making space.  

“Local decision-making is about how you encourage those people 

to build their own communities that they want to live in, and that 

they’re interacting with other people, and maybe having a little bit 

of a stake in improving that community and feeling that it 

deserves to be a healthy community. And about reducing social 

isolation and loneliness by building relationships with people.” 

3-4-4 

Nineteen respondents significantly loaded on Factor 4, while only eight of them are 

defining sorts. Respondents defining this factor tended to be younger, with half 

under the age of 25, and an average age of 33. Six were female while two were 

male, and only one was educated to a university level. Employment roles tended to 

be low-skilled jobs, although one respondent was a healthcare professional. More 
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than half of the respondents were incomers to the community, though some had 

spent decades living there. Half of the respondents were members of the 

community estate with two currently employed by it. 

6.7 The role of community landownership 

This section outlines the placement of Statement #27 (‘Pursue community 

ownership of land, buildings or natural resources’) within Q sorts, and respondents’ 

justifications for how they had sorted it in relation to the way it could improve 

health in rural communities. This process is not part of a standard Q analysis but is 

important to discuss in the answering of research question 2 (“What is the 

perceived effect of community landownership on health vis-à-vis other 

determinants of health?”) which is further outlined in section 6.8.4. 

6.7.1 The placement of Statement #27 

When considering the card sorts of individual respondents as opposed to factor 

arrays, only 6 of the 62 respondents placed the statement on the positive side of 

the grid, with another 6 placing it in the zero column, and 50 placing it on the 

negative side of the grid (Table 6.10). Taking an average of all respondents places 

the statement in the -2 column. 

 
n -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 

27. Pursue community 
ownership of land, buildings 
or natural resources 

62 2 7 15 9 17 6 2 0 1 3 0 

Table 6.10- Number of respondents placing Statement #27 in each grid column 

Of the 55 respondents who indicated which column contained cards they felt 

neutral about following their Q sort: 15 placed Statement #27 above their neutral 

point, 11 placed it within their neutral column, and 29 placed it below their neutral 

point (Table 6.11). This implies that a majority of respondents indicating their 

neutral point disagreed that it could improve rural health in comparison to other 

interventions. 
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n Below 

neutral 
Neutral Above 

neutral 

27. Pursue community ownership of land, 
buildings or natural resources 

55 29 11 15 

Table 6.11- Placement of Statement #27 relative to subjective neutral point 

When an average was taken of the neutral points of defining respondents across 

each factor, this contributed to an understanding of how each factor considered 

statement #27 with regard to its effect on health. Table 6.12 illustrates that 

respondents on Factors 1, 3 and 4 placed the statement on community 

landownership one column below their average neutral point, feeling that it would 

not improve rural health vis-à-vis other interventions. Respondents defining Factor 

2 placed Statement #27 in the -5 column, indicating that they could not express any 

greater disagreement that it could improve rural health. 

Factor scores for Statement 27 F1 F2 F3 F4 

Mean factor neutral point -1 -1 -2 -1 

27. Pursue community ownership of land, buildings or natural 
resources 

-2 -5 -3 -2 

Table 6.12- Rankings of Statement #27 against mean neutral point for each factor 

6.7.2 Justifications for the placement of Statement #27 

In seeking to understand the perceptions of community landownership and its 

implications for rural health, the post-sort interviews of those who sorted the 

statement highest were initially analysed. There were three respondents who 

placed the statement highest in regard to the grid sorting, and their own neutral 

columns, each placing the statement in the +4 column. All three respondents were 

university educated but spanned an age range of forty-four years and had little in 

common in terms of other demographic characteristics. One loaded strongly on 

Factor 1, while one was mixed between Factors 1 and 4, and the other was a null 

loader. Their belief in the importance of community landownership for the health of 

rural communities revolved around the “confidence” (3-1-4), “pride” (3-3-5) and 

“happiness” (4-2-1) involved in taking decisions within the community. However, 

they included the caveat that perceived poor management and governance of the 

estate could betray these benefits: 
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“There’s a lot of things that have been going on behind closed 

doors that the locals don’t know about, and I think that’s 

something that needs to change. In the last couple of years, it 

really does feel almost as if we’re not in control of the island, it 

feels as if we’re being dictated to by this board of directors, and 

that’s not a nice feeling to have. I think it’s important for the 

community to feel as if it is their place and they can make 

decisions.” 

4-2-1 

These respondents did believe, however, that this was not a problem with the 

concept of community ownership, but the local execution of it: 

“The fact that they’re not doing it right doesn’t invalidate it, it just 

means they should do it right.” 

3-1-4 

Other respondents who had placed Statement #27 elsewhere on the grid reflected 

this belief in the potential of community ownership and that the realisation of this 

potential was dependent on the effective management of the estate (2-1-2; 3-1-2). 

This was specifically in regard to the competence of decision-makers (1-4-1), the 

powers they hold (3-2-6), and the involvement of local people and organisations in 

those decisions, which was perceived not to be happening currently within the 

estate (1-2-1; 3-4-4; 4-2-4). In this sense, the health effects of community 

landownership were perceived to be very much dependent upon its governance 

and management, and not on the concept itself. Consequently, the majority of 

respondents indicated that their experience of poor practice in this regard had led 

to their belief that community landownership had resulted in little impact upon 

rural health, and any effect it had had was negative. While respondents’ belief in its 

ability to affect health was largely similar, their placement of the statement 

reflected whether they were focused on their own personal (often negative) 

experience of living under a community-owned estate, or how they felt community 

landownership could affect health, dependent on certain conditions. For example, 
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the potential for community landownership to improve rural health was similarly 

expressed by a respondent who placed Statement #27 in the -4 column: 

“So there’s the potential for community ownership improving 

health in rural communities because they can make demands for 

what they want, what they need. But community ownership is not 

a guarantee of that… I don’t think our experience here in this 

particular community has demonstrated that that has been the 

case.” 

1-6-1 

6.7.3 How can community landownership affect health in rural 

communities? 

Some respondents could not see how community ownership could be connected to 

health outcomes in a community (1-3-1; 1-5-1; 3-3-6; 3-3-7; 3-3-8). Others 

perceived that health has been negatively affected through the community 

governance of the estate (1-1-2; 4-3-5; 4-3-6) due to the choices and priorities of 

the estate not being geared towards the needs of local people (1-1-3; 1-6-1) or 

improving their health (4-2-3). The majority of respondents perceived that the 

governance of the estate had led to negative effects upon the health of local people 

through the divisions it had created (1-2-2): 

“There was a land buyout here, and it was full of promises which it 

failed to deliver, and all it did was just cause stress, big time, 

amongst many people. So I do think it had a bad effect on health 

in the area, and for all the benefits, health-wise there was a lot of 

stress, aggravation, irritation between people because of the 

stress of all this land buyout.” 

3-2-5 
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The divisions between the resident population and the community landowner were 

further compounded following alleged financial mismanagement (1-4-1; 2-3-5), with 

some preferring the previous private landowners to the current situation (1-4-2): 

“We’ve had an [Annual General Meeting] and an [Extraordinary 

General Meeting] recently, and it’s just a fight. What good is that 

doing anybody? It’s getting people more annoyed and more upset 

and angry towards them, instead of trying to work with the 

community to get things done.” 

1-4-1 

Other respondents, while recognising that social divisions were detrimental to the 

health of the community, did not blame these divisions on the management or 

governance of the estate, but perceived them more as an inevitability of a 

community-based power structure (1-5-3): 

“When you’ve got a distant landlord, the community can be united 

in opposing that person who lives away, an absentee landlord. 

When the community own, or have elected people to run an 

estate, the divisions are then within the community, and there 

have been very, very vocal divisions in this community... I don’t see 

any vast improvement on life or health because the community is 

now in community ownership.” 

1-6-1 

It was perceived that these divisions did not exist in neighbouring estates which 

were not under community ownership, and which were managed in a better way 

for the needs of the community (1-6-1). There was even a suggestion that that was 

due to the particular mindset and combative nature of the residents of the South 

Uist Estate rather than an inevitability of community landownership (2-3-5). One 

respondent who was involved with the estate suggested that community 

landownership, and community empowerment more generally, was a means of 

saving money through devolving responsibilities to volunteers, and detrimentally 
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affecting the mental health of directors of the community estate in the process (2-

3-2).  

There were also suggestions that the estate’s land use and management decisions 

have the potential to affect health. While polluting industries and waste disposal 

were perceived to be dangerous in any community (2-4-1), the community 

landlord’s alleged reluctance to address the issue of Lyme Disease on the estate was 

seen as a direct way in which the community landowner could lead to detrimental 

health effects on the resident population (4-2-4). The provision of crofting 

opportunities could actively involve more people in working the land, and is seen to 

provide physical employment (1-3-2), while developing facilities for outdoor 

activity, such as walking or cycling routes, was also perceived to be a way that the 

landowner could positively affect the health of the community (2-2-1; 3-4-1; 4-2-3). 

6.8 Discussion 

This section will discuss the four factors detailed in section 6.6 in relation to rural 

health theory and other relevant literature. It will then consider the similarities 

between the factors and the overarching themes running throughout them, before 

comparing the emergent factors to those found within a similar study of low-

income urban communities. Finally, it will consider the findings of this chapter in 

answering research question 2, regarding the perceived effects of community 

landownership on health vis-à-vis other determinants of rural health. 

6.8.1 Discussion of the factors 

6.8.1.1 Factor 1- Local economic activity 

The effects of businesses and local amenities on the health of rural communities 

was the significant theme of Factor 1. The aspects of employment, education, 

housing and amenities represent a number of the Social Determinants of Health 

contained within the ‘Broader social structures’ facet of rural health (Bourke et al., 

2012; Dahlgren and Whitehead, 1991), outlined in section 3.4.1.5.  
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Factor 1 was also marked by a resistance toward externally-mandated public policy, 

a perspective expressed to a lesser extent in other factors. Such policies were 

considered misdirected due to not fully cohering to local circumstances or context-

specific needs, and were often perceived to have detrimental impacts on the health 

of the community. This is highlighted by the neutral or negative perception of 

regulations around road safety, smoking and health and safety, reflecting the focus 

on local social and economic development in defining health behaviours and 

outcomes.  

6.8.1.2 Factor 2- Protect and care for the community 

Factor 2 focuses on the health of the old and vulnerable, emphasising the 

importance of accessible health and care services (Farmer et al., 2012c; Gibbins, 

2009; Godden and Richards, 2003). This converges with the facet of ‘Health 

responses in rural locales’ within Bourke et al.’s (2012) model (section 3.4.1.3).  

Factor 2 was also marked by a negative attitude towards community empowerment 

mechanisms. This is reflected by the generally neutral or negative placement of 

mechanisms through which individuals could assume more personal control over 

their lives or participate in community-based discussion and decision-making, 

including the previously discussed perceptions of community landownership 

(section 6.7). These aspects broadly relate to the conception of ‘Power’ in rural 

health theory, used by “individuals, groups and collectives in their actions to create, 

maintain or challenge systems and current ways of doing things” (Bourke et al., 

2012, p. 501). However, as power is “rarely discussed in rural and remote health” 

(Bourke et al., 2012, p. 501), respondents may not recognise its importance, and 

indeed not attribute any role to the restructuring of power relations in improving 

health in rural communities. 

6.8.1.3 Factor 3- Redistribution of resources 

Factor 3 emphasises the importance of raising taxes to spend more money on the 

NHS, though does not specifically place any health or care services above +2 in its 

factor array. Instead it favours investment in other public services and ways of 

reducing the cost of living in rural communities. This approach resembles the facet 
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of ‘Broader health systems’ (section 3.4.1.4), concerning the ways in which health 

policy is designed and funded, and its suitability for rural communities (Bourke et 

al., 2012; Farmer et al., 2012c). This more societal approach is reflected in the lack 

of emphasis on individual or community-based responsibility for improving rural 

health. 

The focus on redistribution and ensuring rural residents had adequate financial 

means reflected the link between material conditions and rural health outcomes 

(Smith et al., 2008). Actions perceived to remove money from the poorest were 

strongly disagreed with, while ensuring people had enough money was strongly 

supported. Specifically, Factor 3 focused on removing the financial barriers to living 

a healthier life through means such as paid employment.  

6.8.1.4 Factor 4- Investing in people 

The central theme of Factor 4 was a focus on maintaining a supportive social 

environment to reduce isolation and help people adopt positive health behaviours 

(section 6.6.4). This converges with the ‘Rural locale’ facet of rural health theory in 

embracing “community, place, social networks, social capital, culture and country” 

(Bourke et al., 2012, p. 499). Culturally, this led to a focus on improved health 

behaviours, specifically replacing the culture of alcohol and unhealthy food with 

one of engaging in community and sporting activities, preferably outdoors. 

However, this focus was not matched by a strong emphasis on the preservation of 

local cultures (perhaps seen to exacerbate the unhealthy relationship with alcohol), 

or indeed in maintaining the natural environment.  

Respondents on Factor 4 instead favoured the improvement in social environment 

through placing restrictions on economic and technological developments 

(Statements #7, #8, #17, #18). These divergences may present challenges in 

balancing social, economic, cultural and environmental developments in rural 

communities, perhaps reflecting the increased focus on social and economic returns 

over environmental sustainability (Chenevix‐Trench and Philip, 2001; MacAskill, 

2004; Pillai, 2010; The Scottish Government, 2008). 
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6.8.2 Similarities between factors 

The above sections have outlined the central aspects of each factor, representing 

the main differences between them. There were also two cross-cutting themes 

which led to convergence between respondents defining all factors.  

The first convergence was in relation to perceptions of the importance of accessible 

health and care services (Farmer et al., 2012c; Gibbins, 2009; Godden and Richards, 

2003). While different factors emphasised different elements of the provision of 

services for children, elderly residents and general health and social care, none 

placed any of these statements below their neutral point. In particular, the accounts 

of Factors 2 and 4 are most favourable toward the provision of care services, 

converging with the facet of ‘Health responses in rural locales’ within Bourke et al.’s 

(2012) model (section 3.4.1.3).  

Addressing rural poverty also emerged as a theme which connected all factors, with 

regard to their strategies for improving rural health. In this sense, the four factors 

can be considered different strategies for improving material conditions for the 

poorest residents, which is strongly linked to rural health outcomes (Smith et al., 

2008). Factor 2 favoured measures which would support vulnerable older people 

(Statement #15), Factors 3 and 4 focused on removing the financial barriers to living 

a healthier life (Statement #19) and Factor 1 saw the solution as predominantly 

lying in employment (Statement #33). Respondents on all factors were in statistical, 

as well as qualitative consensus that they strongly disagreed that reducing welfare 

benefits could improve rural health (Statement #4). Interestingly, while the four 

factors reflected differing ways to improve material conditions, there was broad 

agreement on what should not be done. Improved access to financial products and 

services (Statement #23) and financially rewarding improved health behaviours 

(Statement #40) were considered short-term and piecemeal. The provision of 

financial incentives was not considered to result in health benefits due to not 

addressing the fundamental causes of financial insecurity or poor health within the 

community.  
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6.8.3 Comparison of rural and urban perspectives 

The research conducted by McHugh et al. (2019) contributed to the development of 

the concourse for this study (section 6.2), as well as exhibiting considerable 

methodological similarities. That research consisted of a similar study into the 

perspectives of (among others) low-income urban residents as to how health could 

be improved in their communities. It is considered valuable to consider the findings 

of that study against this research on rural residents to assess convergences and 

divergences, and what may be garnered regarding the application of conclusions 

across the urban/rural divide. There are some overlaps between the factors 

emerging from both studies, as well as some differences. 

The most marked convergence between the two studies related to financial 

security. As described in section 6.8.2, all four factors in this study converged on the 

importance of improved material conditions to combat rural poverty, and the 

consequent detrimental health impacts. This consensus was reflected among all 

factors in the McHugh et al. (2019) study, which also emphasised the importance of 

having enough money, and predictable finances, for improving health. The 

importance of financial security and stability is thereby shared by all factors across 

both studies of rural and urban health. 

A pairwise factor convergence relates to paternalistic interventions to improve 

health. Factor S-2 McHugh et al. (2019) study is labelled ‘Paternalism’, favouring the 

provision of “supportive frameworks… to enable people in low-income communities 

to make better choices” (McHugh et al., 2019, p. 8). These frameworks involve 

incentives and encouragement for residents to assume control over their lives and 

pursue positive health behaviours, alongside health services to bring them to the 

point where they are able to do so. This interpretation resembles Factor 4 within 

this study (section 6.6.4), valuing investments in vulnerable groups to develop 

relationships and bring them to the point of taking care of themselves and their 

community. The primary difference between Factor S-2 and Factor 4 is in the 

former’s belief in financial penalties for those who continue to pursue unhealthy 

behaviours, which was not believed to be effective in the rural setting. 
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Another pairwise convergence relates to the role of financial redistribution. Factor 3 

seeks to overcome societal inequalities via the redistribution of resources through 

taxation, aligning it with Factor S-3 in McHugh et al.’s study of low-income 

communities (2019). This factor, labelled ‘Redistribution’ favours “fundamental, 

structural changes [in the] distribution of income, wealth and power in society” 

(McHugh et al., 2019, p. 10) through taxation to reduce societal inequalities and 

their negative effects on health. Commensurate with Factor 3 in this study, less 

emphasis is placed on the role of individuals and communities, with the state 

considered more able to improve health in this way. 

The most marked divergence between the factors is the different perspectives on 

the role of community empowerment in improving the health of the community. 

Factor S-1 of this the McHugh et al. (2019) study is labelled ‘Empower 

communities’, explicitly advocating for the devolution of “decision making 

responsibility” (McHugh et al., 2019, p. 8). The interpretation of this factor 

considered community empowerment a means through which local people could 

define priorities and rid themselves of ineffective external interventions, as well as 

developing social connectedness and self-esteem. Respondents within the South 

Uist Estate have a generally ambivalent or negative perception of community 

empowerment in its ability to represent the needs of the community. This lack of 

recognition may also belie their own experience of community empowerment 

having not resulted in improvements to rural health. In this sense, the reorientation 

of power structures may relate to the current (negative) experience of ineffective 

community governance, as opposed to the assumption of community ownership 

ten years previously. 

Finally, another divergence between the two studies related to the accessibility of 

amenities and services within the community. Factor 1 in this study related to the 

availability of various amenities in the community, including businesses, educational 

institutions and housing. Factor 2 emphasised the provision of health and care 

services for vulnerable individuals, a sentiment shared in different ways by all 

factors (section 6.8.2). Neither of these aspects were reflected in the factors 

present in the urban study, where such elements are likely more accessible.  This 
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disparity may reflect the aspect of ‘Geographical isolation’ within Bourke et al.’s 

(2012) framework which distinguishes rural health concerns from wider public 

health. In this sense, the ongoing provision of access to these amenities is a concern 

for rural health in ways which it is not for urban populations (Smith et al., 2008). 

6.8.4 RQ 2 – What is the perceived effect of community 

landownership on health vis-à-vis other determinants of rural 

health? 

Section 6.7 outlines the perceptions of the role of community landownership in 

improving rural health and the justification for its placement in relation to other 

mechanisms. In general, respondents did not agree that community landownership 

could improve rural health in relation to other alternatives, with many placing the 

statement below their neutral point. Their justification for doing so related to a 

widespread dissatisfaction with the way in which the South Uist Estate was being 

managed and governed.  

Respondents placing it positively spoke of the intangible effects of “confidence”, 

“pride” and “happiness” in the community’s control over the land, reflecting the 

‘Intrinsic’ effects of community landownership represented in Figure 5.1. However, 

respondents placing the statement across the grid believed that community 

landownership had the potential to act as a precursor to many of the elements 

perceived to improve health, but was not currently doing so. In this sense, while 

community landownership was perceived to derive certain ‘Intrinsic effects’, its 

ability to generate ‘Instrumental effects’ was dependent upon the effective ‘Actions 

and policies’ of the estate. The perceived insufficiency or ineffectiveness of these 

actions and policies could explain the generally negative perception of the role of 

community landownership in improving rural health on the South Uist Estate. 

The foundational nature of community landownership in this regard reflects the 

facet of ‘Power’ in Bourke et al.’s (2012) framework of rural health improvement. 

Power relations are reconstituted following a community buyout, but that is not 

seen to intrinsically lead to other health-improving aspects, aside from certain 
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intangible effects noted above. However, dependent on its ability to better 

represent the needs of the community, community landownership could underpin 

actions on ‘Health responses in rural areas’ and ‘Broader social structures’ 

incorporating the Social Determinants of Health (Solar and Irwin, 2010). Therefore, 

through using community-owned assets to provide opportunities for employment, 

housing and social activities, as well as lobbying for improved public sector 

provision of health and care services, community landowners represent a level of 

power which has the ability to alter conditions within a community, and improve 

the health of the resident population. 

6.9 Chapter summary 

This chapter has outlined the procedures and methods behind the development, 

administration and analysis of a Q methodology study into the perspectives of 

residents of a community-owned estate as to how rural health could be improved. 

Following the steps outlined, four factors were identified as representing shared 

perspectives on how health could be improved in rural communities. A further 

investigation was outlined into how community landownership was perceived by 

respondents and the ways in which it may affect rural health. The findings of this 

chapter were then discussed in relation to relevant literature. Finally, research 

question 2 was addressed in relation to the perceived role of community 

landownership in improving rural health vis-à-vis other potential interventions. 

The next chapter discusses these findings alongside those of the qualitative study 

presented in Chapter 5 to identify empirical convergences in relation to the two 

research methods. These findings are then considered alongside theory and 

practice underpinning the Human Rights-Based Approach to Health to consider how 

community landownership could improve health in rural communities. 
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Chapter 7. Discussion 

7.1 Introduction 

This chapter will consider the convergences between the two research methods 

comprising this study, before considering their findings with regard to the Human 

Rights-Based Approach to Health. In doing so it will consider how community 

landownership can lead to the accessing of Economic, Social and Cultural Rights 

(ESCR), and how the realisation of those rights are mediated through the adoption 

of the AAAQ Framework. 

The next section will consider the ‘Intrinsic effects’ of community landownership 

with regard to enhancing the Right to Self Determination, before a consideration of 

how the PANEL principles underpinning ongoing human rights-based governance 

can be embraced by landowners. An amended conceptual model incorporating the 

findings of the Q study, rural health and human rights literature will then present a 

visual representation of the conclusions of this research. The chapter will conclude 

with a reiteration of how the findings of this research contribute to our 

understanding of how community landownership can affect health in rural 

communities, directly addressing the research questions of this study. 

7.2 Research findings 

In Chapter 5, the findings of the qualitative study contributed to our understanding 

of how, and for whom, community landownership could affect health in rural 

communities. Figure 5.1 (presented below) outlines these findings graphically. The 

means through which community landownership is perceived to lead to health 

outcomes is represented by the multiple stages of causal connections, dependent 

upon the successful actions and policies of the community landowner (Research 

question 1a). Positive and negative health effects are differentiated upon 

individuals within the ‘Land governance’ pathway, dependent upon their 

involvement within democratic mechanisms (Research question 1b).  
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Figure 5.1 - A conceptual model of the ways in which community landownership can 
affect rural health outcomes 

The findings of the Q Methodology study presented in Chapter 6 contributed to our 

understanding of the perceived role of community landownership in improving rural 

health. Four distinct shared perspectives were identified by residents of a 

community-owned estate regarding the ways in which health could be improved in 

rural communities. All four of these perspectives disagreed that community 

landownership could improve rural health, with some claiming it had been 

detrimental to the health of the community. Respondents claimed that there was 

the potential for community landownership to improve rural health, but the poor 

management and governance of the estate had not resulted in such improvements 

within the case study community (Research question 2). 

On a conceptual level, the findings of both studies considered community 

landownership one step abstracted from many of the other potential rural health 

‘interventions’, instead representing a foundation upon which to develop other 

initiatives. Within both studies, the ‘Intrinsic effects’ of community landownership 

were considered of little consequence to health outcomes, with only minimal 

intangible effects such as confidence, pride and an increased spiritual connection 

considered to impact upon psychological health. Respondents in both studies 

emphasised the ‘potential’ of community landownership dependent upon its 
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ongoing management and governance. The relatively negative perception of 

community landownership within the South Uist Estate does not invalidate its 

potential, but it does indicate that it is not perceived to inevitably lead to a positive 

effect on the health of the community. 

The qualitative findings emphasise that the ‘Actions and policies’ of community 

landowners regarding participatory governance, the effective use of community-

owned assets, and the effectiveness of representing the needs of the community, 

can lead to subsequent ‘Instrumental effects’. It is through these effects (which 

broadly correlate to the Social Determinants of Health (Dahlgren and Whitehead, 

1991)) that more significant health benefits are seen to derive. Within the ‘Land 

use’ pathway, community landowners are considered capable of providing 

opportunities for employment and housing, ultimately retaining rural populations. 

Not only do these elements broadly converge with the aspect of ‘broader social 

structures’ in rural health theory (Bourke et al., 2012), they also reflect the 

perceived means of improving rural health outlined by respondents on Factor 1 of 

the Q study. Similarly, the ‘Accessibility of services’ (Figure 5.1) links to ‘Health 

responses in rural locales’ and is reflected in various ways by Factors 2, 3 and 4. In 

this sense, the ‘Instrumental effects’ perceived to derive from the use of 

community-owned assets in the qualitative study, are the same means through 

which it was perceived that rural health could be improved in the Q study. 

However, respondents to the Q study do not recognise community landownership’s 

role in doing so. 

Both the initial assumption of ownership (following a community buyout) and the 

subsequent governance of the estate by elected directors relate to the aspect of 

‘Power’ within Bourke et al.’s (2012) framework of rural health. Renegotiating 

power at all levels to improve rural health is a “multi-layered and complex process” 

(Bourke et al., 2012, p. 502), implying that it may take time, and may not be 

successful. However, if utilised effectively, the restructuring of power relations in 

this way can improve health in landowning communities in ways which are not 

possible in situations where power relations are unchanged. As power relations are 

“rarely discussed in rural and remote health” (Bourke et al., 2012, p. 501), the role 
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of community landownership in doing so may be a reason why respondents in the Q 

study did not connect its presence to improved health. However, respondents in 

both studies spoke of the divisions within the community, either created or 

exacerbated by community landownership, and the perceived mismanagement of 

the community-owned asset. In this sense, respondents may indeed perceive the 

effects of power relations within the community, but they are the negative impacts 

of power relations ten years after the land buyout. Thus, in a poorly governed 

Community Land Trust, power relations may negatively affect health outcomes.  

As detailed, there was significant convergence between the two studies comprising 

this thesis regarding the potential health effects of rural community landownership. 

The combination of these findings develops our understanding of how, and in what 

circumstances, community landownership can affect health in rural communities. 

They indicate that intrinsic health effects are minimal and instrumental effects are 

not guaranteed, being dependent on the governance of the Community Land Trust 

and on the management of the land asset for the benefit of the local community. 

However, should the estate be managed and governed effectively, the resulting 

provision of employment, housing and public services is considered to improve rural 

health. Thus, while respondents believed in the potential of community 

landownership to improve health, that potential is dependent on its execution. The 

following sections will consider these findings within a human rights-based reading 

of community landownership and health, providing guidance for enhancing the 

health effects of community landownership through embracing human rights 

principles. 

7.3 Community landownership and the Human Rights-Based 

Approach to Health 

Following the enactment of the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2016 (The Scottish 

Government, 2016), the strengthening of community landownership is being 

promoted with the specific goal of improving access to Economic, Social and 

Cultural Rights (MacInnes, 2019; Shields, 2018). It is through the accessing of these 
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rights that the Human Rights-Based Approach to Health is predicated (Denholm, 

2018; Kapilashrami et al., 2019; NHS Health Scotland, 2016; Scottish Human Rights 

Commission, n.d.). 

Accompanying the guidance underpinning the Human Rights-Based Approach to 

Health is the AAAQ Framework (NHS Health Scotland, 2016) to assess the ways in 

which access to rights may be enhanced (see section 3.5). The issue of availability 

concerns whether there is sufficient quantity of provision to allow access to rights. 

Interventions to improve rural health are seen to require a focus on improved 

availability of employment opportunities, physical infrastructure and education 

(Smith et al., 2008). The accessibility of rights relates to the physical or structural 

barriers present in individuals being able to access their Economic, Social or Cultural 

rights. The acceptability of provision relates to the cultural needs of the community 

and whether the opportunities to access rights are appropriate and culturally 

sensitive. This relates predominantly to the provision of health-related services 

within the community (Bourke et al., 2012). The quality of provision relates to the 

added value of effective interventions, as opposed to merely their inadequate 

presence.  

Each of the above elements must be considered in relation to the rights acted upon 

by community landowners to assess their implications for health outcomes in rural 

communities. These relate directly to the ‘Actions and Policies’ (Figure 5.1) of 

community landowners (within the ‘Land use’ pathway), and the extent to which 

such actions result in the increased ability of the resident population to access their 

rights. In this sense, the issue of access to rights progresses analysis of the Right to 

Health from considerations of mechanisms through which landowners can facilitate 

access, to the extent to which residents can access them. The perceived inability of 

the South Uist Estate to increase access to these rights underpins the criticism that 

it had not achieved its potential in improving the lives of the resident population, 

and consequently why it was not recognised by respondents to the Q study for its 

role in improving rural health. 
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7.3.1 The role of community landownership in affecting access to 

Economic, Social and Cultural Rights 

The Right to Health is accessed through the realisation of a number of other rights, 

including the Rights to Healthcare and a Healthy Environment, in addition to other 

Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (Shields, 2018; United Nations, 1976). These 

include “good quality housing, work, education and learning opportunities, as well 

as access to services and social and cultural opportunities in an area and in society” 

(Dickie et al., 2015, pp. 4–5; NHS Health Scotland, 2016). Many of these elements 

were focused upon with the Q study, with Factor 1 especially focusing on enhancing 

access to employment and educational opportunities. Other factors focused on 

improving access to various forms of health and care services, contributing to 

realising the Right to Healthcare. ‘Social and cultural opportunities’ can be said to 

have been focused upon by different factors, with Factor 1 emphasising the need 

for population retention, Factor 2 advocating for protection from an increasing 

culture of crime, and Factor 4 pursuing greater social support and engagement to 

reduce the risks of social isolation. 

The findings of the qualitative study converge with recent literature (section 3.5.2) 

indicating that land use decisions can lead to the realisation of a number of rights in 

Part 3 of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (United 

Nations, 1976). Employment opportunities, improved housing and population 

retention converge with the rights to Work, an Adequate Standard of Living, and 

Participation in Cultural Life, respectively. Furthermore, through advocacy and 

lobbying activities, the actions of landowners can lead to the retention of 

healthcare and other services required for accessing the Right to Health. This 

reflects the literature on the potential “social, cultural and environmental 

opportunities or ‘openings’ that may be created through local, collective, land 

ownership” (Mackenzie, 2010, p. 321; Wallace, 2011; Wightman, 1996). However, 

both literature and findings caveat that not all community landowners have 

enhanced access to these rights, nor do other ownership types inevitably constrain 

them. While community landowners may have a remit to act in the interests of the 
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resident population, their actions do not always result in a direct enhancement of 

access to Economic, Social and Cultural rights, while other types of landowners are 

equally capable of doing so. This reflects previous findings that: 

“Any kind of owner – private, state or social – can manage land in 

an enlightened or damaging way, and can relate to local people in 

an inclusive or autocratic fashion.” 

(Warren and McKee, 2011, p. 21) 

The recognition that community landownership does not inherently lead to 

improved health outcomes is reflected by the convergence of perceptions of 

community landownership within the Q study (section 6.7.2), regardless of their 

placement of the statement. Respondents generally sorted the statement 

negatively, reflecting their own broadly negative view of the community ownership 

of the South Uist Estate. However, they recognised the potential for community 

landownership to contribute to the improvement of health in rural communities 

(through leading to the ‘Instrumental effects’ outlined in Figure 5.1), if they 

managed land in an ‘enlightened’ way. 

It could be claimed that the social aims of community landowners may make it 

more likely that the interests of the local population are favoured above the 

financial interests of a private landowner. However, an assessment of this likelihood 

is outside the scope of this research, and would require a comprehensive 

assessment of all landowners. Therefore, all that can be concluded is that 

community landownership does not inherently lead to increased access to 

Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, while other landownership types do not 

inherently constrain them. The defining factor in this regard is the extent to which 

land use decisions are made to protect and enhance human rights, through acting 

upon the AAAQ framework, and the success of the landowner in doing so.  
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7.4 The Right to Self-Determination 

While not considered in terms of the Human Rights-Based Approach to Health, Part 

1 (Article 1) of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights 

concerns the Right to Self-Determination, which enables communities to “freely 

determine their political status and pursue their economic, social and cultural 

development” (United Nations, 1976). The realisation of this right, which 

fundamentally refers to the power of communities to affect change, was considered 

a central difference between community and other landownership types 

(Mackenzie, 2006b) and is often the main driver of a community buyout (section 

5.5.1). Within the conceptual understanding of community landownership (Figure 

5.1), The Right to Self-Determination relates to the ‘Intrinsic effects’ of control, 

capital and confidence. These are the elements which community-owned estates 

are imbued with the day they take ownership of the land, and allow them to make 

land use decisions according to the needs of the community.  

The Scottish Government considers the Right to Self-Determination a precursor to 

the enhancement of other economic, social and cultural rights, reflecting the 

‘Intrinsic’ effects within Figure 5.1 forming the foundation upon which other effects 

can be derived: 

“Community landownership is generally viewed as encouraging 

local development by promoting self-determination and 

empowerment as a means to release economic and social 

entrepreneurial potential”. 

(The Scottish Government, 2008, p. 7) 

While it is acknowledged that other landlords can also contribute to the social and 

economic development of rural Scotland, the biggest difference is that decisions are 

not made by the community and therefore do not result in the same gains in self-

confidence and self-esteem, regardless of how ‘good’ the decision is (Hunter, 2012): 
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“There is no automatic link between large scale land holdings and 

poor rural development outcomes but there is convincing evidence 

that highly concentrated landownership can have a detrimental 

effect on rural development outcomes.  These effects arise 

because landowners have the power to decide who can access 

land, when, for what purpose and at what price.  This power is 

created by the current system of private property rights and is 

therefore directly linked to landownership.”  

(Glenn et al., 2019) 

This conceptualisation of community landownership as the means to affect future 

change reiterates the finding that the effects of a community buyout may not be 

immediately evident, or attributed to the actions of the community landowner. It 

also reflects the findings of the Q study regarding the ‘potential’ of community 

landownership to result in other health-related effects (section 6.7.2). Therefore, 

the health implications of community landownership need to be judged on how 

communities can affect change in the future, dependent on emergent 

circumstances (Warren and McKee, 2011). Communities having the authority to 

make land use decisions in this way relates directly to the conception of power 

which underpins rural health: 

“The actions and leadership of individuals can change models of 

care, alter approaches to practice, develop innovative projects, or, 

at a structural level develop improved health systems and/or 

demand political recognition and resourcing”. 

(Bourke et al., 2012, p. 501) 

This focus on the ability to react to future circumstances in line with the needs of 

the community may render any contemporary assessment of the intrinsic health 

effects of community landownership insufficient. However, respondents to the 

qualitative study reported certain intangible psychological effects of collectively 

owning land in this way and an improved spiritual connection between land and 

community. The realisation of this right in relation to communal landownership is 
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considered crucial for the “individual and cultural identity” of local residents 

(Wallace, 2011, p. 41). It is this aspect of a regained connection with the land which 

chimes with the reported health effects upon indigenous communities in Australia 

(Flick, 1998; Watson, 2007), leading to improved health behaviours due to an 

internal feeling of belonging to the land (Bourke et al., 2012; McIntosh, 2001). 

Feelings of confidence, pride, belonging and affiliation through community 

ownership, linked to community cohesion (Bryan, 2015; Bryan and Westbrook, 

2014; Chenevix‐Trench and Philip, 2001), relate to a broader sense of the cultural 

significance of land in building an identity in individuals and communities (Glass et 

al., 2013; McMorran and Scott, 2013). These effects of community engagement 

reflect some of the themes of Factor 4 within the Q study (and Factor ‘S-3’ in 

McHugh et al. (2019)) regarding the improved self-value and reduced social 

isolation associated with community empowerment, tentatively linked to 

community landownership (section 6.6.4). These elements may be difficult to 

measure or quantify, but do suggest a present ‘Intrinsic’ impact, regardless of the 

subsequent land use decisions made, on the health of residents of community-

owned estates. 

The criticism that community landownership has not resulted in tangible health 

gains for the local population is attributed to the estate’s management and 

governance. This can result in the community’s right to self-determination not 

translating into improved land use decisions, or an empowerment of individuals to 

affect change in their circumstances (section 6.7). In this sense, the future potential 

and less tangible connection between community landownership and health may 

be one reason why respondents to the Q study did not broadly recognise 

community landownership as being a means through which health could be 

improved. Therefore, community landowners must continue to act upon human 

rights principles in the ongoing governance of land and assets for local people to be 

able to realise their Right to Health. The next section will consider how community 

landowners can do so, and how their actions could improve access to Economic, 

Social and Cultural Rights in rural communities. 
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7.5 Governance of estate in line with human rights principles 

The control and independence which facilitated access to the Right to Self-

Determination was imbued on the day the community took charge of the estate. 

However, even following a long and difficult buyout process, the assumption of 

community ownership was considered “the easy bit” (Warren and McKee, 2011, p. 

32) and may be seen as a means to an end. Following the completion of such a 

buyout process, the inaugural Chair of the Isle of Gigha Heritage Trust, Willie 

McSporran, remarked “This is only the beginning of a longer road for us” (Hunter, 

2012, p. 131). Other charitable organisations have recognised the importance of 

embracing ongoing human rights principles in providing access to the Right to 

Health (Voluntary Health Scotland, 2019). These practices, known as the PANEL 

Principles, guide organisations in how their management can be directed towards 

the protection and enhancement of human rights for their target population 

(Scottish Human Rights Commission, n.d.). With regard to community 

landownership, they relate to the ways in which elected directors should govern the 

estate in a democratic manner, and in line with the needs of the resident 

population. 

The findings of the Q study indicate that residents of the South Uist Estate do not 

perceive that community ownership could lead to improved rural health. This is in 

spite of the finding that the ways in which respondents feel health could be 

improved in rural communities correlate to the ways in which community 

landownership is considered to affect rural health (section 7.2). The overwhelming 

reason given for this, which was also perceived to have resulted in negative health 

effects for a number of residents, was the management and governance practices 

of the estate (sections 5.5 and 6.7.2) (Bryan, 2011). Conflict and divisions within the 

elected directors and between the estate and local residents were blamed for 

having weakened social capital, with the much-heralded potential of community 

landownership not having manifested itself in positive health outcomes (section 

5.5.5). The potential for community landowners to act in a similar manner to their 

previous landowner was acknowledged by the Scottish Land Commission, which 
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recommended changes in landowning systems and practices, as well as in the 

identity of the landowner: 

“The abuse of power is a consequence of individual behaviour, so 

behaviour change should be an important policy focus – but this is 

unlikely to be sufficient. While decisions about how to use power 

are made by individuals, the ability to misuse power is created by 

the system in which they operate. As such, mechanisms to alter 

the ownership of land are likely to be required in addition to 

policies to encourage good management.” 

(Glenn et al., 2019- emphasis added) 

Within the Human Rights-Based Approach, it is recommended that such ‘good 

management’ is operationalised through the adoption of the PANEL Principles. 

These principles assert that organisations should act in a way which is Participatory; 

that they should be Accountable to the population; that they should be Non-

Discriminatory in their actions; that they should Empower local people; and that 

they need to act Legally in doing so (Scottish Human Rights Commission, n.d.; 

Voluntary Health Scotland, 2019). The following sections outline the ways in which 

these principles may be mobilised by a community landowner and shed light on 

why residents do not necessarily recognise the role of community landownership in 

improving rural health. Furthermore, they may act as recommendations for 

community landowners as to how they can enhance access to Economic, Social and 

Cultural Rights within their communities. 

7.5.1 Participatory 

Participation in community landownership relates to the ability of the resident 

community to take part in democratic processes around the election of directors 

and other mechanisms through which they can shape and direct decisions around 

land use and other strategic aims of the estate. The findings of the qualitative study 

included the belief that an individual’s ability to exert control over their lives 

through community landownership was considered to improve their health and 
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wellbeing (section 5.5.4). This echoes the reported health effects of community 

engagement and local decision-making in reducing social isolation and improving 

self-value through having their voice heard and being able to affect change (Dickie 

et al., 2015; Macaulay et al., 2018). This was reflected by respondents defining 

Factor 4 in the Q Methodology study (section 6.6.4). 

The lack of a democratic mandate in other landownership forms means that 

effective participatory practices are a distinguishing feature of community 

landownership and imply that they are uniquely able to embrace this principle 

(Glass et al., 2013). However, merely the presence of some form of democracy does 

not automatically lead to improved outcomes, and community landowners have at 

times struggled to encourage wide participation from local residents (Brown, 2007). 

Within the South Uist Estate, participation in elections is generally low (Bryan, 

2011), with criticisms that participation is discouraged through the ‘secretive’ 

actions of the estate (section 5.5.2). This is claimed to reflect concerns that 

responsibility is being assumed by community landowners that lack the ability to 

adequately hold it: 

“Many rural communities currently lack the skills, the knowledge, 

the confidence required to let them structure themselves 

effectively to be able to actually tackle some [of the] issues that 

they face.” 

(Warren and McKee, 2011, p. 27) 

This lack of capacity within the community-owned organisation can lead to conflict 

due to the perception that participation does not necessarily affect change, leading 

to ambivalence towards the community landowner (section 5.5.5). While such 

conflict was considered negative, differences and diversity in the aims and beliefs of 

individuals can enhance “the sustainability of rural community development 

initiatives, even if they may be counterproductive in earlier stages” (Skerratt and 

Steiner, 2013, p. 323). Thus, while democratic participation may lead to conflict, it is 

not always negative, is considered an inevitable result of any democratic society, 
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and is necessary for community landownership to realise its potential benefits for 

the health of rural communities (Glenn et al., 2019). 

7.5.2 Accountable 

Accountability in regard to landownership centres on the local community’s ability 

to hold the landowner to account for representing their needs and upholding their 

human rights. The democratic ability for residents to remove directors and replace 

them with others is a way in which they can hold them accountable (section 5.5.2). 

While other types of landowners may provide the ability for residents to contribute 

their opinions on land uses, it was emphasised that “even when there is 

consultation, power relations will always play a significant role” in the final decision 

of the landowner (Warren and McKee, 2011, p. 32). This indicates that 

accountability is also unique to community landownership in being able to ensure 

landowners respond to the needs of the community, or be faced with removal: 

“The free, prior, and informed consent of local people is required 

to the ownership, normally in the form of a ballot of all electors, 

and the community has an ongoing ‘regulatory’ role through local 

elections to the governing body and in shaping major land use 

decisions.” 

(Peacock, 2018, p. 5) 

While private landowners may choose to act in accordance with the community’s 

wishes, or at least not actively work against them, they have no compulsion to do 

so, with some being claimed to value personal power or enrichment over the 

welfare or development of the community (section 5.6.2) (McKee, 2013). In this 

sense, community landownership is not a threat to good landowners, it just keeps 

bad ones in check and provides the ability to replace them, reflecting the emphasis 

on the future challenges faced by the community (Warren and McKee, 2011). 

Furthermore, efforts to hold a private landowner accountable may lead to negative 

consequences for community members: 
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“Perhaps most worrying however, was the fear of repercussions 

from “going against the landowner” expressed by some people. 

This fear was rooted firmly in the concentration of power in some 

communities and the perceived ability of landowners to inflict 

consequences such as eviction or blacklisting for 

employment/contracts on residents should they so wish. Such fear 

is a clear impediment to innovation and sustainable development 

and has no place in a progressive and inclusive Scotland.” 

(Glenn et al., 2019) 

However, community landowners have been criticised for a lack of accountability 

(sections 2.4.4.3 and 2.5.3), with recommendations for how it can be improved. An 

overly large estate size or population was claimed to make accountability more 

difficult, especially when governance was not structured to represent all 

geographical areas within an estate (section 5.5.2). Within the South Uist Estate, 

claims that directors flouted rules around implied consent and confidentiality 

suggests that the accountability of the estate governance is not as strong as it could 

be (section 5.5.5). While it is claimed that such practices will improve as the estate 

‘matures’, the fact remains that directors can be removed democratically and 

replaced with other community members who may be able to better represent the 

needs of the community. This ensures accountability of directors to the community.  

7.5.3 Non-discriminatory 

The principle of non-discrimination relates to which individuals and groups have the 

ability to participate in decision-making processes, and which ones may be 

precluded from doing so through explicit or hidden barriers. It has been argued that 

a structure which allows an unelected individual the right to determine land uses on 

the basis of their ownership of that land asset (as is the case under other 

landownership types) is inherently discriminatory towards the other individuals who 

are stakeholders in that land (McKee et al., 2013). This was articulated by the Land 

Reform Policy Group in asserting that “the interests of the majority have been 

damaged by the interests of the few who control [the land]” (Braunholtz-Speight 
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and Macleod, 2011, p. 6), with implications for the social and economic 

development of rural communities. 

“There is a strong body of international evidence connecting 

inequality with sub-par economic performance. What is more 

surprising is that the relevance of this literature to Scotland’s 

pattern of landownership is not more widely recognised.” 

(Glenn et al., 2019) 

The Principle of Non-Discrimination further calls for those facing the biggest barriers 

to realising their rights to be prioritised (Scottish Human Rights Commission, n.d.). 

This implies that previously disenfranchised members of the community should be 

given the right to affect change within the estate’s governance. Community 

landowners have also had to consider issues of discrimination within the 

governance of the estate. Debates around the power of crofters and the role played 

by incomers have often accompanied the early years of community buyouts while 

local residents debate their new identity and who is considered to be part of it 

(section 5.5.2).  

“Taking ownership may make a community but it can also break it, 

especially where tensions already exist between so-called 

‘incomers’ and ‘locals’.” 

(Warren and McKee, 2011, p. 32) 

It was further claimed that, despite the theoretical ability for everyone to play a role 

in the direction of the estate, hidden power and pre-existing social structures 

continue to define who is considered ‘worthy’, with the implication that others are 

discriminated against through an institutional, but implicit, system (Brown, 2007). In 

this sense, while private landownership could be considered intrinsically 

discriminatory, community landownership also has the potential to be so, 

dependent on the governance and culture of the estate. These discussions over 

who should be excluded from participation indicated that private landownership, 

which excludes the entirety of the community, was preferable to some residents 
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due to its lack of social division in indicating where power lies within the community 

(section 5.5.5). 

7.5.4 Empowering 

Empowerment requires the communication of people’s rights, the ways in which 

the organisation is seeking to enhance them and how individuals can take part in 

the decisions which affect their lives (NHS Health Scotland, 2016). Fundamentally 

this relies on effective communication between the landowning body and the 

resident population but is closely related to Participation and Accountability in its 

ability to translate the beliefs and opinions of residents into tangible actions 

(section 5.5.3). In some circumstances effective communication was considered 

superior to democratic engagement with regard to imbuing residents with the 

knowledge of where power lies and how to interact with it. However, merely the 

communication of decisions made is not considered to empower individuals, with a 

broader focus on how such communication makes residents feel valued and 

listened to: 

“It is not just about engagement and empowerment but about a 

particular type of process – one that is inclusive and considers 

wider interests of communities and not only individuals within it.” 

(Skerratt and Steiner, 2013, p. 331) 

Communication of this form is considered equally possible across landownership 

types with examples of good and bad practice apparent for different landowners. 

While not being required to communicate with the resident community, private 

landowners may choose to do so for various reasons, including stemming the 

demand for a community buyout (Warren and McKee, 2011). There were 

widespread criticisms of the poor communication from the South Uist Estate, with 

allegations of secrecy leading to residents feeling that they were not able to take 

part in the actions of the estate, or understand what its aims were (section 5.5.3). 

This further led to criticism of the actions taken due to a lack of understanding of 

estate objectives and when other priorities would be focused upon (section 5.6.2.2). 
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Recently, there were signs that such feedback was being heeded, with active efforts 

being made to better communicate the actions and strategies of the estate through 

newsletters and social media forums. Such actions will contribute to the 

empowerment of the local community to understand how to access their rights. 

7.5.5 Legal 

The legality of the actions of community landowners are “grounded in the legal 

rights that are set out in domestic and international laws” (Scottish Human Rights 

Commission, n.d.). Little can be definitively concluded regarding the intrinsic legality 

of private or community landownership practices. The guidelines being developed 

as part of the Land Rights and Responsibilities Statement (The Scottish Government, 

2017) may help to clarify this, providing a binding legal framework upon which to 

base future legal interactions between landowner and resident community. 

Furthermore, the integration of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and 

Cultural Rights into Scots Law will provide a legal recourse if these rights are denied 

to rural communities through the actions of landowners (Miller, 2018). The change 

in emphasis from a focus on the Right to Property to the upholding of Economic, 

Social and Cultural Rights highlighted the potential illegality of unaccountable 

landownership which constrains community development (Hunter, 2014; 

International Land Coalition, 2018; MacInnes, 2019; MacInnes and Shields, 2015). A 

landmark court case ruled that the resident community of the Pairc Estate in Lewis 

had the right to take ownership from the private landowner against his wishes, due 

to his actions abridging their rights (Campbell, 2015; Hebrides News, 2012a).  

While legality cannot be said to be a defining feature of community or private 

landownership, it can be concluded that community owners are not immune from 

acting in an illegal way with regard to land use and ownership. This is illustrated in 

the legal battles involving the South Uist Estate, some of which have ruled against 

the landowner, implying it was not acting legally (section 5.6.2.1). This would need 

to be addressed for community landowners to enhance access to human rights. 



254 
 

7.6 Conceptual model 

The assimilation of empirical data with literature and theory discussed in this 

chapter can be displayed by means of a conceptual model (Figure 7.1). The model is 

a modification of Figure 5.1, informed by the Q Methodology study as well as 

literature on the Human Rights-Based Approach to Health and rural health theory.
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Figure 7.1- Conceptual representation of the mechanisms and mediating factors through which community landownership can improve rural 
health 
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The Right to Self-Determination forms Part 1 (Article 1) of the International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. The intrinsic effects of control, 

capital and confidence imbued following a community land buyout endow 

communities with the self-determination to make land use decisions based on the 

needs of the community, having the authority, financial capacity and community 

inclination to do so (section 7.4). This allows communities to take decisions to 

protect and enhance their human rights, and elect the individuals tasked with doing 

so. Aside from an increased confidence and connection with the land being 

considered to improve mental health in the community, the realisation of the Right 

to Self Determination primarily acts as an antecedent to actions aimed at increasing 

access to other rights. While this foundation does not result in a guarantee of 

increased access to the Right to Health, it imbues the community with the ability, in 

perpetuity, to act in the interest of the resident population. Having access to this 

right forms the basis of the potential for community landownership to improve 

health in rural communities and, in doing so, distinguishes community 

landownership from other ownership types. 

The findings of the Q Methodology study indicate that community landownership is 

not a distinguishing element of the extent to which the local community has access 

to their Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, nor does it inherently lead to their 

realisation (section 6.8.4). Different landownership types have the ability to provide 

access to these rights, with examples of good and bad practice from community and 

private landowners. The extent to which these rights are realised is mediated by 

elements of the AAAQ Framework being mobilised with regard to the access local 

residents have to their rights (section 7.3.1). Enhancing these aspects of Availability, 

Accessibility, Acceptability and Quality are all within the gift of landowners and 

were considered the defining aspect of good and bad landowners. Having access to 

these rights corresponded to two specific aspects of Bourke et al.’s (2012) theory of 

rural health: ‘Broader Social Structures’ refer to the access to, and distribution of, 

the Social Determinants of Health (Solar and Irwin, 2010) (Factor 1); while ‘Health 

Responses in Rural Locales’ refers to the access to healthcare and other health 

services enjoyed within a rural community (Factors 2, 3 and 4). 
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While community landownership provides the baseline through which decisions can 

be made to protect and enhance the rights of the local community, the realisation 

of this potential depends on the ongoing governance of the estate conforming to 

the PANEL principles (section 7.5). While the participatory, accountable and non-

discriminatory principles of community landownership differentiate it from other 

landownership types, the added value of these aspects are dependent on effective 

governance of the estate. Poor governance practices in this regard can lead to 

community landownership resembling the pre-buyout landowner. The extent to 

which these principles are embraced and mobilised differentiates the effects of 

community landownership upon different members of the community, dependent 

on the extent to which they are allowed to participate in the governance of the 

estate (section 5.7.3). While the empowerment and legality of landowners are not 

dependent on landownership type, the effective mobilising of these principles can 

also mediate the effects of landownership on the realisation of human rights. These 

elements directly relate to the element of ‘Power’ relations considered to underpin 

all other determinants of rural health, with direct effects upon realising the Right to 

Health in rural communities (Bourke et al., 2012). 

7.7 Chapter summary 

This chapter sought to present the findings of previous chapters in a coherent 

manner, in line with relevant theories underpinning rural health and the Human 

Rights-Based Approach to Health. The result of this is the amended conceptual 

model of the role of community landownership in improving rural health (Figure 

7.1). This section reiterates the findings of this study in relation to the research 

questions detailed in section 4.2. 

Community landownership can affect health in rural communities through acting to 

enhance access to a number of Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, dependent on 

the needs of the community. Its ability to do so is predicated on the extent to which 

it increases the availability, accessibility, acceptability and quality of these rights 

through effective actions and policies on land use and management. The 
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community’s intrinsic ownership of land is considered to lead to certain intangible 

effects upon psychological health. Involvement in democratic mechanisms can lead 

to both positive and negative effects upon mental health. 

Access to Economic, Social and Cultural Rights is not considered to be differentiated 

for different members of landowning communities. However, the extent of 

involvement in the governance of community-owned estates is considered to lead 

to increased potential for both positive and negative health effects. Increased ability 

to affect change within the circumstances of individuals and the community as a 

whole can improve mental health. However, the burden of responsibility involved in 

governance can lead to overwork and public criticism which can have detrimental 

effects upon individuals. 

Community landownership is distinguished from other landownership types 

through the community’s realisation of their Right to Self-Determination. This right 

has the potential to lead to action being taken to enhance access to other 

Economic, Social and Cultural rights in line with the community’s needs. The extent 

to which this potential is realised depends on the effective governance of the estate 

in line with human rights principles. Community landowners are unique in their 

ability to act in a participatory, accountable and non-discriminatory manner in 

regard to landownership. However, should this potential not be realised through 

the governance of the estate not embracing these principles, the community 

landowner will resemble other landownership types with no discernible difference 

in the lives of local people. 

Community landownership was not considered to result in positive effects on rural 

health in relation to other health interventions. However, dependent on the 

effective management and governance of land, it can act as an antecedent to such 

interventions. Through integrating the democratic involvement of community 

members and acting to enhance access to Economic, Social and Cultural rights, 

community landownership can provide a foundation for future health improvement 

in rural communities in Scotland. 
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The following chapter will provide a conclusion to this thesis, outlining the original 

contribution it makes and the implications of its findings. It will also reflect on the 

limitations of the study and the personal experience of conducting it. 
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Chapter 8. Conclusion 

8.1 Introduction 

This chapter provides a summary of the findings outlined in previous chapters, 

before stating the original contributions to knowledge derived through the 

conducting of this study. The implications of these findings will then be considered 

in terms of their potential impacts on policy, practice and further research. A 

consideration of the limitations of this research will then be detailed, before 

personally reflecting on the experience of conducting this study. 

8.2 Summary of findings 

This research found that landowners (regardless of identity) can play a significant 

role in the extent to which rural residents can access their Economic, Social and 

Cultural Rights, dependent on their means, capacity and inclination to do so. The 

decisions of landowners to provide or facilitate opportunities for employment and 

housing can attract and retain rural populations. Furthermore, landowners can 

lobby or advocate for the provision of healthcare and other services. All of these 

actions, if implemented effectively, can improve health in rural communities and 

are within the gift of landowners to affect. 

Community ownership of land bestows control, capital and confidence upon rural 

communities, allowing them to access their Right to Self-Determination. It imbues a 

heightened spiritual connection to the land, which is claimed can improve mental 

health. Having access to the Right to Self-Determination does not inherently lead to 

residents’ improved access to other Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, which 

depends on effective ongoing management and governance of the estate. However, 

it endows the community landowner with the means to do so, and ensures these 

rights are not constrained by external influences in the future. 

The accountable democratic governance of community-owned estates distinguishes 

them from other ownership types. Effective ongoing management and governance 
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defines the extent to which the estate acts in the interests of the local population 

and empowers local people. Those involved in the management and governance of 

the estate can benefit from increased feelings of empowerment and responsibility 

over their lives and the lives of others. However, they are also considered more 

likely to suffer detrimental health effects through stress and criticism. This form of 

democratic engagement is also considered capable of exacerbating social divisions 

within rural communities, negatively affecting health. 

8.3 Original contribution to knowledge 

This study provides a conceptual understanding of the ways in which community 

landownership can affect health in rural communities, a subject which has not 

previously been researched. The evidence-based conceptual model presented in 

section 7.6 outlines the causal pathways through which community landownership 

can lead to health outcomes, and the factors which mediate those effects. This is 

the first such framework detailing this process and makes a substantial contribution 

to the ongoing understanding of the effects of community landownership in rural 

Scotland. 

Interpreting these effects through the Human Rights-Based Approach to Health 

contributes to the relevance of community landownership to Scotland’s public 

health strategy, which may soon be based on this approach. The convergence of the 

Human Rights-Based Approach to Health with frameworks underpinning rural 

health and the Social Determinants of Health are outlined in Figure 3.2 to explicate 

the relevance of this approach to existing public health strategies in Scotland. The 

identification and explanation of the means through which community landowners 

can enhance access to these rights offers practical guidance for improving health in 

landowning communities.  

The consideration of The Right to Self-Determination and the internal power 

dynamics of rural communities contributes to the understanding of the role 

community empowerment plays in health improvement, with recommendations for 

best practice. Recognising community landownership as a means through which 
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power relations can be reconstituted in rural communities contributes to our 

knowledge of the way in which this intervention can act as an antecedent to other 

measures to improve rural health. It also contributes to our understanding of the 

differentiated effects upon those involved in the management and governance of 

community-owned estates, and the potential negative effects of their involvement. 

The application of Q Methodology, the first such time the method has been utilised 

in this way, contributes to our understanding of the perceived relative contribution 

of community landownership to the improvement of rural health. The ambivalent 

or negative perception of community landownership in this regard implies that 

residents do not always perceive community landownership as having a positive 

effect on rural health. While community ownership of land was perceived to have 

the potential to act as an antecedent to other health interventions, its success in 

this regard is dependent on the effective management and governance of the 

estate. This indicates that community landownership does not inherently lead to 

positive health impacts, a finding which is crucial for aspiring landowning 

communities to understand when contemplating a community land buyout. 

8.4 Implications of findings 

8.4.1 Implications for research 

The effects of community landownership on rural communities in Scotland may not 

be recognised for decades to come (Callaghan et al., 2011; McMorran et al., 2014; 

Warren and McKee, 2011). However, this conceptual understanding can underpin 

subsequent research on the impacts of this relatively young concept. Future 

research can test the robustness of the framework to understand the health effects 

of community landownership in different locations and social contexts. Specific 

instruments can be utilised to measure and evidence the extent of mental and 

physical health outcomes detailed in section 5.7.1.1. Instruments measuring mental 

health and wellbeing can be utilised to assess the relative positive and negative 

effects of stress, confidence and self-value experienced by residents of community-

owned estates. Research assessing the effects of exposure to industrial hazards and 
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Lyme Disease, and the role of community landowners in affecting such exposure, 

can contribute to understanding of its role in affecting physical health outcomes 

associated with land use decisions. Similarly, the secondary influence of community 

landownership in providing health-related facilities in the form of health services 

and community assets can contribute to a multifaceted understanding of its role in 

improving rural health. A multi-case longitudinal or quasi-experimental study of 

different landownership types will shed further light on the relative effects of 

community landownership on the health of rural communities in relation to other 

landownership types. 

Currently, all community-owned estates with a resident population are located in 

the Highlands and Islands of Scotland due to cultural, historical and legislative 

precedents (Hunter, 2012). The extension of Community Right to Buy legislation to 

the entire country (following the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2016 (The Scottish 

Government, 2016)), as well as the forthcoming formation of the South of Scotland 

Development Agency (as an equivalent to Highlands and Islands Enterprise) may 

support future community land buyouts in the Scottish Borders region. Research 

into the similarities and differences between community landownership in different 

parts of the country would be required to better understand the future 

development of the concept and its effects on communities.  

It has been claimed that community landowners may be more likely to enact 

changes in the interests of the local community. To assess this claim, a 

comprehensive consideration of the successes of community landowners in relation 

to other landownership types must be undertaken to assess their relative impacts. 

While community landowners have the means and legal accountability to act in the 

interests of the resident population, the findings of this research indicate that they 

have not always succeeded in doing so. This study has recommended best practice 

for community landowners with regard to their ongoing management and 

governance of the estate. While poor practices are claimed to simply result in the 

community landowner resembling the previous unaccountable landowner, there is 

also evidence that heightened social divisions can result in detrimental effects on 

the local community. Participatory or collaborative research is necessary to identify 
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and encourage best practice, and prevent the failure of community ownership in 

achieving its potential to improve conditions for rural residents.   

Such research would also contribute to our understanding of the role and impacts 

of rural social enterprises, expanding our knowledge of volunteer-governed asset-

owning charitable organisations in rural communities (Moore and McKee, 2012; 

Skerratt and Steiner, 2013). Furthermore, many of the ways in which community 

landownership is claimed to affect health outcomes could theoretically be achieved 

by local organisations that do not own land assets. In this regard, ongoing research 

has contributed to our understanding of how community ownership and 

management of assets such housing, woodlands and village halls (through routes 

such as community asset transfers) can affect rural development, and ultimately 

contribute to health outcomes (Farmer et al., 2012a, 2010; Macaulay, 2016; 

Macaulay et al., 2018; Munoz et al., 2014; Steinerowski et al., 2011; Steinerowski 

and Steinerowska-Streb, 2012). Future research could consider what role asset-

ownership plays in the actions and successes of rural social enterprises, 

differentiating recommendations for best practice and which organisations may be 

best placed to undertake particular roles within the community. 

Furthermore, the findings of this research indicate that many of the means through 

which landowners can affect health are not limited to community ownership, with 

many of the impacts dependent on the effective management of land. In this sense, 

the conceptual framework can be applied to understanding the health effects of 

different landownership forms, recommending ways in which private, public and 

organisational ownership can act to improve rural health. The Scottish Land 

Commission is currently undertaking research into participatory mechanisms 

adopted by different landownership types (Scottish Land Commission, 2019a). The 

findings of this research can be assessed against the conceptual framework to 

consider how different forms of community engagement, short of community 

ownership, can contribute to health outcomes. 

Aspects of this research converge with debates around land reform and indigenous 

rights across the world, with parallels between the experiences of Highlanders 
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cleared from their land and other indigenous ethnic groups (Flick, 1998; Watson, 

2007). A comparative international assessment of the health implications of 

community landownership, as well as past disconnection, would test the external 

validity of the conceptual understanding presented in this research and its 

generalisability across cultures and continents. This could also contribute to our 

understanding of how the intangible spiritual connection between land and 

communities can affect rural health in different contexts. 

Following the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015 (The Scottish 

Government, 2015a) the Community Right to Buy was extended to urban 

communities. While this research has been restricted to the understanding of rural 

community landownership, its findings may be applicable to land and asset 

ownership in urban settings. Future research can investigate convergences between 

the needs and aspirations of urban populations and how they may be acted upon by 

community landowners. The divergence of shared perspectives on the means 

through which health can be improved in peri-urban low-income communities 

(McHugh et al., 2019) indicates that less emphasis is placed on the accessibility of 

local businesses and services to health improvement. In this regard, the governance 

of a community-owned urban asset may prioritise different means through which 

the health of local people may be improved. 

8.4.2 Implications for policy 

Despite considerable interest in basing the new Public Health Scotland agency 

around a Human Rights-Based Approach (Denholm, 2018), there remains 

uncertainty as to whether this will be the case. However, assuming such 

recommendations are implemented, the findings of this study have implications for 

the way such an approach reflects the elements pertinent to improve public health 

in Scotland. While the Human Rights-Based Approach is considered “naturally 

compatible” (Denholm, 2018, p. 1) with current public health strategies (Figure 3.2), 

the omission of an explicit focus on reconstituting power relations renders it 

incomplete in considering the ways in which health can be improved (Bourke et al., 

2012). The human rights-based approach to land reform includes the Right to Self-
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Determination which forms Part 1 (Article 1) of the International Covenant on 

Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (United Nations, 1976). However, the public 

health strategy based on the same framework omits an explicit focus upon the 

realisation of this right. Findings reflecting the critical role this right plays in the 

health implications of community landownership (section 7.4) indicate that 

community empowerment should be recognised by other potential health 

interventions aimed at increasing access to the Right to Health. 

The Scottish Land Commission was established following the enactment of the 2016 

Land Reform Act (The Scottish Government, 2016) with a remit to, amongst other 

things “gather evidence, carry out research, prepare reports and provide 

information and guidance” to inform future land reform policy (Scottish Land 

Commission, 2019b). Such research has, to date, included issues of the scale and 

concentration of landownership (Glenn et al., 2019), funding models available to 

support the expansion of community landownership (MacPherson et al., 2019), and 

the human rights implications of land reform (Shields, 2018). Colleagues within the 

Land Commission have shown interest in the findings of this research, considering it 

to converge with many of their own interests and tentative conclusions. This study 

then has the potential to contribute to ongoing land reform policy in Scotland and 

the effects it can have on the social, economic and environmental development of 

rural Scotland. 

In addition to the research which can be conducted on community landownership in 

other countries, the findings of this study could contribute to land reform policy 

development outside of Scotland. A recent policy paper has recommended land 

reform legislation in England (Monbiot, 2019) based on the Scottish model. This 

research could contribute to such policy development, while providing 

recommendations for best practice and potential impacts. While the specific 

Scottish context may not be immediately transferrable to international settings, the 

findings of this study related to community empowerment and participation in land 

use decisions can be extrapolated to varied contexts. The effects of a spiritual 

reconnection with land has implications for policies around indigenous rights and 
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combatting the often detrimental health behaviours of indigenous communities 

previously removed from their land (Flick, 1998; Watson, 2007). 

8.4.3 Implications for practice 

Following the enactment of the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2016 (The Scottish 

Government, 2016), land reform has been explicitly based on the enhancement of 

access to Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. Community Land Scotland, the 

representative organisation for community landowners, has been increasingly 

interested in how to improve practice in ensuring access to these rights (Macleod, 

2019). Elements of best practice identified in this research (section 7.5) can 

contribute to these efforts, specifically regarding operationalising practices around 

the PANEL principles for the ongoing governance of estates. For example, 

recommendations could include best practice for democratic engagement and 

participation in shaping a new model of community democracy. Furthermore, 

minimum requirements for communications with members and the wider 

community may provide ideas and expertise to community landowners. Additional 

support for, and oversight of, community landowners may help to ensure that the 

integration of these principles underpins their future practice. 

The findings of this research also detail the potential challenges, conflicts, stress and 

commitments involved in community landownership. This acknowledgement of the 

potential for negative impacts, alongside the suggested means for avoiding them, 

can inform budding community landowners as to the potential effects of assuming 

ownership. While the intention of this work is not to discourage communities from 

pursuing landownership, it is important that their decision is informed by the best 

possible evidence, and that potential downsides and responsibilities are known and 

acknowledged prior to a community buyout. This may lead to the community 

seeking to build capacity in certain areas, or pursue a specific governance structure 

or practice, in seeking to mitigate or avoid such detrimental effects. 

The identification of means through which community landowners can assume 

responsibility for delivering health services can inform future health practice in rural 
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Scotland. Formal collaboration between NHS boards and community landowners 

can coproduce health solutions, improving the effectiveness of services and 

providing a further income stream to community landowners. While this study has 

identified that this is already occurring in the Western Isles, the findings of this 

research can contribute to the understanding of how such collaborations may be 

structured and operationalised in the future. 

8.5 Limitations 

The main limitation of this study was the lack of a specific consideration of public 

and charitable landownership in comparing their effects to community ownership. 

While the focus of this research was explicitly on the actions and impacts of 

community landownership, a comparison of landownership types was crucial to the 

understanding of other effects (and potential added benefits) of community 

landownership. While it has been stated that public and charitable ownership also 

lack the participatory, accountable and non-discriminatory elements which 

characterise private ownership (Ali and Paradis, 2010; Chenevix‐Trench and Philip, 

2001; Glenn et al., 2019; McMorran and Glass, 2013; Rennie, 1995; Rohde, 2004; 

Warren and McKee, 2011), the lack of a comprehensive investigation of these forms 

limits the claims which can be made as to the added impacts of community 

landownership. 

The decision to adopt a single case study approach to this research was made for 

pragmatic and methodological reasons (Section 4.4). However, this decision 

rendered a broader comparative consideration more challenging. To mitigate this 

limitation, ‘external’ respondents to the qualitative study were broadly asked to 

comment on landownership in more abstract and general terms, contributing to the 

external validity of the findings (section 4.6.4). While it was felt that this contributed 

to the generalisability of findings, a limitation of this study can still be said to exist in 

its predominant focus upon one example of community landownership. In this 

regard, the selection of Stòras Uibhist as the case study for this research may lead 

to a greater emphasis on the specific characteristics of this example of community 
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landownership. As detailed in section 2.5, community ownership of the South Uist 

Estate has been marked both by large-scale infrastructural developments and the 

estate’s involvement in local conflict and division. While these aspects were 

reflected in the findings, external respondents reiterated their relevance to the 

nature of community landownership more broadly (sections 5.5.5 and 5.6.1), 

indicating that they were not simply peculiarities of the selected case study. 

However, this concern highlights a limitation in the extent to which the conceptual 

model presented in section 5.7.1 can be adequately applied to the specific health 

effects of individual community-owned estates. While attempting to design the 

model to encompass the characteristics of the concept of community 

landownership, this may have created an overly large and untargeted reflection of 

the multitude of ways in which a community buyout can mediate towards health 

outcomes. This leads to the situation where not all identified variables may be 

relevant to each example of community landownership (for example, social division 

may not be as prominent in other community-owned estates), thus altering the 

nature of effects upon health. However, it is important to acknowledge its presence 

in understanding the potential for community landownership to affect rural health. 

This research has focused exclusively on the Scottish context. While this was the 

objective of the study, the external validity of these findings in an international 

context is unknown. Due to this, the extent to which these findings can be applied 

to land reform debates internationally is limited. 

The methods selected, while appropriate for this study, have limitations in what 

claims can be made regarding their conclusions. Semi-structured interviews helped 

develop the conceptual understanding of the ways in which community 

landownership leads to rural health outcomes. While this process was one of 

identifying and representing patterns within the data, it cannot represent the 

extent to which each variable impacts upon health, or how widespread the belief in 

its connection is. In this sense, this approach favours the reporting of ‘positive’ 

connections and does not necessarily reflect the views of respondents who did not 

perceive any impacts. The findings of the Q study contributed to this understanding, 
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offering an implicit understanding of the extent to which community landownership 

is perceived to affect health in rural communities. 

The Q Methodology study took place in one community, the South Uist Estate. As 

the findings of this study reflect the subjective perspectives of respondents, it is not 

possible to extrapolate these findings to other landowning communities (Brown, 

1980). These limitations do not detract from the stated conclusions of this study or 

the appropriateness of the selected methods for its undertaking.  

The Q set aimed for qualitative representation of the concourse but was not strictly 

structured for numerical parity between theoretical domains, with some domains 

containing more statements than others. The decision to structure the Q set, but to 

allow flexibility within that structure, was taken for reasons outlined in section 

4.5.2.1. Such flexibility could be criticised for skewing the Q set in way that a 

structured approach seeks to mitigate. The extensive piloting process outlined in 

section 6.2 sought to reduce any potential bias through asking pilot respondents 

whether they felt any comments were missing or were included unnecessarily. 

Furthermore, the diversity of factors suggest that Q sorts were not skewed towards 

domains containing more statements. However, the potential for bias in this regard 

may be present in all instances which do not adopt a structured Q set.  

Following Q sorts conducted in group settings, post-sort interviews took the form of 

focus group discussions (section 6.4). There is the possibility in such settings that 

individuals may not have the time or confidence to express their reasoning for the 

placement of statements due to the presence of others. To address this possibility, 

another approach is to request that participants write their justifications on a 

prepared answer sheet prior to the discussion. For purposes of reducing the time 

commitment of respondents, this was not adopted within this study. Thus, while 

respondents were offered the opportunity to justify and explain their placement of 

statements, there exists the possibility that they felt unable or unwilling to do so 

truthfully and accurately. 

The decision to augment the use of Q Methodology within this study to include a 

focus on one statement regarding community landownership (Statement #27) can 
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be criticised for not embracing the holistic nature of the methodology and instead 

focusing on the placement of one particular statement. Asking respondents to 

comment specifically on one statement may have unwittingly led respondents to 

alter their response according to what they perceived the researcher wanted to 

hear. While recognising this potential bias, responses to the follow-up question 

broadly reflected respondents’ placement of the statement on the grid, indicating 

that respondents did not feel ‘led’ by this methodological addition. The data 

gathered from this follow-up question indicated that respondents perceived the 

potential for community landownership to positively affect rural health dependent 

upon certain conditions. This finding could be similarly criticised due to the 

possibility that such a focus on other statements could lead to the same nuanced 

potential being recognised, had they been specifically asked about. While this 

criticism cannot be comprehensively espoused, this finding reflected the 

conclusions of the qualitative study, adding a degree of reliability to the derived 

conclusions. 

8.6 Reflexivity 

Recommendations for good research practice by the National Centre for Social 

Research (NatCen) state that researchers must explicitly recognise the ways in 

which their “beliefs and behaviours [impact] on research practice”, reflecting on 

“potential sources of bias and report[ing] on these alongside technical details of a 

study’s conduct” (Ritchie et al., 2014, pp. 22–23). Axiologically, this study embraces 

the subjective interpretation of data by the researcher, recognising that their place 

within the research much be acknowledged. This confers ‘sincerity’ upon the 

research conducted through “self-reflexivity, vulnerability, honesty, transparency, 

and data auditing” (Tracy, 2010, p. 841).  

In this study, an understanding of the lives and experiences of rural residents was 

required, while the interviews and Q sorts conducted within the case community 

necessitated a more specific understanding of what life is like for residents of a 

remote-rural island in Scotland. Farmer et al. (2012b) address this issue specifically, 
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emphasising the need to establish trust with respondents, while maintaining 

‘empathetic neutrality’ (Ritchie et al., 2014, p. 22). Specifically, the issue of 

‘islanders’ not believing that ‘mainlanders’ would comprehend their existence was 

considered relevant to this research, in ensuring that it did not result in a futile 

attempt to understand and represent their experiences and beliefs (Farmer et al., 

2012b). Addressing this concern, I made a point of stating informally before every 

interview that I am originally from Shetland. The intention of doing so was twofold: 

to break down the formality which can inhibit full responses to my questions; and to 

assure the respondent that I had an awareness of some of the aspects of rural 

island life, that they did not need to explain to an ‘outsider’ ad nauseum (Farmer et 

al., 2012b).  

My knowledge and experiences of living in Shetland undoubtedly influenced my 

understanding of the topics discussed. However, while Shetland bears some 

similarities to the Western Isles in being a group of islands currently belonging to 

Scotland and the United Kingdom, there are marked and significant differences in 

social, cultural, economic and political realities. Thus, while utilising this technique 

to establish trust and rapport with respondents, I was conscious of the risks of 

comparing the relative situations of the two island groupings, or projecting 

meanings upon responses drawn from my own experience. 

The effect of the research process upon the researcher must also be acknowledged 

(Bhardwa, 2013). An insecurity I felt at times was my inability to speak Gaelic. While 

all respondents (and possibly the entire population) were perfectly happy to, and 

capable of, conducting interviews in English, I was aware of my inadequacies in 

even being able to pronounce the names of places. This insecurity related to not 

wanting to be perceived as an outsider, and detracting from the trust I attempted to 

build through my affirmed ‘islandness’. While this feeling was never fully assuaged, I 

also think that, short of becoming conversant in Gaelic over the course of this PhD, 

it may be an inevitable and unavoidable result of a non-Gaelic speaker conducting 

research in Gaelic-speaking communities in the Highlands and Islands of Scotland. 
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While I initially anticipated a challenge in attracting potential respondents to take 

part in the research, this appeared not to be a problem. My belief that residents 

would be unwilling to ‘rock the boat’ and speak about potentially controversial 

topics close to their life was largely unfounded. Respondents trusted the level of 

anonymity employed, with some deciding to become anonymous during the 

interview, when they felt they were speaking about controversial topics of which 

they did not want their name attached. In more than one instance, a respondent 

refused to address certain topics during the recorded interview, but was very open 

about them after they had ensured that the audio-recorder had been turned off. 

While the conversations after this point were clearly unusable as data, they helped 

to guide subsequent conversations and the topics covered within them. I also felt 

that this implied a level of personal trust in me, that I would not betray their 

confidence in telling me such details. Only one purposively sampled respondent was 

reluctant to be interviewed and eventually consented after she was unable to 

convince others to be interviewed instead. It was not felt that this persuasion fell 

foul of the power imbalance between researcher and respondent in forcing a 

response (Thorne, 1980).  

Following one interview (Internal 15), the respondent requested that their interview 

was withdrawn. This experience caused me to reflect on my research practice to 

consider whether my own conduct had contributed to this. Following the 

transcription of this interview, and through discussions with my supervisors, I was 

comfortable that I had acted appropriately and that my questions were in line with 

the topic guide. This reflection was a positive experience in considering my research 

practice and I was reassured that this was simply an example of a respondent 

regretting the way they had expressed themselves. 

My experience of staying for short periods within the South Uist Estate was 

enlightening. I have encountered some of the respondents following their interview 

and they have been open and warm, assuring me that my presence had not been 

detrimental to their lives. While I was regularly conscious of not wanting to be seen 

with suspicion as someone who was studying and judging the community, I have no 

evidence to suggest that this was the case. I made an active effort to attend 
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community events and local pubs and cafes, and purchased products and services 

from other businesses. While I cannot be sure whether I was the source of suspicion 

or gossip, I think I was open and unobtrusive enough for respondents and others 

not to be concerned with my presence outside the short time I spent with some 

residents. During my final field visit I played for one of the football teams within the 

estate boundaries. This activity further contributed to local knowledge of my 

presence, as well as the perception of me as being ‘normal’ and not a threat to the 

community. Various respondents commented that they were aware of my 

involvement with the team prior to accepting my request to conduct Q sorts with 

them, one of whom had personally played against me two days previously. This 

activity contributed to a feeling that I was accepted and welcomed by the 

community, and no doubt benefitted my own physical and mental health during 

fieldwork. 

In June 2019 I returned to South Uist to present the findings of this research at a 

community feedback event. I booked a room in a local museum and advertised the 

event widely within the community, contacting respondents personally to ensure 

they were aware of it. Following the presentation there was an opportunity for 

questions and feedback. Among those present there was general interest and 

agreement with the findings of the research, with little challenge to the conclusions 

derived. The main points of feedback related to the interconnectedness of the 

community landowner with other organisations working within the estate. It was 

emphasised that the ability of the community landowner to affect change within 

the community was also dependent on the actions and intentions of other 

organisations and businesses working within the estate. While the role of other 

community organisations was alluded to by some respondents (sections 5.6.2.1 and 

5.6.7), this internal power dynamic remains a largely unrecognised dimension 

affecting the ability of community landowners to act upon Economic, Social and 

Cultural Rights. Future community-based research should be cognisant of this 

dynamic when evaluating the relative successes of community landownership. 
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8.7 Chapter summary 

This chapter has presented the central findings of this research, outlining the ways 

in which community landownership can affect health in rural communities in 

Scotland. It states the original contribution of this study in enhancing knowledge of 

this relatively new field of research. The central role of access to the Right to Self-

Determination, as well as the importance of the ongoing management and 

governance of community-owned estates to enhancing access to the Right to Health 

in rural communities is outlined. While different landownership types may act to 

enhance these rights, the distinguishing ability of residents of community-owned 

estates to hold their landowner accountable for doing so ensures that they can 

affect change in their circumstances in the future. 

Concluding this study, the chapter then outlines the key implications of these 

findings for future research in this field, stating the importance of ongoing, 

longitudinal research to assess any added value of community landownership in 

improving health outcomes in rural Scotland. This study has implications for policy 

and practice in public health and community landownership, seeking to increase 

awareness of the role of effective community empowerment in improving rural 

health. The chapter then states the practical and methodological limitations of this 

work. While it was felt that these limitations do not affect the validity or 

implications of the findings, a more comprehensive assessment of comparative 

examples would enhance the conclusions of this study. 

Reflections on the role of the researcher in this study were then outlined, indicating 

potential biases deriving from the researcher’s background and beliefs which are an 

intrinsic part of conducting qualitative research. The stating of these subjective 

elements does not weaken or invalidate the research findings, but explicitly 

acknowledges the ways in which the gathering and interpretation of data may have 

been affected by the role of the researcher. This chapter concludes the writing of 

this thesis. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1- Qualitative study interview topic guide 

Research Aims and Objectives 

The aim of this study is to understand the effects of community landownership on the lives 

of resident populations. This will involve exploring: 

• How the identity of the landowner can impact upon the lives of the resident 

population 

• The effects of different land uses and land management strategies on the resident 

population 

• The motivations of communities for choosing to pursue, or not pursue, community 

landownership, and the perceived effects of doing so. 

• How the above factors can affect people’s health 

 

Introduction 

• Hello, my name is Bobby Macaulay. I am a PhD student in the Yunus Centre for 

Social Business and Health at Glasgow Caledonian University 

• My PhD focuses on how community landownership affects the resident population 

and I am interested to hear your views on that. 

• I would like to ask you some questions, there are no right or wrong answers and I 

would just like to discuss your own views. 

• I recognise that you are volunteering your own time to contribute to this research 

and you have the right to withdraw or refuse to answer any of the questions 

• With your permission I would like to record the interview just so I have an accurate 

record of what we discussed and so I don’t have to try and note it all down. I might 

still take a couple of notes but I’ll just be noting down key points that I’d like to 

explore with you in detail. 

• Please do let me know if you wish your responses to be anonymous. That means 

that I would not identify you as part of the research in any way. It is completely up 

to you whether you would prefer me to do this. 

• If you are happy to proceed, could I ask you to complete this consent form to being 

interviewed as part of this study?  

 

Could you tell me a little bit about yourself and what you do? 

• Are you actively involved in crofting? Or is anyone in your family? 

o How do you feel about the work and lifestyle required in crofting? 

• Could you tell me about your connection to community-owned estates? 

o How long have you lived here? 

o What role do you play? 
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• Do you have any formal or professional connection to the work of Stòras Uibhist or 

any other community-owned estate? 

o Could you tell me a bit more about that connection? 

 

Do you think landowners can affect the lives of the resident population? 

• Can you say some more about why you think that? 

• Can the actions and policies of the landowner impact upon the community? 

o And if so, how? 

o Why / why not? 

• Does it matter who has the power to make decisions within the community? 

o Between the landowner and members of the community? 

o Or what about different people/groups within the community? 

o Would things be different if other people made decisions? 

• Would these factors affect everyone in the community or just certain people? 

o Which groups would it affect more or less? And why? 

 

Specifically considering land use and land management, how do you think the decisions 

made around them can affect people within the community? 

• Would these factors affect everyone in the community or just certain people? 

o [Why would they affect those people more?] 

o How would those decisions affect crofters and crofting families? 

o And would the effect on non-crofting families be different? 

• How could those decisions affect other local services and amenities? For example, 

building new houses or developing community facilities like a local hall. 

• Would those decisions have an impact upon the natural environment? And if so, 

what effect would they have? 

 

Some communities, such as the South Uist Estate, are choosing to buy-out the land that 

they live on. Why do you think communities like the South Uist Estate are choosing to do 

so? 

• What do you think their motivations were when they chose to buy-out the land? 

o What do you think these communities were hoping for from their buy-out? 

• How do you think these motivations differ between communities? 

• What do you think the potential advantages and disadvantages might be of 

community ownership of land? 

o Could you tell me about the potential social advantages and 

disadvantages? 

o Could you tell me about the potential economic advantages and 

disadvantages? 

o Could you tell me about the potential environmental advantages and 

disadvantages? 
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What impact do you think community landownership is having on communities like the 

ones within the South Uist Estate? 

• Is there a difference between community management of land as opposed to 

private management? 

o If so, could you tell me more about those differences? 

• Why do you think it is having this effect? What is causing it specifically? 

o How could the identity of the landowner make a difference? 

o How could decisions regarding land uses make a difference? 

• What do people within the community think about community landownership? 

o Do they support it in any way? Why / why not? Could you tell me a bit more 

about that support (or lack of it)?  

• What do you think communities like the ones within the South Uist Estate would be 

like if the community did not own the land? 

o Why do you think that? 

 

Some people have said that community landownership could impact upon the health of 

the resident population. What do you think about that?  

• In what ways can it affect health? 

o What aspects of community landownership/ land use? 

• Is there a specific aspect of landownership/land use that is responsible for these 

effects? If so, could you explain what it is and how it is responsible? 

• Is it particular people who would be affected in this way, or would this affect the 

whole community? 

• Could you give me an example of someone’s health that has been affected, 

whether positively or negatively, through the ownership/management of land? 

 

Those are all the questions I have, but do you think there are things that I have missed 

which you think are important to mention? Do you have any questions for me? 

 

Post-Interview 

• I would just like to double-check that you are happy with the level of anonymity 

that you indicated earlier? I can alter it if you would prefer? 

• Would you like me to keep you updated on the outputs of this study? 

•  [In certain interviews] Can you think of any friends or colleagues who may have a 

strong or different view on some of these issues? 

o Do you think they would be happy to speak to me about them?  

o Could you give me their details so I can arrange a meeting with them? 

 

Thank you very much again for your time. Please get in touch with me if you have any 

questions. 
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Appendix 2- Gantt Chart 
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Appendix 3- Q Methodology study demographic survey 

 

 

These questions allow us to ensure we survey a wide range of people with different 

characteristics.  This information will not be connected with you in any way and will be 

stored anonymously. 

 

1) Gender Male  Female   Other/ Prefer not to say  

 

2) Age  

 

3) What is your highest level of formal education? (Please Mark One Answer Only) 

i)  Primary school/part secondary school  

ii)  Secondary school (O Grade, Standard Grade, GCSE, GCE O level, CSE, 

Intermediate 1, Intermediate 2) 

iii)  Secondary school (Higher Grade, Advanced Higher, CSYS, A Level, AS Level) 

iv)  Further education college 

v)  University 

vi)  Other 

vii)  Prefer not to say  

 

4) Employment 

a) What do you consider your main occupation? 

 

b) Do you have other jobs? If so, please give details. 

 

 

 

 

 

c) Are you, or is anyone in your household, an active crofter? 

 

5) Background and residency 

a) Where do you live? (Township/ village/ area) 

 

b) How long have you lived in this community? 

 

c) Where did you live before that? 

 

d) Do you speak Gaelic? 

ABOUT YOU 
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6) Involvement with community landowner 

a) Are you currently a member of Stòras Uibhist/South Uist Estates/Sealladh na 

Beinne Mòire (SnBM)?    

 Yes   No   Prefer not to say  

  

If yes, for how long have you been a member? 

 

b) Are you, or have you ever been, an employee of Stòras Uibhist? 

Yes   No   Prefer not to say  

    

 If yes, what was your role? 

 

c) Are you, or have you ever been, a director of Stòras Uibhist/Sealladh na Beinne 

Mòire? 

   Yes   No   Prefer not to say   

 

If yes, please give dates of elected term(s) 

 

 

7) How is your health in general? (Please mark only one answer) 

i) Very good   

ii) Good   

iii) Fair    

iv) Bad    

v) Very bad   

vi) Don’t know   

vii) Prefer not to say  

   

THANK YOU FOR TAKING PART IN THIS RESEARCH. IF YOU CAN THINK OF SOMEONE 

ELSE’S PERSPECTIVE THAT YOU THINK WOULD BE PARTICULARLY IMPORTANT OR 

INTERESTING FOR THIS RESEARCH, PLEASE PROVIDE THEIR NAME AND CONTACT DETAILS 

BELOW: 
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Appendix 4- Qualitative study research information sheet 

 

Research Information Sheet 

What is the purpose of the study? 

The study intends to investigate whether the identity of a rural landowner may have 

an effect on the health of the resident population. 

Who is conducting the study? 

The study is being undertaken by Bobby Macaulay, a PhD student within the Yunus 

Centre for Social Business and Health at Glasgow Caledonian University (GCU). 

Who is funding the study? 

The study is being funded by The Wellcome Trust, a UK-based health research funder 

If you agree to take part in the study, what will this involve? 

If you agree to take part, your participation in the study will involve a face-to-face 

interview which will last approximately one hour. If you wish, your responses will 

remain entirely anonymous and will not be attributed to you in any way. 

During the interview you will be asked for your views on the ways in which land-

ownership can impact upon people’s lives, and specifically their health. With your 

permission, I would like to audio-record the interview to ensure that I have an 

accurate account of what we discuss. 

Participation in the study is on a voluntary basis.  You are also free to change your 

mind and withdraw from the study at any point, without providing a reason. 
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What will happen to the results of the study 

The results of the interviews will contribute to the writing of a PhD thesis. The results 

of the study may then contribute to peer-reviewed journal articles and/or 

presentations at conferences. In addition, a summary of results will also be sent to 

yourself. 

Who has reviewed the study 

This study has been reviewed and granted ethical approval by the Glasgow School for 

Business and Society at Glasgow Caledonian University. 

What should you do if you want more information? 

If you would like further information about the study please contact me at 

bobby.macaulay@gcu.ac.uk or on 0141 331 3848 and I will be happy to answer any 

questions that you may have. 

  

mailto:bobby.macaulay@gcu.ac.uk
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Appendix 5- Qualitative study participant consent form 

 

Research Consent Form 

 

If you consent to take part in this study, please tick the boxes and sign below 

 

1- I confirm that I have read and understand the information sheet for  
the above study and have had the opportunity to ask questions. 

 

2- I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to  
withdraw at any time, without providing a reason. 
 

3- I agree to the interview being audio-recorded. 
 

4- I agree to take part in the above study. 
 

5- Would you like your responses to be anonymous? (Please circle) Yes    No 
                                                         

  

 

 

__________________ ____________ ________________________ 

Name    Date   Signature 
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Appendix 6- Qualitative coding structure 

 

 

Name Sources References

Actions of Landowner 30 798

Interactions with other organisations or groups 23 90

Businesses 9 14

Collaboration with businesses 7 10

Large employers 3 3

Local businesses 1 1

Community councils 1 2

Crofting Commission 4 6

Development consultancy 1 1

Encouraging, enabling, facilitating development 1 1

Grazings committees 5 6

Health board 4 4

HIE 5 7

Lobbying 8 10

Local Authority 7 13

Local subsidiary groups 1 2

National government 6 7

Other communities 3 4

Other landowners 3 4

Oversight body 1 1

Settled disputes through court cases 4 4

SNH and RSPB 3 3

Transport providers 1 1

Land use and land management 27 118

Carbon sequestration 1 1

Conflict between land uses 3 3

Crofting-related 20 68

Coastal defences 4 10

Creation of new crofts 4 4

Croft Administration 13 23

Croft mapping 4 4

Developing common grazings 1 1

Ditching 1 1

Drainage 9 17

Repairing roads 1 1

Resumption of crofts 1 1

Security of tenure and crofters rights 3 6

Dangerous or polluting land uses 2 2

Deer 9 15

Diversification of land uses 2 3

Factoring 1 1

Food production 1 2

Forestry 1 1

land ownership vs land management 4 5

Make land available for development 6 7

Making land available for sale 1 1

Park land 1 1

Sporting rights 1 1

Strategic and tactical land use decisions 1 1

Swing park 1 1

Vermin management 2 2

No actions 3 3

Ownership and governance 29 352

Choice not to get involved 15 19

Community involvement and participation 15 37

Community ownership 17 42

Coordinated by factor 1 1

Corruption, nepotism and conflict of interest 8 14

Election Procedures 5 6

Financial systems 1 1

Governance systems 8 10

Company structure 2 2

Dealing with ownership committees 1 1

Difficulty of post-buyout governance 1 1

Governance key to success 1 1

Redistribution of income 1 1

Representation and succession 3 4

Inevitable disagreements 15 18

Initial taking of ownership 4 8

Interaction with community 20 61

Communication 14 26

Community consultations 4 5

Responding to criticisms 1 1

Role of community voices 4 6

Speed of response 1 1

With employees 2 2

Knowledge of ownership and control 5 5

Legal structure 1 1

Membership 7 9

Personnel in management and governance 27 91

Board of Directors 18 37

Co-opted directors 3 3

Elected Directors 8 20

Chair 8 14

Chief Exec 5 8

Employees 3 6

Role of crofters in governance 11 16

Role of incomers in governance 8 10

Professionalism and competance 6 10

Responsibilities of estate 10 19

Pursue or facilitate social and economic development 27 235

Estate-run businesses and initiatives 25 153

Askernish Golf Course 5 8

Brewery and distillery 1 1

Built Estate Office 1 1

Climate change research centre 1 1

Cultural amenities 1 1

Food hub 2 2

Grogarry Lodge and other 'Big Houses' 4 5

Harbour Development 20 37

Develop smaller piers 1 1

Lochboisdale Development Limited 1 1

Maintain, improve and provide access to housing 10 11

Orasay Net Station 5 6

Produced business plan 1 1

Provided employment 12 18

Staff succession 1 1

Quarries 2 2

Restaurent in London 1 1

Shooting and fishing 8 11

Tourism activities 8 12

Walking and cycling trails 2 3

Whisky Distillery 1 1

Windmills and other renewables 17 30

Exporting energy 1 1

Fund and support community initiatives and small businesses 17 37

Lack of business support 3 7

Investing in community 7 8

Geographical split in spending priorities 10 12

Have lots of money, aren't doing anything with it 2 2

Sovereign fund 1 3

Long-term nature of development 3 7

Priorities 8 16

Service provision 9 14

Care in the community 2 5

Central point of community 2 2

Family history 1 1

Manage environmental designations 2 3

Provide education 1 1

Running the skips 1 1

Effects of Estate's actions 30 452

Achieved a lot in 10 years 4 4

Lack of progress or desire for more progress 5 9

Grant recipients 1 2

Happier 1 1

Increased stress 1 1

On businesses and economy 24 86

Attract or retain money within community 8 10

Business Opportunities 1 2

Business support 1 1

Community becoming more prosperous 1 1

Create or retain jobs 14 27

Fewer people employed 1 1

Foundation upon which to build future development 4 4

General improvement 1 1

Grants 6 8

Improved economy 5 5

Increased capital 1 1

Increased entrepreneurship 1 1

Increased income 4 6

Increased workspaces 1 1

Money diverted out of the island 1 1

Money for local organisations 5 7

More businesses 3 3

Negative relationship with landowner 1 1

Prefer if money was distributed 1 1

Received wind turbines 1 1

Robust and resilient economy 1 1

Shutting down business 1 1

Social enterprise opportunities and developments 2 2

On community or community members 29 260

Amenities and infrastructure 13 31

Cheap electricity 1 1

Digital connectivity 1 1

Energy self-sufficiency 1 1

Improved land 1 1

Improved or increased housing 8 12

No new houses 1 1

Improved services 1 1

Large infrastructure developments 4 4

New projects and initiatives 3 3

Safeguard ferry link 1 1

Transport infrastructure 5 6

Different effects on community 6 8

Dependent on involvement 5 6

Due to age 1 1

Due to support 1 1

Health effects 26 51

Health and wellbeing 22 40

Increased stress and anxiety 2 2

Lyme Disease 3 4

Quality of life 1 3

Reduced alcohol consumption 1 1

Reduced prescriptions of tranquilisers 1 1

High profile 1 1

No (noticeable) benefit 8 11

Power and empowerment 21 52

Ability to undertake development 5 6

Create opportunities 3 3

Empowerment 6 8

Feeling of ownership and control 10 13

Lack of acknowledgement of power 8 11

Lack of authority 2 3

Lack of dependency on landowner 4 4

Power and control 2 2

Responsibility 2 2

Psychological effects 16 28

Confidence and self esteem 9 17

Feelgood factor 1 1

Feeling valued for opinions 1 1

Higher aspirations 1 1

Hope 1 1

Jaded, weary and cynical 1 1

Less happy 1 1

Negative effect due to untrue communication 1 1

Pride 3 3

There is a 'buzz' 1 1

Social effects 27 78

Attract or retain population 15 24

No new population 2 2

Young population 4 4

Certain groups dominate 1 1

Community capacity 2 4

Community continuing to decline 1 1

Community identity and cohesion 4 5

Culture of blaming estate 2 3

Culture of litigation 1 1

Democratic participation and strength within community 8 10

Disenfrachisement of those who don't get what they want 4 5

Identifying skills and assets in community 1 1

Negative effects on those not represented 1 3

Numbers of young people 3 3

Release of energy 1 1

Resilience 1 1

Sense of community 3 4

Connection to land 1 1

Social division 3 3

Social dynamics 5 5

Some excluded from organisation 2 3

On crofters 15 38

Business development opportunities 1 1

Concern over crofters rights 2 3

Easier to deal with estate now 3 4

Flooded land 1 1

Health 2 2

Improved infrastructure 1 1

Less stress 1 1

Loss of common grazing land 1 1

Loss of livestock 1 1

More chance of being let a croft 1 1

No effect 9 13

Planning and investment 1 1

Received profits 1 2

Rent increases 1 2

Represent crofters interests 2 2

Tensions with wider community 2 2

On directors 5 6

Feeling on giving back to community 1 1

Health and wellbeing 1 2

Increased stress 2 2

Volunteer fatigue 1 1

On environment 6 7

Cleaner environment 3 3

Eco-friendly look 1 1

Energy efficiency 1 1

Lack of recycling or care of land 1 1

No effect 1 1

On estate employees 9 15

Demotivated 1 1

Employment uncertainty 1 2

Health and wellbeing 2 2

Income 3 3

Increased stress 3 3

Reduced stress 1 1

Relationship with the community 1 1

Self-confidence 1 1

Skills and career development 1 1

On fishermen 5 5

Benefit from Harbour development 4 4

No benefit 1 1

On organisation 13 24

Capacity 1 1

Financial Sustainability 11 16

Internal politics and infighting 2 4

Value of estate 3 3

On tourists and tourism 5 5

Increased tourist activity 2 2

Yacht facilities 3 3

Health Theory and Practice 12 104

Community health 1 1

Health and power 5 43

Community empowerment 4 15

Community planning 2 4

Engagement in decision making 2 9

Heterogeneity within and between communities 2 7

Power 3 8

Health inequalities 1 4

Hierarchy of human needs 1 1

Interventions 5 9

Community landownership 1 1

Different interventions for old people 1 2

Gardening 1 1

Mental health group 1 1

Upstream interventions 3 3

Warm houses 1 1

Main health concerns 8 15

Cancer 1 1

Coronary heart disease and stroke 1 1

Lyme Disease 5 9

Obesity and diabetes 1 1

Social ills 2 3

Mental health and resilience 1 1

Public health considerations 2 5

Social Determinants of Health 7 24

Education 1 1

Employment 6 8

Housing 2 2

Local amenities 3 4

Physical environment 1 2

Social environment 3 4

Transport infrastructure 1 1

Young people 1 1

Landownership 27 452

Motivations and justifications for buyouts 22 141

Control and security 14 31

Alternative to being sold to a private landlord 2 2

Desire for greater control, security and ownership 8 9

Desire for greater empowerment 1 1

Frustrations and an inability to change things 8 9

History, clearances, etc 8 9

To block proposed detrimental land use 1 1

Don't want to buy 16 53

Don't like change 1 1

Ideologically opposed 2 2

Inadequate capacity or community buy-in 4 8

Landownership patterns and structures different 2 2

Naebody lives there 2 2

Negative perception of other communities 2 2

Not considered financially viable or advantageous 5 6

Support for current landlord 12 21

Threat to an individual's position 2 3

Unsupportive local authority 2 2

Unwilling seller 3 4

Social and economic development 15 40

Improve housing and conditions 4 4

Lack of service provision 2 2

Opportunity for advancement and economic development 8 11

Perception of market failure 1 2

Private landlords not improving things 5 5

Quality of asset 1 1

Reduce economic uncertainty and fragility 2 2

Retain jobs 4 5

Retain population 5 5

To make more money 2 3

Triggers 11 17

Estate was put on the market 1 1

Individual(s) driving it forward 5 6

Landlord went bust 1 1

See other communities doing it 6 7

Shared community identity 1 2

Pattern of ownership 3 6

Geograophical differences 1 1

Politics of land reform 14 44

Combining communism and capitalism 2 2

Community Empowerment Act 5 9

Community right to buy 3 5

Crofting right to buy 2 2

Disconnect with crofting legislation 2 4

Easier prior to legislation 1 1

Future legislation 2 4

Human rights issues 3 3

Land Tax 1 1

Policy recognition of alternatives to land ownership 1 1

Political motivation 2 4

Right to buy croft 2 3

Start of community ownership movement 1 1

Transparency of ownership 1 1

Types of land reform internationally 3 3

Relevant sectors and organisations 11 32

Community Land Scotland 2 3

Land Court 3 4

Land Reform Review Group 2 3

Scottish Land and Estates 1 2

Scottish Land Commission 6 7

Scottish Land Fund 6 13

Research 13 22

Difficulty in measuring 5 5

Effects take time 3 4

Lack of attribution 1 1

Not enough research 1 1

Research starting to emerge 1 1

Too early to tell effects 5 10

Size of estates 12 24

Break up large estates to give to individuals 1 4

Support for communities 12 28

Engagement and representativeness 2 2

Funding and organisational type 6 7

Funding source 7 12

Post-acquisition support 2 3

Pre-acquisition support 1 2

Proof of ability to take on land 1 1

Support for communities not buying land 1 1

Theology of land reform 1 14

Church legitimises community ownership 1 2

Human Ecology 1 4

Liberation Theology 1 2

Spirituality and shamanism 1 3

Spritual Activism 1 3

Types of land 5 7

Access to land for recreation 1 1

Difference between land assets and other assets 3 3

Forestry 1 1

Urban buyouts 1 2

Types of land owners 24 130

Community ownership 14 22

Comparisons between types and other organisations 22 60

Achieved what other agencies couldn't 3 3

Development agenda as well as being a landlord 2 3

Difference between good and bad community landownership 1 1

Different to other community development 2 2

Different to owning other assets 2 2

Easier to deal with than private owners 3 3

Expectations of community ownership high 3 3

'Good' and 'bad' landowners 5 8

Identity of landowner less important than health outcome 2 2

Importance of local ownership 1 1

Level of local democracy 15 22

Like a local development agency 3 5

More flexible than local authority 1 1

Run for the community's benefit 2 2

Similar to private landownership 2 2

Council ownership 1 1

Government ownership 4 6

Interactions between private owner and community 11 13

Organisation ownership 1 1

Private ownership 14 27

Working against CLT 2 4

Rural communities 27 210

Climate change 1 1

Crofters and crofting 15 29

Culture and identity 20 63

close-knit community 1 1

Happy and contented 1 1

History of South Uist 2 2

Involvement and contribution to community 6 15

Lack of environmental awareness 1 1

Lack of political tradition 1 2

Link to land 8 16

Modernisation changed community 1 3

Perception of islanders from outside 2 2

Promotion of Gaelic culture 3 4

Purpose of community 1 1

Role of church and religion 5 10

Traditional industries 3 5

Demographics 15 39

Ageing population 6 6

Incomers 5 5

Population decline 9 19

Young population 6 9

Differences between communities 8 10

Cultural identities within community estate 5 5

Differences to neighbouring islands 2 3

Differentiated opportunities for development 2 2

Economy and Development 19 40

Challenges of rural businesses 5 6

Development money for communities 4 7

Economic decline 3 5

Employment opportunities 10 14

Fishing industry 1 3

Focus on bottom-up development 3 3

Priorities of rural development 2 2

Poor public services 13 28

Access to healthcare 5 8

Access to teriary education 1 1

Difficulty in recruiting and retaining medical professionals 2 2

Lack of amenities 4 5

Lack of housing 4 4

Need for childcare solutions 1 1

Poor public transport 3 6

The law does not reach there 1 1
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Name Sources References

Actions of Landowner 30 798

Interactions with other organisations or groups 23 90

Businesses 9 14

Collaboration with businesses 7 10

Large employers 3 3

Local businesses 1 1

Community councils 1 2

Crofting Commission 4 6

Development consultancy 1 1

Encouraging, enabling, facilitating development 1 1

Grazings committees 5 6

Health board 4 4

HIE 5 7

Lobbying 8 10

Local Authority 7 13

Local subsidiary groups 1 2

National government 6 7

Other communities 3 4

Other landowners 3 4

Oversight body 1 1

Settled disputes through court cases 4 4

SNH and RSPB 3 3

Transport providers 1 1

Land use and land management 27 118

Carbon sequestration 1 1

Conflict between land uses 3 3

Crofting-related 20 68

Coastal defences 4 10

Creation of new crofts 4 4

Croft Administration 13 23

Croft mapping 4 4

Developing common grazings 1 1

Ditching 1 1

Drainage 9 17

Repairing roads 1 1

Resumption of crofts 1 1

Security of tenure and crofters rights 3 6

Dangerous or polluting land uses 2 2

Deer 9 15

Diversification of land uses 2 3

Factoring 1 1

Food production 1 2

Forestry 1 1

land ownership vs land management 4 5

Make land available for development 6 7

Making land available for sale 1 1

Park land 1 1

Sporting rights 1 1

Strategic and tactical land use decisions 1 1

Swing park 1 1

Vermin management 2 2

No actions 3 3

Ownership and governance 29 352

Choice not to get involved 15 19

Community involvement and participation 15 37

Community ownership 17 42

Coordinated by factor 1 1

Corruption, nepotism and conflict of interest 8 14

Election Procedures 5 6

Financial systems 1 1

Governance systems 8 10

Company structure 2 2

Dealing with ownership committees 1 1

Difficulty of post-buyout governance 1 1

Governance key to success 1 1

Redistribution of income 1 1

Representation and succession 3 4

Inevitable disagreements 15 18

Initial taking of ownership 4 8

Interaction with community 20 61

Communication 14 26

Community consultations 4 5

Responding to criticisms 1 1

Role of community voices 4 6

Speed of response 1 1

With employees 2 2

Knowledge of ownership and control 5 5

Legal structure 1 1

Membership 7 9

Personnel in management and governance 27 91

Board of Directors 18 37

Co-opted directors 3 3

Elected Directors 8 20

Chair 8 14

Chief Exec 5 8

Employees 3 6

Role of crofters in governance 11 16

Role of incomers in governance 8 10

Professionalism and competance 6 10

Responsibilities of estate 10 19

Pursue or facilitate social and economic development 27 235

Estate-run businesses and initiatives 25 153

Askernish Golf Course 5 8

Brewery and distillery 1 1

Built Estate Office 1 1

Climate change research centre 1 1

Cultural amenities 1 1

Food hub 2 2

Grogarry Lodge and other 'Big Houses' 4 5

Harbour Development 20 37

Develop smaller piers 1 1

Lochboisdale Development Limited 1 1

Maintain, improve and provide access to housing 10 11

Orasay Net Station 5 6

Produced business plan 1 1

Provided employment 12 18

Staff succession 1 1

Quarries 2 2

Restaurent in London 1 1

Shooting and fishing 8 11

Tourism activities 8 12

Walking and cycling trails 2 3

Whisky Distillery 1 1

Windmills and other renewables 17 30

Exporting energy 1 1

Fund and support community initiatives and small businesses 17 37

Lack of business support 3 7

Investing in community 7 8

Geographical split in spending priorities 10 12

Have lots of money, aren't doing anything with it 2 2

Sovereign fund 1 3

Long-term nature of development 3 7

Priorities 8 16

Service provision 9 14

Care in the community 2 5

Central point of community 2 2

Family history 1 1

Manage environmental designations 2 3

Provide education 1 1

Running the skips 1 1

Effects of Estate's actions 30 452

Achieved a lot in 10 years 4 4

Lack of progress or desire for more progress 5 9

Grant recipients 1 2

Happier 1 1

Increased stress 1 1

On businesses and economy 24 86

Attract or retain money within community 8 10

Business Opportunities 1 2

Business support 1 1

Community becoming more prosperous 1 1

Create or retain jobs 14 27

Fewer people employed 1 1

Foundation upon which to build future development 4 4

General improvement 1 1

Grants 6 8

Improved economy 5 5

Increased capital 1 1

Increased entrepreneurship 1 1

Increased income 4 6

Increased workspaces 1 1

Money diverted out of the island 1 1

Money for local organisations 5 7

More businesses 3 3

Negative relationship with landowner 1 1

Prefer if money was distributed 1 1

Received wind turbines 1 1

Robust and resilient economy 1 1

Shutting down business 1 1

Social enterprise opportunities and developments 2 2

On community or community members 29 260

Amenities and infrastructure 13 31

Cheap electricity 1 1

Digital connectivity 1 1

Energy self-sufficiency 1 1

Improved land 1 1

Improved or increased housing 8 12

No new houses 1 1

Improved services 1 1

Large infrastructure developments 4 4

New projects and initiatives 3 3

Safeguard ferry link 1 1

Transport infrastructure 5 6

Different effects on community 6 8

Dependent on involvement 5 6

Due to age 1 1

Due to support 1 1

Health effects 26 51

Health and wellbeing 22 40

Increased stress and anxiety 2 2

Lyme Disease 3 4

Quality of life 1 3

Reduced alcohol consumption 1 1

Reduced prescriptions of tranquilisers 1 1

High profile 1 1

No (noticeable) benefit 8 11

Power and empowerment 21 52

Ability to undertake development 5 6

Create opportunities 3 3

Empowerment 6 8

Feeling of ownership and control 10 13

Lack of acknowledgement of power 8 11

Lack of authority 2 3

Lack of dependency on landowner 4 4

Power and control 2 2

Responsibility 2 2

Psychological effects 16 28

Confidence and self esteem 9 17

Feelgood factor 1 1

Feeling valued for opinions 1 1

Higher aspirations 1 1

Hope 1 1

Jaded, weary and cynical 1 1

Less happy 1 1

Negative effect due to untrue communication 1 1

Pride 3 3

There is a 'buzz' 1 1

Social effects 27 78

Attract or retain population 15 24

No new population 2 2

Young population 4 4

Certain groups dominate 1 1

Community capacity 2 4

Community continuing to decline 1 1

Community identity and cohesion 4 5

Culture of blaming estate 2 3

Culture of litigation 1 1

Democratic participation and strength within community 8 10

Disenfrachisement of those who don't get what they want 4 5

Identifying skills and assets in community 1 1

Negative effects on those not represented 1 3

Numbers of young people 3 3

Release of energy 1 1

Resilience 1 1

Sense of community 3 4

Connection to land 1 1

Social division 3 3

Social dynamics 5 5

Some excluded from organisation 2 3

On crofters 15 38

Business development opportunities 1 1

Concern over crofters rights 2 3

Easier to deal with estate now 3 4

Flooded land 1 1

Health 2 2

Improved infrastructure 1 1

Less stress 1 1

Loss of common grazing land 1 1

Loss of livestock 1 1

More chance of being let a croft 1 1

No effect 9 13

Planning and investment 1 1

Received profits 1 2

Rent increases 1 2

Represent crofters interests 2 2

Tensions with wider community 2 2

On directors 5 6

Feeling on giving back to community 1 1

Health and wellbeing 1 2

Increased stress 2 2

Volunteer fatigue 1 1

On environment 6 7

Cleaner environment 3 3

Eco-friendly look 1 1

Energy efficiency 1 1

Lack of recycling or care of land 1 1

No effect 1 1

On estate employees 9 15

Demotivated 1 1

Employment uncertainty 1 2

Health and wellbeing 2 2

Income 3 3

Increased stress 3 3

Reduced stress 1 1

Relationship with the community 1 1

Self-confidence 1 1

Skills and career development 1 1

On fishermen 5 5

Benefit from Harbour development 4 4

No benefit 1 1

On organisation 13 24

Capacity 1 1

Financial Sustainability 11 16

Internal politics and infighting 2 4

Value of estate 3 3

On tourists and tourism 5 5

Increased tourist activity 2 2

Yacht facilities 3 3

Health Theory and Practice 12 104

Community health 1 1

Health and power 5 43

Community empowerment 4 15

Community planning 2 4

Engagement in decision making 2 9

Heterogeneity within and between communities 2 7

Power 3 8

Health inequalities 1 4

Hierarchy of human needs 1 1

Interventions 5 9

Community landownership 1 1

Different interventions for old people 1 2

Gardening 1 1

Mental health group 1 1

Upstream interventions 3 3

Warm houses 1 1

Main health concerns 8 15

Cancer 1 1

Coronary heart disease and stroke 1 1

Lyme Disease 5 9

Obesity and diabetes 1 1

Social ills 2 3

Mental health and resilience 1 1

Public health considerations 2 5

Social Determinants of Health 7 24

Education 1 1

Employment 6 8

Housing 2 2

Local amenities 3 4

Physical environment 1 2

Social environment 3 4

Transport infrastructure 1 1

Young people 1 1

Landownership 27 452

Motivations and justifications for buyouts 22 141

Control and security 14 31

Alternative to being sold to a private landlord 2 2

Desire for greater control, security and ownership 8 9

Desire for greater empowerment 1 1

Frustrations and an inability to change things 8 9

History, clearances, etc 8 9

To block proposed detrimental land use 1 1

Don't want to buy 16 53

Don't like change 1 1

Ideologically opposed 2 2

Inadequate capacity or community buy-in 4 8

Landownership patterns and structures different 2 2

Naebody lives there 2 2

Negative perception of other communities 2 2

Not considered financially viable or advantageous 5 6

Support for current landlord 12 21

Threat to an individual's position 2 3

Unsupportive local authority 2 2

Unwilling seller 3 4

Social and economic development 15 40

Improve housing and conditions 4 4

Lack of service provision 2 2

Opportunity for advancement and economic development 8 11

Perception of market failure 1 2

Private landlords not improving things 5 5

Quality of asset 1 1

Reduce economic uncertainty and fragility 2 2

Retain jobs 4 5

Retain population 5 5

To make more money 2 3

Triggers 11 17

Estate was put on the market 1 1

Individual(s) driving it forward 5 6

Landlord went bust 1 1

See other communities doing it 6 7

Shared community identity 1 2

Pattern of ownership 3 6

Geograophical differences 1 1

Politics of land reform 14 44

Combining communism and capitalism 2 2

Community Empowerment Act 5 9

Community right to buy 3 5

Crofting right to buy 2 2

Disconnect with crofting legislation 2 4

Easier prior to legislation 1 1

Future legislation 2 4

Human rights issues 3 3

Land Tax 1 1

Policy recognition of alternatives to land ownership 1 1

Political motivation 2 4

Right to buy croft 2 3

Start of community ownership movement 1 1

Transparency of ownership 1 1

Types of land reform internationally 3 3

Relevant sectors and organisations 11 32

Community Land Scotland 2 3

Land Court 3 4

Land Reform Review Group 2 3

Scottish Land and Estates 1 2

Scottish Land Commission 6 7

Scottish Land Fund 6 13

Research 13 22

Difficulty in measuring 5 5

Effects take time 3 4

Lack of attribution 1 1

Not enough research 1 1

Research starting to emerge 1 1

Too early to tell effects 5 10

Size of estates 12 24

Break up large estates to give to individuals 1 4

Support for communities 12 28

Engagement and representativeness 2 2

Funding and organisational type 6 7

Funding source 7 12

Post-acquisition support 2 3

Pre-acquisition support 1 2

Proof of ability to take on land 1 1

Support for communities not buying land 1 1

Theology of land reform 1 14

Church legitimises community ownership 1 2

Human Ecology 1 4

Liberation Theology 1 2

Spirituality and shamanism 1 3

Spritual Activism 1 3

Types of land 5 7

Access to land for recreation 1 1

Difference between land assets and other assets 3 3

Forestry 1 1

Urban buyouts 1 2

Types of land owners 24 130

Community ownership 14 22

Comparisons between types and other organisations 22 60

Achieved what other agencies couldn't 3 3

Development agenda as well as being a landlord 2 3

Difference between good and bad community landownership 1 1

Different to other community development 2 2

Different to owning other assets 2 2

Easier to deal with than private owners 3 3

Expectations of community ownership high 3 3

'Good' and 'bad' landowners 5 8

Identity of landowner less important than health outcome 2 2

Importance of local ownership 1 1

Level of local democracy 15 22

Like a local development agency 3 5

More flexible than local authority 1 1

Run for the community's benefit 2 2

Similar to private landownership 2 2

Council ownership 1 1

Government ownership 4 6

Interactions between private owner and community 11 13

Organisation ownership 1 1

Private ownership 14 27

Working against CLT 2 4

Rural communities 27 210

Climate change 1 1

Crofters and crofting 15 29

Culture and identity 20 63

close-knit community 1 1

Happy and contented 1 1

History of South Uist 2 2

Involvement and contribution to community 6 15

Lack of environmental awareness 1 1

Lack of political tradition 1 2

Link to land 8 16

Modernisation changed community 1 3

Perception of islanders from outside 2 2

Promotion of Gaelic culture 3 4

Purpose of community 1 1

Role of church and religion 5 10

Traditional industries 3 5

Demographics 15 39

Ageing population 6 6

Incomers 5 5

Population decline 9 19

Young population 6 9

Differences between communities 8 10

Cultural identities within community estate 5 5

Differences to neighbouring islands 2 3

Differentiated opportunities for development 2 2

Economy and Development 19 40

Challenges of rural businesses 5 6

Development money for communities 4 7

Economic decline 3 5

Employment opportunities 10 14

Fishing industry 1 3

Focus on bottom-up development 3 3

Priorities of rural development 2 2

Poor public services 13 28

Access to healthcare 5 8

Access to teriary education 1 1

Difficulty in recruiting and retaining medical professionals 2 2

Lack of amenities 4 5

Lack of housing 4 4

Need for childcare solutions 1 1

Poor public transport 3 6

The law does not reach there 1 1
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Name Sources References

Actions of Landowner 30 798

Interactions with other organisations or groups 23 90

Businesses 9 14

Collaboration with businesses 7 10

Large employers 3 3

Local businesses 1 1

Community councils 1 2

Crofting Commission 4 6

Development consultancy 1 1

Encouraging, enabling, facilitating development 1 1

Grazings committees 5 6

Health board 4 4

HIE 5 7

Lobbying 8 10

Local Authority 7 13

Local subsidiary groups 1 2

National government 6 7

Other communities 3 4

Other landowners 3 4

Oversight body 1 1

Settled disputes through court cases 4 4

SNH and RSPB 3 3

Transport providers 1 1

Land use and land management 27 118

Carbon sequestration 1 1

Conflict between land uses 3 3

Crofting-related 20 68

Coastal defences 4 10

Creation of new crofts 4 4

Croft Administration 13 23

Croft mapping 4 4

Developing common grazings 1 1

Ditching 1 1

Drainage 9 17

Repairing roads 1 1

Resumption of crofts 1 1

Security of tenure and crofters rights 3 6

Dangerous or polluting land uses 2 2

Deer 9 15

Diversification of land uses 2 3

Factoring 1 1

Food production 1 2

Forestry 1 1

land ownership vs land management 4 5

Make land available for development 6 7

Making land available for sale 1 1

Park land 1 1

Sporting rights 1 1

Strategic and tactical land use decisions 1 1

Swing park 1 1

Vermin management 2 2

No actions 3 3

Ownership and governance 29 352

Choice not to get involved 15 19

Community involvement and participation 15 37

Community ownership 17 42

Coordinated by factor 1 1

Corruption, nepotism and conflict of interest 8 14

Election Procedures 5 6

Financial systems 1 1

Governance systems 8 10

Company structure 2 2

Dealing with ownership committees 1 1

Difficulty of post-buyout governance 1 1

Governance key to success 1 1

Redistribution of income 1 1

Representation and succession 3 4

Inevitable disagreements 15 18

Initial taking of ownership 4 8

Interaction with community 20 61

Communication 14 26

Community consultations 4 5

Responding to criticisms 1 1

Role of community voices 4 6

Speed of response 1 1

With employees 2 2

Knowledge of ownership and control 5 5

Legal structure 1 1

Membership 7 9

Personnel in management and governance 27 91

Board of Directors 18 37

Co-opted directors 3 3

Elected Directors 8 20

Chair 8 14

Chief Exec 5 8

Employees 3 6

Role of crofters in governance 11 16

Role of incomers in governance 8 10

Professionalism and competance 6 10

Responsibilities of estate 10 19

Pursue or facilitate social and economic development 27 235

Estate-run businesses and initiatives 25 153

Askernish Golf Course 5 8

Brewery and distillery 1 1

Built Estate Office 1 1

Climate change research centre 1 1

Cultural amenities 1 1

Food hub 2 2

Grogarry Lodge and other 'Big Houses' 4 5

Harbour Development 20 37

Develop smaller piers 1 1

Lochboisdale Development Limited 1 1

Maintain, improve and provide access to housing 10 11

Orasay Net Station 5 6

Produced business plan 1 1

Provided employment 12 18

Staff succession 1 1

Quarries 2 2

Restaurent in London 1 1

Shooting and fishing 8 11

Tourism activities 8 12

Walking and cycling trails 2 3

Whisky Distillery 1 1

Windmills and other renewables 17 30

Exporting energy 1 1

Fund and support community initiatives and small businesses 17 37

Lack of business support 3 7

Investing in community 7 8

Geographical split in spending priorities 10 12

Have lots of money, aren't doing anything with it 2 2

Sovereign fund 1 3

Long-term nature of development 3 7

Priorities 8 16

Service provision 9 14

Care in the community 2 5

Central point of community 2 2

Family history 1 1

Manage environmental designations 2 3

Provide education 1 1

Running the skips 1 1

Effects of Estate's actions 30 452

Achieved a lot in 10 years 4 4

Lack of progress or desire for more progress 5 9

Grant recipients 1 2

Happier 1 1

Increased stress 1 1

On businesses and economy 24 86

Attract or retain money within community 8 10

Business Opportunities 1 2

Business support 1 1

Community becoming more prosperous 1 1

Create or retain jobs 14 27

Fewer people employed 1 1

Foundation upon which to build future development 4 4

General improvement 1 1

Grants 6 8

Improved economy 5 5

Increased capital 1 1

Increased entrepreneurship 1 1

Increased income 4 6

Increased workspaces 1 1

Money diverted out of the island 1 1

Money for local organisations 5 7

More businesses 3 3

Negative relationship with landowner 1 1

Prefer if money was distributed 1 1

Received wind turbines 1 1

Robust and resilient economy 1 1

Shutting down business 1 1

Social enterprise opportunities and developments 2 2

On community or community members 29 260

Amenities and infrastructure 13 31

Cheap electricity 1 1

Digital connectivity 1 1

Energy self-sufficiency 1 1

Improved land 1 1

Improved or increased housing 8 12

No new houses 1 1

Improved services 1 1

Large infrastructure developments 4 4

New projects and initiatives 3 3

Safeguard ferry link 1 1

Transport infrastructure 5 6

Different effects on community 6 8

Dependent on involvement 5 6

Due to age 1 1

Due to support 1 1

Health effects 26 51

Health and wellbeing 22 40

Increased stress and anxiety 2 2

Lyme Disease 3 4

Quality of life 1 3

Reduced alcohol consumption 1 1

Reduced prescriptions of tranquilisers 1 1

High profile 1 1

No (noticeable) benefit 8 11

Power and empowerment 21 52

Ability to undertake development 5 6

Create opportunities 3 3

Empowerment 6 8

Feeling of ownership and control 10 13

Lack of acknowledgement of power 8 11

Lack of authority 2 3

Lack of dependency on landowner 4 4

Power and control 2 2

Responsibility 2 2

Psychological effects 16 28

Confidence and self esteem 9 17

Feelgood factor 1 1

Feeling valued for opinions 1 1

Higher aspirations 1 1

Hope 1 1

Jaded, weary and cynical 1 1

Less happy 1 1

Negative effect due to untrue communication 1 1

Pride 3 3

There is a 'buzz' 1 1

Social effects 27 78

Attract or retain population 15 24

No new population 2 2

Young population 4 4

Certain groups dominate 1 1

Community capacity 2 4

Community continuing to decline 1 1

Community identity and cohesion 4 5

Culture of blaming estate 2 3

Culture of litigation 1 1

Democratic participation and strength within community 8 10

Disenfrachisement of those who don't get what they want 4 5

Identifying skills and assets in community 1 1

Negative effects on those not represented 1 3

Numbers of young people 3 3

Release of energy 1 1

Resilience 1 1

Sense of community 3 4

Connection to land 1 1

Social division 3 3

Social dynamics 5 5

Some excluded from organisation 2 3

On crofters 15 38

Business development opportunities 1 1

Concern over crofters rights 2 3

Easier to deal with estate now 3 4

Flooded land 1 1

Health 2 2

Improved infrastructure 1 1

Less stress 1 1

Loss of common grazing land 1 1

Loss of livestock 1 1

More chance of being let a croft 1 1

No effect 9 13

Planning and investment 1 1

Received profits 1 2

Rent increases 1 2

Represent crofters interests 2 2

Tensions with wider community 2 2

On directors 5 6

Feeling on giving back to community 1 1

Health and wellbeing 1 2

Increased stress 2 2

Volunteer fatigue 1 1

On environment 6 7

Cleaner environment 3 3

Eco-friendly look 1 1

Energy efficiency 1 1

Lack of recycling or care of land 1 1

No effect 1 1

On estate employees 9 15

Demotivated 1 1

Employment uncertainty 1 2

Health and wellbeing 2 2

Income 3 3

Increased stress 3 3

Reduced stress 1 1

Relationship with the community 1 1

Self-confidence 1 1

Skills and career development 1 1

On fishermen 5 5

Benefit from Harbour development 4 4

No benefit 1 1

On organisation 13 24

Capacity 1 1

Financial Sustainability 11 16

Internal politics and infighting 2 4

Value of estate 3 3

On tourists and tourism 5 5

Increased tourist activity 2 2

Yacht facilities 3 3

Health Theory and Practice 12 104

Community health 1 1

Health and power 5 43

Community empowerment 4 15

Community planning 2 4

Engagement in decision making 2 9

Heterogeneity within and between communities 2 7

Power 3 8

Health inequalities 1 4

Hierarchy of human needs 1 1

Interventions 5 9

Community landownership 1 1

Different interventions for old people 1 2

Gardening 1 1

Mental health group 1 1

Upstream interventions 3 3

Warm houses 1 1

Main health concerns 8 15

Cancer 1 1

Coronary heart disease and stroke 1 1

Lyme Disease 5 9

Obesity and diabetes 1 1

Social ills 2 3

Mental health and resilience 1 1

Public health considerations 2 5

Social Determinants of Health 7 24

Education 1 1

Employment 6 8

Housing 2 2

Local amenities 3 4

Physical environment 1 2

Social environment 3 4

Transport infrastructure 1 1

Young people 1 1

Landownership 27 452

Motivations and justifications for buyouts 22 141

Control and security 14 31

Alternative to being sold to a private landlord 2 2

Desire for greater control, security and ownership 8 9

Desire for greater empowerment 1 1

Frustrations and an inability to change things 8 9

History, clearances, etc 8 9

To block proposed detrimental land use 1 1

Don't want to buy 16 53

Don't like change 1 1

Ideologically opposed 2 2

Inadequate capacity or community buy-in 4 8

Landownership patterns and structures different 2 2

Naebody lives there 2 2

Negative perception of other communities 2 2

Not considered financially viable or advantageous 5 6

Support for current landlord 12 21

Threat to an individual's position 2 3

Unsupportive local authority 2 2

Unwilling seller 3 4

Social and economic development 15 40

Improve housing and conditions 4 4

Lack of service provision 2 2

Opportunity for advancement and economic development 8 11

Perception of market failure 1 2

Private landlords not improving things 5 5

Quality of asset 1 1

Reduce economic uncertainty and fragility 2 2

Retain jobs 4 5

Retain population 5 5

To make more money 2 3

Triggers 11 17

Estate was put on the market 1 1

Individual(s) driving it forward 5 6

Landlord went bust 1 1

See other communities doing it 6 7

Shared community identity 1 2

Pattern of ownership 3 6

Geograophical differences 1 1

Politics of land reform 14 44

Combining communism and capitalism 2 2

Community Empowerment Act 5 9

Community right to buy 3 5

Crofting right to buy 2 2

Disconnect with crofting legislation 2 4

Easier prior to legislation 1 1

Future legislation 2 4

Human rights issues 3 3

Land Tax 1 1

Policy recognition of alternatives to land ownership 1 1

Political motivation 2 4

Right to buy croft 2 3

Start of community ownership movement 1 1

Transparency of ownership 1 1

Types of land reform internationally 3 3

Relevant sectors and organisations 11 32

Community Land Scotland 2 3

Land Court 3 4

Land Reform Review Group 2 3

Scottish Land and Estates 1 2

Scottish Land Commission 6 7

Scottish Land Fund 6 13

Research 13 22

Difficulty in measuring 5 5

Effects take time 3 4

Lack of attribution 1 1

Not enough research 1 1

Research starting to emerge 1 1

Too early to tell effects 5 10

Size of estates 12 24

Break up large estates to give to individuals 1 4

Support for communities 12 28

Engagement and representativeness 2 2

Funding and organisational type 6 7

Funding source 7 12

Post-acquisition support 2 3

Pre-acquisition support 1 2

Proof of ability to take on land 1 1

Support for communities not buying land 1 1

Theology of land reform 1 14

Church legitimises community ownership 1 2

Human Ecology 1 4

Liberation Theology 1 2

Spirituality and shamanism 1 3

Spritual Activism 1 3

Types of land 5 7

Access to land for recreation 1 1

Difference between land assets and other assets 3 3

Forestry 1 1

Urban buyouts 1 2

Types of land owners 24 130

Community ownership 14 22

Comparisons between types and other organisations 22 60

Achieved what other agencies couldn't 3 3

Development agenda as well as being a landlord 2 3

Difference between good and bad community landownership 1 1

Different to other community development 2 2

Different to owning other assets 2 2

Easier to deal with than private owners 3 3

Expectations of community ownership high 3 3

'Good' and 'bad' landowners 5 8

Identity of landowner less important than health outcome 2 2

Importance of local ownership 1 1

Level of local democracy 15 22

Like a local development agency 3 5

More flexible than local authority 1 1

Run for the community's benefit 2 2

Similar to private landownership 2 2

Council ownership 1 1

Government ownership 4 6

Interactions between private owner and community 11 13

Organisation ownership 1 1

Private ownership 14 27

Working against CLT 2 4

Rural communities 27 210

Climate change 1 1

Crofters and crofting 15 29

Culture and identity 20 63

close-knit community 1 1

Happy and contented 1 1

History of South Uist 2 2

Involvement and contribution to community 6 15

Lack of environmental awareness 1 1

Lack of political tradition 1 2

Link to land 8 16

Modernisation changed community 1 3

Perception of islanders from outside 2 2

Promotion of Gaelic culture 3 4

Purpose of community 1 1

Role of church and religion 5 10

Traditional industries 3 5

Demographics 15 39

Ageing population 6 6

Incomers 5 5

Population decline 9 19

Young population 6 9

Differences between communities 8 10

Cultural identities within community estate 5 5

Differences to neighbouring islands 2 3

Differentiated opportunities for development 2 2

Economy and Development 19 40

Challenges of rural businesses 5 6

Development money for communities 4 7

Economic decline 3 5

Employment opportunities 10 14

Fishing industry 1 3

Focus on bottom-up development 3 3

Priorities of rural development 2 2

Poor public services 13 28

Access to healthcare 5 8

Access to teriary education 1 1

Difficulty in recruiting and retaining medical professionals 2 2

Lack of amenities 4 5

Lack of housing 4 4

Need for childcare solutions 1 1

Poor public transport 3 6

The law does not reach there 1 1
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Name Sources References

Actions of Landowner 30 798

Interactions with other organisations or groups 23 90

Businesses 9 14

Collaboration with businesses 7 10

Large employers 3 3

Local businesses 1 1

Community councils 1 2

Crofting Commission 4 6

Development consultancy 1 1

Encouraging, enabling, facilitating development 1 1

Grazings committees 5 6

Health board 4 4

HIE 5 7

Lobbying 8 10

Local Authority 7 13

Local subsidiary groups 1 2

National government 6 7

Other communities 3 4

Other landowners 3 4

Oversight body 1 1

Settled disputes through court cases 4 4

SNH and RSPB 3 3

Transport providers 1 1

Land use and land management 27 118

Carbon sequestration 1 1

Conflict between land uses 3 3

Crofting-related 20 68

Coastal defences 4 10

Creation of new crofts 4 4

Croft Administration 13 23

Croft mapping 4 4

Developing common grazings 1 1

Ditching 1 1

Drainage 9 17

Repairing roads 1 1

Resumption of crofts 1 1

Security of tenure and crofters rights 3 6

Dangerous or polluting land uses 2 2

Deer 9 15

Diversification of land uses 2 3

Factoring 1 1

Food production 1 2

Forestry 1 1

land ownership vs land management 4 5

Make land available for development 6 7

Making land available for sale 1 1

Park land 1 1

Sporting rights 1 1

Strategic and tactical land use decisions 1 1

Swing park 1 1

Vermin management 2 2

No actions 3 3

Ownership and governance 29 352

Choice not to get involved 15 19

Community involvement and participation 15 37

Community ownership 17 42

Coordinated by factor 1 1

Corruption, nepotism and conflict of interest 8 14

Election Procedures 5 6

Financial systems 1 1

Governance systems 8 10

Company structure 2 2

Dealing with ownership committees 1 1

Difficulty of post-buyout governance 1 1

Governance key to success 1 1

Redistribution of income 1 1

Representation and succession 3 4

Inevitable disagreements 15 18

Initial taking of ownership 4 8

Interaction with community 20 61

Communication 14 26

Community consultations 4 5

Responding to criticisms 1 1

Role of community voices 4 6

Speed of response 1 1

With employees 2 2

Knowledge of ownership and control 5 5

Legal structure 1 1

Membership 7 9

Personnel in management and governance 27 91

Board of Directors 18 37

Co-opted directors 3 3

Elected Directors 8 20

Chair 8 14

Chief Exec 5 8

Employees 3 6

Role of crofters in governance 11 16

Role of incomers in governance 8 10

Professionalism and competance 6 10

Responsibilities of estate 10 19

Pursue or facilitate social and economic development 27 235

Estate-run businesses and initiatives 25 153

Askernish Golf Course 5 8

Brewery and distillery 1 1

Built Estate Office 1 1

Climate change research centre 1 1

Cultural amenities 1 1

Food hub 2 2

Grogarry Lodge and other 'Big Houses' 4 5

Harbour Development 20 37

Develop smaller piers 1 1

Lochboisdale Development Limited 1 1

Maintain, improve and provide access to housing 10 11

Orasay Net Station 5 6

Produced business plan 1 1

Provided employment 12 18

Staff succession 1 1

Quarries 2 2

Restaurent in London 1 1

Shooting and fishing 8 11

Tourism activities 8 12

Walking and cycling trails 2 3

Whisky Distillery 1 1

Windmills and other renewables 17 30

Exporting energy 1 1

Fund and support community initiatives and small businesses 17 37

Lack of business support 3 7

Investing in community 7 8

Geographical split in spending priorities 10 12

Have lots of money, aren't doing anything with it 2 2

Sovereign fund 1 3

Long-term nature of development 3 7

Priorities 8 16

Service provision 9 14

Care in the community 2 5

Central point of community 2 2

Family history 1 1

Manage environmental designations 2 3

Provide education 1 1

Running the skips 1 1

Effects of Estate's actions 30 452

Achieved a lot in 10 years 4 4

Lack of progress or desire for more progress 5 9

Grant recipients 1 2

Happier 1 1

Increased stress 1 1

On businesses and economy 24 86

Attract or retain money within community 8 10

Business Opportunities 1 2

Business support 1 1

Community becoming more prosperous 1 1

Create or retain jobs 14 27

Fewer people employed 1 1

Foundation upon which to build future development 4 4

General improvement 1 1

Grants 6 8

Improved economy 5 5

Increased capital 1 1

Increased entrepreneurship 1 1

Increased income 4 6

Increased workspaces 1 1

Money diverted out of the island 1 1

Money for local organisations 5 7

More businesses 3 3

Negative relationship with landowner 1 1

Prefer if money was distributed 1 1

Received wind turbines 1 1

Robust and resilient economy 1 1

Shutting down business 1 1

Social enterprise opportunities and developments 2 2

On community or community members 29 260

Amenities and infrastructure 13 31

Cheap electricity 1 1

Digital connectivity 1 1

Energy self-sufficiency 1 1

Improved land 1 1

Improved or increased housing 8 12

No new houses 1 1

Improved services 1 1

Large infrastructure developments 4 4

New projects and initiatives 3 3

Safeguard ferry link 1 1

Transport infrastructure 5 6

Different effects on community 6 8

Dependent on involvement 5 6

Due to age 1 1

Due to support 1 1

Health effects 26 51

Health and wellbeing 22 40

Increased stress and anxiety 2 2

Lyme Disease 3 4

Quality of life 1 3

Reduced alcohol consumption 1 1

Reduced prescriptions of tranquilisers 1 1

High profile 1 1

No (noticeable) benefit 8 11

Power and empowerment 21 52

Ability to undertake development 5 6

Create opportunities 3 3

Empowerment 6 8

Feeling of ownership and control 10 13

Lack of acknowledgement of power 8 11

Lack of authority 2 3

Lack of dependency on landowner 4 4

Power and control 2 2

Responsibility 2 2

Psychological effects 16 28

Confidence and self esteem 9 17

Feelgood factor 1 1

Feeling valued for opinions 1 1

Higher aspirations 1 1

Hope 1 1

Jaded, weary and cynical 1 1

Less happy 1 1

Negative effect due to untrue communication 1 1

Pride 3 3

There is a 'buzz' 1 1

Social effects 27 78

Attract or retain population 15 24

No new population 2 2

Young population 4 4

Certain groups dominate 1 1

Community capacity 2 4

Community continuing to decline 1 1

Community identity and cohesion 4 5

Culture of blaming estate 2 3

Culture of litigation 1 1

Democratic participation and strength within community 8 10

Disenfrachisement of those who don't get what they want 4 5

Identifying skills and assets in community 1 1

Negative effects on those not represented 1 3

Numbers of young people 3 3

Release of energy 1 1

Resilience 1 1

Sense of community 3 4

Connection to land 1 1

Social division 3 3

Social dynamics 5 5

Some excluded from organisation 2 3

On crofters 15 38

Business development opportunities 1 1

Concern over crofters rights 2 3

Easier to deal with estate now 3 4

Flooded land 1 1

Health 2 2

Improved infrastructure 1 1

Less stress 1 1

Loss of common grazing land 1 1

Loss of livestock 1 1

More chance of being let a croft 1 1

No effect 9 13

Planning and investment 1 1

Received profits 1 2

Rent increases 1 2

Represent crofters interests 2 2

Tensions with wider community 2 2

On directors 5 6

Feeling on giving back to community 1 1

Health and wellbeing 1 2

Increased stress 2 2

Volunteer fatigue 1 1

On environment 6 7

Cleaner environment 3 3

Eco-friendly look 1 1

Energy efficiency 1 1

Lack of recycling or care of land 1 1

No effect 1 1

On estate employees 9 15

Demotivated 1 1

Employment uncertainty 1 2

Health and wellbeing 2 2

Income 3 3

Increased stress 3 3

Reduced stress 1 1

Relationship with the community 1 1

Self-confidence 1 1

Skills and career development 1 1

On fishermen 5 5

Benefit from Harbour development 4 4

No benefit 1 1

On organisation 13 24

Capacity 1 1

Financial Sustainability 11 16

Internal politics and infighting 2 4

Value of estate 3 3

On tourists and tourism 5 5

Increased tourist activity 2 2

Yacht facilities 3 3

Health Theory and Practice 12 104

Community health 1 1

Health and power 5 43

Community empowerment 4 15

Community planning 2 4

Engagement in decision making 2 9

Heterogeneity within and between communities 2 7

Power 3 8

Health inequalities 1 4

Hierarchy of human needs 1 1

Interventions 5 9

Community landownership 1 1

Different interventions for old people 1 2

Gardening 1 1

Mental health group 1 1

Upstream interventions 3 3

Warm houses 1 1

Main health concerns 8 15

Cancer 1 1

Coronary heart disease and stroke 1 1

Lyme Disease 5 9

Obesity and diabetes 1 1

Social ills 2 3

Mental health and resilience 1 1

Public health considerations 2 5

Social Determinants of Health 7 24

Education 1 1

Employment 6 8

Housing 2 2

Local amenities 3 4

Physical environment 1 2

Social environment 3 4

Transport infrastructure 1 1

Young people 1 1

Landownership 27 452

Motivations and justifications for buyouts 22 141

Control and security 14 31

Alternative to being sold to a private landlord 2 2

Desire for greater control, security and ownership 8 9

Desire for greater empowerment 1 1

Frustrations and an inability to change things 8 9

History, clearances, etc 8 9

To block proposed detrimental land use 1 1

Don't want to buy 16 53

Don't like change 1 1

Ideologically opposed 2 2

Inadequate capacity or community buy-in 4 8

Landownership patterns and structures different 2 2

Naebody lives there 2 2

Negative perception of other communities 2 2

Not considered financially viable or advantageous 5 6

Support for current landlord 12 21

Threat to an individual's position 2 3

Unsupportive local authority 2 2

Unwilling seller 3 4

Social and economic development 15 40

Improve housing and conditions 4 4

Lack of service provision 2 2

Opportunity for advancement and economic development 8 11

Perception of market failure 1 2

Private landlords not improving things 5 5

Quality of asset 1 1

Reduce economic uncertainty and fragility 2 2

Retain jobs 4 5

Retain population 5 5

To make more money 2 3

Triggers 11 17

Estate was put on the market 1 1

Individual(s) driving it forward 5 6

Landlord went bust 1 1

See other communities doing it 6 7

Shared community identity 1 2

Pattern of ownership 3 6

Geograophical differences 1 1

Politics of land reform 14 44

Combining communism and capitalism 2 2

Community Empowerment Act 5 9

Community right to buy 3 5

Crofting right to buy 2 2

Disconnect with crofting legislation 2 4

Easier prior to legislation 1 1

Future legislation 2 4

Human rights issues 3 3

Land Tax 1 1

Policy recognition of alternatives to land ownership 1 1

Political motivation 2 4

Right to buy croft 2 3

Start of community ownership movement 1 1

Transparency of ownership 1 1

Types of land reform internationally 3 3

Relevant sectors and organisations 11 32

Community Land Scotland 2 3

Land Court 3 4

Land Reform Review Group 2 3

Scottish Land and Estates 1 2

Scottish Land Commission 6 7

Scottish Land Fund 6 13

Research 13 22

Difficulty in measuring 5 5

Effects take time 3 4

Lack of attribution 1 1

Not enough research 1 1

Research starting to emerge 1 1

Too early to tell effects 5 10

Size of estates 12 24

Break up large estates to give to individuals 1 4

Support for communities 12 28

Engagement and representativeness 2 2

Funding and organisational type 6 7

Funding source 7 12

Post-acquisition support 2 3

Pre-acquisition support 1 2

Proof of ability to take on land 1 1

Support for communities not buying land 1 1

Theology of land reform 1 14

Church legitimises community ownership 1 2

Human Ecology 1 4

Liberation Theology 1 2

Spirituality and shamanism 1 3

Spritual Activism 1 3

Types of land 5 7

Access to land for recreation 1 1

Difference between land assets and other assets 3 3

Forestry 1 1

Urban buyouts 1 2

Types of land owners 24 130

Community ownership 14 22

Comparisons between types and other organisations 22 60

Achieved what other agencies couldn't 3 3

Development agenda as well as being a landlord 2 3

Difference between good and bad community landownership 1 1

Different to other community development 2 2

Different to owning other assets 2 2

Easier to deal with than private owners 3 3

Expectations of community ownership high 3 3

'Good' and 'bad' landowners 5 8

Identity of landowner less important than health outcome 2 2

Importance of local ownership 1 1

Level of local democracy 15 22

Like a local development agency 3 5

More flexible than local authority 1 1

Run for the community's benefit 2 2

Similar to private landownership 2 2

Council ownership 1 1

Government ownership 4 6

Interactions between private owner and community 11 13

Organisation ownership 1 1

Private ownership 14 27

Working against CLT 2 4

Rural communities 27 210

Climate change 1 1

Crofters and crofting 15 29

Culture and identity 20 63

close-knit community 1 1

Happy and contented 1 1

History of South Uist 2 2

Involvement and contribution to community 6 15

Lack of environmental awareness 1 1

Lack of political tradition 1 2

Link to land 8 16

Modernisation changed community 1 3

Perception of islanders from outside 2 2

Promotion of Gaelic culture 3 4

Purpose of community 1 1

Role of church and religion 5 10

Traditional industries 3 5

Demographics 15 39

Ageing population 6 6

Incomers 5 5

Population decline 9 19

Young population 6 9

Differences between communities 8 10

Cultural identities within community estate 5 5

Differences to neighbouring islands 2 3

Differentiated opportunities for development 2 2

Economy and Development 19 40

Challenges of rural businesses 5 6

Development money for communities 4 7

Economic decline 3 5

Employment opportunities 10 14

Fishing industry 1 3

Focus on bottom-up development 3 3

Priorities of rural development 2 2

Poor public services 13 28

Access to healthcare 5 8

Access to teriary education 1 1

Difficulty in recruiting and retaining medical professionals 2 2

Lack of amenities 4 5

Lack of housing 4 4

Need for childcare solutions 1 1

Poor public transport 3 6

The law does not reach there 1 1
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Name Sources References

Actions of Landowner 30 798

Interactions with other organisations or groups 23 90

Businesses 9 14

Collaboration with businesses 7 10

Large employers 3 3

Local businesses 1 1

Community councils 1 2

Crofting Commission 4 6

Development consultancy 1 1

Encouraging, enabling, facilitating development 1 1

Grazings committees 5 6

Health board 4 4

HIE 5 7

Lobbying 8 10

Local Authority 7 13

Local subsidiary groups 1 2

National government 6 7

Other communities 3 4

Other landowners 3 4

Oversight body 1 1

Settled disputes through court cases 4 4

SNH and RSPB 3 3

Transport providers 1 1

Land use and land management 27 118

Carbon sequestration 1 1

Conflict between land uses 3 3

Crofting-related 20 68

Coastal defences 4 10

Creation of new crofts 4 4

Croft Administration 13 23

Croft mapping 4 4

Developing common grazings 1 1

Ditching 1 1

Drainage 9 17

Repairing roads 1 1

Resumption of crofts 1 1

Security of tenure and crofters rights 3 6

Dangerous or polluting land uses 2 2

Deer 9 15

Diversification of land uses 2 3

Factoring 1 1

Food production 1 2

Forestry 1 1

land ownership vs land management 4 5

Make land available for development 6 7

Making land available for sale 1 1

Park land 1 1

Sporting rights 1 1

Strategic and tactical land use decisions 1 1

Swing park 1 1

Vermin management 2 2

No actions 3 3

Ownership and governance 29 352

Choice not to get involved 15 19

Community involvement and participation 15 37

Community ownership 17 42

Coordinated by factor 1 1

Corruption, nepotism and conflict of interest 8 14

Election Procedures 5 6

Financial systems 1 1

Governance systems 8 10

Company structure 2 2

Dealing with ownership committees 1 1

Difficulty of post-buyout governance 1 1

Governance key to success 1 1

Redistribution of income 1 1

Representation and succession 3 4

Inevitable disagreements 15 18

Initial taking of ownership 4 8

Interaction with community 20 61

Communication 14 26

Community consultations 4 5

Responding to criticisms 1 1

Role of community voices 4 6

Speed of response 1 1

With employees 2 2

Knowledge of ownership and control 5 5

Legal structure 1 1

Membership 7 9

Personnel in management and governance 27 91

Board of Directors 18 37

Co-opted directors 3 3

Elected Directors 8 20

Chair 8 14

Chief Exec 5 8

Employees 3 6

Role of crofters in governance 11 16

Role of incomers in governance 8 10

Professionalism and competance 6 10

Responsibilities of estate 10 19

Pursue or facilitate social and economic development 27 235

Estate-run businesses and initiatives 25 153

Askernish Golf Course 5 8

Brewery and distillery 1 1

Built Estate Office 1 1

Climate change research centre 1 1

Cultural amenities 1 1

Food hub 2 2

Grogarry Lodge and other 'Big Houses' 4 5

Harbour Development 20 37

Develop smaller piers 1 1

Lochboisdale Development Limited 1 1

Maintain, improve and provide access to housing 10 11

Orasay Net Station 5 6

Produced business plan 1 1

Provided employment 12 18

Staff succession 1 1

Quarries 2 2

Restaurent in London 1 1

Shooting and fishing 8 11

Tourism activities 8 12

Walking and cycling trails 2 3

Whisky Distillery 1 1

Windmills and other renewables 17 30

Exporting energy 1 1

Fund and support community initiatives and small businesses 17 37

Lack of business support 3 7

Investing in community 7 8

Geographical split in spending priorities 10 12

Have lots of money, aren't doing anything with it 2 2

Sovereign fund 1 3

Long-term nature of development 3 7

Priorities 8 16

Service provision 9 14

Care in the community 2 5

Central point of community 2 2

Family history 1 1

Manage environmental designations 2 3

Provide education 1 1

Running the skips 1 1

Effects of Estate's actions 30 452

Achieved a lot in 10 years 4 4

Lack of progress or desire for more progress 5 9

Grant recipients 1 2

Happier 1 1

Increased stress 1 1

On businesses and economy 24 86

Attract or retain money within community 8 10

Business Opportunities 1 2

Business support 1 1

Community becoming more prosperous 1 1

Create or retain jobs 14 27

Fewer people employed 1 1

Foundation upon which to build future development 4 4

General improvement 1 1

Grants 6 8

Improved economy 5 5

Increased capital 1 1

Increased entrepreneurship 1 1

Increased income 4 6

Increased workspaces 1 1

Money diverted out of the island 1 1

Money for local organisations 5 7

More businesses 3 3

Negative relationship with landowner 1 1

Prefer if money was distributed 1 1

Received wind turbines 1 1

Robust and resilient economy 1 1

Shutting down business 1 1

Social enterprise opportunities and developments 2 2

On community or community members 29 260

Amenities and infrastructure 13 31

Cheap electricity 1 1

Digital connectivity 1 1

Energy self-sufficiency 1 1

Improved land 1 1

Improved or increased housing 8 12

No new houses 1 1

Improved services 1 1

Large infrastructure developments 4 4

New projects and initiatives 3 3

Safeguard ferry link 1 1

Transport infrastructure 5 6

Different effects on community 6 8

Dependent on involvement 5 6

Due to age 1 1

Due to support 1 1

Health effects 26 51

Health and wellbeing 22 40

Increased stress and anxiety 2 2

Lyme Disease 3 4

Quality of life 1 3

Reduced alcohol consumption 1 1

Reduced prescriptions of tranquilisers 1 1

High profile 1 1

No (noticeable) benefit 8 11

Power and empowerment 21 52

Ability to undertake development 5 6

Create opportunities 3 3

Empowerment 6 8

Feeling of ownership and control 10 13

Lack of acknowledgement of power 8 11

Lack of authority 2 3

Lack of dependency on landowner 4 4

Power and control 2 2

Responsibility 2 2

Psychological effects 16 28

Confidence and self esteem 9 17

Feelgood factor 1 1

Feeling valued for opinions 1 1

Higher aspirations 1 1

Hope 1 1

Jaded, weary and cynical 1 1

Less happy 1 1

Negative effect due to untrue communication 1 1

Pride 3 3

There is a 'buzz' 1 1

Social effects 27 78

Attract or retain population 15 24

No new population 2 2

Young population 4 4

Certain groups dominate 1 1

Community capacity 2 4

Community continuing to decline 1 1

Community identity and cohesion 4 5

Culture of blaming estate 2 3

Culture of litigation 1 1

Democratic participation and strength within community 8 10

Disenfrachisement of those who don't get what they want 4 5

Identifying skills and assets in community 1 1

Negative effects on those not represented 1 3

Numbers of young people 3 3

Release of energy 1 1

Resilience 1 1

Sense of community 3 4

Connection to land 1 1

Social division 3 3

Social dynamics 5 5

Some excluded from organisation 2 3

On crofters 15 38

Business development opportunities 1 1

Concern over crofters rights 2 3

Easier to deal with estate now 3 4

Flooded land 1 1

Health 2 2

Improved infrastructure 1 1

Less stress 1 1

Loss of common grazing land 1 1

Loss of livestock 1 1

More chance of being let a croft 1 1

No effect 9 13

Planning and investment 1 1

Received profits 1 2

Rent increases 1 2

Represent crofters interests 2 2

Tensions with wider community 2 2

On directors 5 6

Feeling on giving back to community 1 1

Health and wellbeing 1 2

Increased stress 2 2

Volunteer fatigue 1 1

On environment 6 7

Cleaner environment 3 3

Eco-friendly look 1 1

Energy efficiency 1 1

Lack of recycling or care of land 1 1

No effect 1 1

On estate employees 9 15

Demotivated 1 1

Employment uncertainty 1 2

Health and wellbeing 2 2

Income 3 3

Increased stress 3 3

Reduced stress 1 1

Relationship with the community 1 1

Self-confidence 1 1

Skills and career development 1 1

On fishermen 5 5

Benefit from Harbour development 4 4

No benefit 1 1

On organisation 13 24

Capacity 1 1

Financial Sustainability 11 16

Internal politics and infighting 2 4

Value of estate 3 3

On tourists and tourism 5 5

Increased tourist activity 2 2

Yacht facilities 3 3

Health Theory and Practice 12 104

Community health 1 1

Health and power 5 43

Community empowerment 4 15

Community planning 2 4

Engagement in decision making 2 9

Heterogeneity within and between communities 2 7

Power 3 8

Health inequalities 1 4

Hierarchy of human needs 1 1

Interventions 5 9

Community landownership 1 1

Different interventions for old people 1 2

Gardening 1 1

Mental health group 1 1

Upstream interventions 3 3

Warm houses 1 1

Main health concerns 8 15

Cancer 1 1

Coronary heart disease and stroke 1 1

Lyme Disease 5 9

Obesity and diabetes 1 1

Social ills 2 3

Mental health and resilience 1 1

Public health considerations 2 5

Social Determinants of Health 7 24

Education 1 1

Employment 6 8

Housing 2 2

Local amenities 3 4

Physical environment 1 2

Social environment 3 4

Transport infrastructure 1 1

Young people 1 1

Landownership 27 452

Motivations and justifications for buyouts 22 141

Control and security 14 31

Alternative to being sold to a private landlord 2 2

Desire for greater control, security and ownership 8 9

Desire for greater empowerment 1 1

Frustrations and an inability to change things 8 9

History, clearances, etc 8 9

To block proposed detrimental land use 1 1

Don't want to buy 16 53

Don't like change 1 1

Ideologically opposed 2 2

Inadequate capacity or community buy-in 4 8

Landownership patterns and structures different 2 2

Naebody lives there 2 2

Negative perception of other communities 2 2

Not considered financially viable or advantageous 5 6

Support for current landlord 12 21

Threat to an individual's position 2 3

Unsupportive local authority 2 2

Unwilling seller 3 4

Social and economic development 15 40

Improve housing and conditions 4 4

Lack of service provision 2 2

Opportunity for advancement and economic development 8 11

Perception of market failure 1 2

Private landlords not improving things 5 5

Quality of asset 1 1

Reduce economic uncertainty and fragility 2 2

Retain jobs 4 5

Retain population 5 5

To make more money 2 3

Triggers 11 17

Estate was put on the market 1 1

Individual(s) driving it forward 5 6

Landlord went bust 1 1

See other communities doing it 6 7

Shared community identity 1 2

Pattern of ownership 3 6

Geograophical differences 1 1

Politics of land reform 14 44

Combining communism and capitalism 2 2

Community Empowerment Act 5 9

Community right to buy 3 5

Crofting right to buy 2 2

Disconnect with crofting legislation 2 4

Easier prior to legislation 1 1

Future legislation 2 4

Human rights issues 3 3

Land Tax 1 1

Policy recognition of alternatives to land ownership 1 1

Political motivation 2 4

Right to buy croft 2 3

Start of community ownership movement 1 1

Transparency of ownership 1 1

Types of land reform internationally 3 3

Relevant sectors and organisations 11 32

Community Land Scotland 2 3

Land Court 3 4

Land Reform Review Group 2 3

Scottish Land and Estates 1 2

Scottish Land Commission 6 7

Scottish Land Fund 6 13

Research 13 22

Difficulty in measuring 5 5

Effects take time 3 4

Lack of attribution 1 1

Not enough research 1 1

Research starting to emerge 1 1

Too early to tell effects 5 10

Size of estates 12 24

Break up large estates to give to individuals 1 4

Support for communities 12 28

Engagement and representativeness 2 2

Funding and organisational type 6 7

Funding source 7 12

Post-acquisition support 2 3

Pre-acquisition support 1 2

Proof of ability to take on land 1 1

Support for communities not buying land 1 1

Theology of land reform 1 14

Church legitimises community ownership 1 2

Human Ecology 1 4

Liberation Theology 1 2

Spirituality and shamanism 1 3

Spritual Activism 1 3

Types of land 5 7

Access to land for recreation 1 1

Difference between land assets and other assets 3 3

Forestry 1 1

Urban buyouts 1 2

Types of land owners 24 130

Community ownership 14 22

Comparisons between types and other organisations 22 60

Achieved what other agencies couldn't 3 3

Development agenda as well as being a landlord 2 3

Difference between good and bad community landownership 1 1

Different to other community development 2 2

Different to owning other assets 2 2

Easier to deal with than private owners 3 3

Expectations of community ownership high 3 3

'Good' and 'bad' landowners 5 8

Identity of landowner less important than health outcome 2 2

Importance of local ownership 1 1

Level of local democracy 15 22

Like a local development agency 3 5

More flexible than local authority 1 1

Run for the community's benefit 2 2

Similar to private landownership 2 2

Council ownership 1 1

Government ownership 4 6

Interactions between private owner and community 11 13

Organisation ownership 1 1

Private ownership 14 27

Working against CLT 2 4

Rural communities 27 210

Climate change 1 1

Crofters and crofting 15 29

Culture and identity 20 63

close-knit community 1 1

Happy and contented 1 1

History of South Uist 2 2

Involvement and contribution to community 6 15

Lack of environmental awareness 1 1

Lack of political tradition 1 2

Link to land 8 16

Modernisation changed community 1 3

Perception of islanders from outside 2 2

Promotion of Gaelic culture 3 4

Purpose of community 1 1

Role of church and religion 5 10

Traditional industries 3 5

Demographics 15 39

Ageing population 6 6

Incomers 5 5

Population decline 9 19

Young population 6 9

Differences between communities 8 10

Cultural identities within community estate 5 5

Differences to neighbouring islands 2 3

Differentiated opportunities for development 2 2

Economy and Development 19 40

Challenges of rural businesses 5 6

Development money for communities 4 7

Economic decline 3 5

Employment opportunities 10 14

Fishing industry 1 3

Focus on bottom-up development 3 3

Priorities of rural development 2 2

Poor public services 13 28

Access to healthcare 5 8

Access to teriary education 1 1

Difficulty in recruiting and retaining medical professionals 2 2

Lack of amenities 4 5

Lack of housing 4 4

Need for childcare solutions 1 1

Poor public transport 3 6

The law does not reach there 1 1
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Name Sources References

Actions of Landowner 30 798

Interactions with other organisations or groups 23 90

Businesses 9 14

Collaboration with businesses 7 10

Large employers 3 3

Local businesses 1 1

Community councils 1 2

Crofting Commission 4 6

Development consultancy 1 1

Encouraging, enabling, facilitating development 1 1

Grazings committees 5 6

Health board 4 4

HIE 5 7

Lobbying 8 10

Local Authority 7 13

Local subsidiary groups 1 2

National government 6 7

Other communities 3 4

Other landowners 3 4

Oversight body 1 1

Settled disputes through court cases 4 4

SNH and RSPB 3 3

Transport providers 1 1

Land use and land management 27 118

Carbon sequestration 1 1

Conflict between land uses 3 3

Crofting-related 20 68

Coastal defences 4 10

Creation of new crofts 4 4

Croft Administration 13 23

Croft mapping 4 4

Developing common grazings 1 1

Ditching 1 1

Drainage 9 17

Repairing roads 1 1

Resumption of crofts 1 1

Security of tenure and crofters rights 3 6

Dangerous or polluting land uses 2 2

Deer 9 15

Diversification of land uses 2 3

Factoring 1 1

Food production 1 2

Forestry 1 1

land ownership vs land management 4 5

Make land available for development 6 7

Making land available for sale 1 1

Park land 1 1

Sporting rights 1 1

Strategic and tactical land use decisions 1 1

Swing park 1 1

Vermin management 2 2

No actions 3 3

Ownership and governance 29 352

Choice not to get involved 15 19

Community involvement and participation 15 37

Community ownership 17 42

Coordinated by factor 1 1

Corruption, nepotism and conflict of interest 8 14

Election Procedures 5 6

Financial systems 1 1

Governance systems 8 10

Company structure 2 2

Dealing with ownership committees 1 1

Difficulty of post-buyout governance 1 1

Governance key to success 1 1

Redistribution of income 1 1

Representation and succession 3 4

Inevitable disagreements 15 18

Initial taking of ownership 4 8

Interaction with community 20 61

Communication 14 26

Community consultations 4 5

Responding to criticisms 1 1

Role of community voices 4 6

Speed of response 1 1

With employees 2 2

Knowledge of ownership and control 5 5

Legal structure 1 1

Membership 7 9

Personnel in management and governance 27 91

Board of Directors 18 37

Co-opted directors 3 3

Elected Directors 8 20

Chair 8 14

Chief Exec 5 8

Employees 3 6

Role of crofters in governance 11 16

Role of incomers in governance 8 10

Professionalism and competance 6 10

Responsibilities of estate 10 19

Pursue or facilitate social and economic development 27 235

Estate-run businesses and initiatives 25 153

Askernish Golf Course 5 8

Brewery and distillery 1 1

Built Estate Office 1 1

Climate change research centre 1 1

Cultural amenities 1 1

Food hub 2 2

Grogarry Lodge and other 'Big Houses' 4 5

Harbour Development 20 37

Develop smaller piers 1 1

Lochboisdale Development Limited 1 1

Maintain, improve and provide access to housing 10 11

Orasay Net Station 5 6

Produced business plan 1 1

Provided employment 12 18

Staff succession 1 1

Quarries 2 2

Restaurent in London 1 1

Shooting and fishing 8 11

Tourism activities 8 12

Walking and cycling trails 2 3

Whisky Distillery 1 1

Windmills and other renewables 17 30

Exporting energy 1 1

Fund and support community initiatives and small businesses 17 37

Lack of business support 3 7

Investing in community 7 8

Geographical split in spending priorities 10 12

Have lots of money, aren't doing anything with it 2 2

Sovereign fund 1 3

Long-term nature of development 3 7

Priorities 8 16

Service provision 9 14

Care in the community 2 5

Central point of community 2 2

Family history 1 1

Manage environmental designations 2 3

Provide education 1 1

Running the skips 1 1

Effects of Estate's actions 30 452

Achieved a lot in 10 years 4 4

Lack of progress or desire for more progress 5 9

Grant recipients 1 2

Happier 1 1

Increased stress 1 1

On businesses and economy 24 86

Attract or retain money within community 8 10

Business Opportunities 1 2

Business support 1 1

Community becoming more prosperous 1 1

Create or retain jobs 14 27

Fewer people employed 1 1

Foundation upon which to build future development 4 4

General improvement 1 1

Grants 6 8

Improved economy 5 5

Increased capital 1 1

Increased entrepreneurship 1 1

Increased income 4 6

Increased workspaces 1 1

Money diverted out of the island 1 1

Money for local organisations 5 7

More businesses 3 3

Negative relationship with landowner 1 1

Prefer if money was distributed 1 1

Received wind turbines 1 1

Robust and resilient economy 1 1

Shutting down business 1 1

Social enterprise opportunities and developments 2 2

On community or community members 29 260

Amenities and infrastructure 13 31

Cheap electricity 1 1

Digital connectivity 1 1

Energy self-sufficiency 1 1

Improved land 1 1

Improved or increased housing 8 12

No new houses 1 1

Improved services 1 1

Large infrastructure developments 4 4

New projects and initiatives 3 3

Safeguard ferry link 1 1

Transport infrastructure 5 6

Different effects on community 6 8

Dependent on involvement 5 6

Due to age 1 1

Due to support 1 1

Health effects 26 51

Health and wellbeing 22 40

Increased stress and anxiety 2 2

Lyme Disease 3 4

Quality of life 1 3

Reduced alcohol consumption 1 1

Reduced prescriptions of tranquilisers 1 1

High profile 1 1

No (noticeable) benefit 8 11

Power and empowerment 21 52

Ability to undertake development 5 6

Create opportunities 3 3

Empowerment 6 8

Feeling of ownership and control 10 13

Lack of acknowledgement of power 8 11

Lack of authority 2 3

Lack of dependency on landowner 4 4

Power and control 2 2

Responsibility 2 2

Psychological effects 16 28

Confidence and self esteem 9 17

Feelgood factor 1 1

Feeling valued for opinions 1 1

Higher aspirations 1 1

Hope 1 1

Jaded, weary and cynical 1 1

Less happy 1 1

Negative effect due to untrue communication 1 1

Pride 3 3

There is a 'buzz' 1 1

Social effects 27 78

Attract or retain population 15 24

No new population 2 2

Young population 4 4

Certain groups dominate 1 1

Community capacity 2 4

Community continuing to decline 1 1

Community identity and cohesion 4 5

Culture of blaming estate 2 3

Culture of litigation 1 1

Democratic participation and strength within community 8 10

Disenfrachisement of those who don't get what they want 4 5

Identifying skills and assets in community 1 1

Negative effects on those not represented 1 3

Numbers of young people 3 3

Release of energy 1 1

Resilience 1 1

Sense of community 3 4

Connection to land 1 1

Social division 3 3

Social dynamics 5 5

Some excluded from organisation 2 3

On crofters 15 38

Business development opportunities 1 1

Concern over crofters rights 2 3

Easier to deal with estate now 3 4

Flooded land 1 1

Health 2 2

Improved infrastructure 1 1

Less stress 1 1

Loss of common grazing land 1 1

Loss of livestock 1 1

More chance of being let a croft 1 1

No effect 9 13

Planning and investment 1 1

Received profits 1 2

Rent increases 1 2

Represent crofters interests 2 2

Tensions with wider community 2 2

On directors 5 6

Feeling on giving back to community 1 1

Health and wellbeing 1 2

Increased stress 2 2

Volunteer fatigue 1 1

On environment 6 7

Cleaner environment 3 3

Eco-friendly look 1 1

Energy efficiency 1 1

Lack of recycling or care of land 1 1

No effect 1 1

On estate employees 9 15

Demotivated 1 1

Employment uncertainty 1 2

Health and wellbeing 2 2

Income 3 3

Increased stress 3 3

Reduced stress 1 1

Relationship with the community 1 1

Self-confidence 1 1

Skills and career development 1 1

On fishermen 5 5

Benefit from Harbour development 4 4

No benefit 1 1

On organisation 13 24

Capacity 1 1

Financial Sustainability 11 16

Internal politics and infighting 2 4

Value of estate 3 3

On tourists and tourism 5 5

Increased tourist activity 2 2

Yacht facilities 3 3

Health Theory and Practice 12 104

Community health 1 1

Health and power 5 43

Community empowerment 4 15

Community planning 2 4

Engagement in decision making 2 9

Heterogeneity within and between communities 2 7

Power 3 8

Health inequalities 1 4

Hierarchy of human needs 1 1

Interventions 5 9

Community landownership 1 1

Different interventions for old people 1 2

Gardening 1 1

Mental health group 1 1

Upstream interventions 3 3

Warm houses 1 1

Main health concerns 8 15

Cancer 1 1

Coronary heart disease and stroke 1 1

Lyme Disease 5 9

Obesity and diabetes 1 1

Social ills 2 3

Mental health and resilience 1 1

Public health considerations 2 5

Social Determinants of Health 7 24

Education 1 1

Employment 6 8

Housing 2 2

Local amenities 3 4

Physical environment 1 2

Social environment 3 4

Transport infrastructure 1 1

Young people 1 1

Landownership 27 452

Motivations and justifications for buyouts 22 141

Control and security 14 31

Alternative to being sold to a private landlord 2 2

Desire for greater control, security and ownership 8 9

Desire for greater empowerment 1 1

Frustrations and an inability to change things 8 9

History, clearances, etc 8 9

To block proposed detrimental land use 1 1

Don't want to buy 16 53

Don't like change 1 1

Ideologically opposed 2 2

Inadequate capacity or community buy-in 4 8

Landownership patterns and structures different 2 2

Naebody lives there 2 2

Negative perception of other communities 2 2

Not considered financially viable or advantageous 5 6

Support for current landlord 12 21

Threat to an individual's position 2 3

Unsupportive local authority 2 2

Unwilling seller 3 4

Social and economic development 15 40

Improve housing and conditions 4 4

Lack of service provision 2 2

Opportunity for advancement and economic development 8 11

Perception of market failure 1 2

Private landlords not improving things 5 5

Quality of asset 1 1

Reduce economic uncertainty and fragility 2 2

Retain jobs 4 5

Retain population 5 5

To make more money 2 3

Triggers 11 17

Estate was put on the market 1 1

Individual(s) driving it forward 5 6

Landlord went bust 1 1

See other communities doing it 6 7

Shared community identity 1 2

Pattern of ownership 3 6

Geograophical differences 1 1

Politics of land reform 14 44

Combining communism and capitalism 2 2

Community Empowerment Act 5 9

Community right to buy 3 5

Crofting right to buy 2 2

Disconnect with crofting legislation 2 4

Easier prior to legislation 1 1

Future legislation 2 4

Human rights issues 3 3

Land Tax 1 1

Policy recognition of alternatives to land ownership 1 1

Political motivation 2 4

Right to buy croft 2 3

Start of community ownership movement 1 1

Transparency of ownership 1 1

Types of land reform internationally 3 3

Relevant sectors and organisations 11 32

Community Land Scotland 2 3

Land Court 3 4

Land Reform Review Group 2 3

Scottish Land and Estates 1 2

Scottish Land Commission 6 7

Scottish Land Fund 6 13

Research 13 22

Difficulty in measuring 5 5

Effects take time 3 4

Lack of attribution 1 1

Not enough research 1 1

Research starting to emerge 1 1

Too early to tell effects 5 10

Size of estates 12 24

Break up large estates to give to individuals 1 4

Support for communities 12 28

Engagement and representativeness 2 2

Funding and organisational type 6 7

Funding source 7 12

Post-acquisition support 2 3

Pre-acquisition support 1 2

Proof of ability to take on land 1 1

Support for communities not buying land 1 1

Theology of land reform 1 14

Church legitimises community ownership 1 2

Human Ecology 1 4

Liberation Theology 1 2

Spirituality and shamanism 1 3

Spritual Activism 1 3

Types of land 5 7

Access to land for recreation 1 1

Difference between land assets and other assets 3 3

Forestry 1 1

Urban buyouts 1 2

Types of land owners 24 130

Community ownership 14 22

Comparisons between types and other organisations 22 60

Achieved what other agencies couldn't 3 3

Development agenda as well as being a landlord 2 3

Difference between good and bad community landownership 1 1

Different to other community development 2 2

Different to owning other assets 2 2

Easier to deal with than private owners 3 3

Expectations of community ownership high 3 3

'Good' and 'bad' landowners 5 8

Identity of landowner less important than health outcome 2 2

Importance of local ownership 1 1

Level of local democracy 15 22

Like a local development agency 3 5

More flexible than local authority 1 1

Run for the community's benefit 2 2

Similar to private landownership 2 2

Council ownership 1 1

Government ownership 4 6

Interactions between private owner and community 11 13

Organisation ownership 1 1

Private ownership 14 27

Working against CLT 2 4

Rural communities 27 210

Climate change 1 1

Crofters and crofting 15 29

Culture and identity 20 63

close-knit community 1 1

Happy and contented 1 1

History of South Uist 2 2

Involvement and contribution to community 6 15

Lack of environmental awareness 1 1

Lack of political tradition 1 2

Link to land 8 16

Modernisation changed community 1 3

Perception of islanders from outside 2 2

Promotion of Gaelic culture 3 4

Purpose of community 1 1

Role of church and religion 5 10

Traditional industries 3 5

Demographics 15 39

Ageing population 6 6

Incomers 5 5

Population decline 9 19

Young population 6 9

Differences between communities 8 10

Cultural identities within community estate 5 5

Differences to neighbouring islands 2 3

Differentiated opportunities for development 2 2

Economy and Development 19 40

Challenges of rural businesses 5 6

Development money for communities 4 7

Economic decline 3 5

Employment opportunities 10 14

Fishing industry 1 3

Focus on bottom-up development 3 3

Priorities of rural development 2 2

Poor public services 13 28

Access to healthcare 5 8

Access to teriary education 1 1

Difficulty in recruiting and retaining medical professionals 2 2

Lack of amenities 4 5

Lack of housing 4 4

Need for childcare solutions 1 1

Poor public transport 3 6

The law does not reach there 1 1
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Name Sources References

Actions of Landowner 30 798

Interactions with other organisations or groups 23 90

Businesses 9 14

Collaboration with businesses 7 10

Large employers 3 3

Local businesses 1 1

Community councils 1 2

Crofting Commission 4 6

Development consultancy 1 1

Encouraging, enabling, facilitating development 1 1

Grazings committees 5 6

Health board 4 4

HIE 5 7

Lobbying 8 10

Local Authority 7 13

Local subsidiary groups 1 2

National government 6 7

Other communities 3 4

Other landowners 3 4

Oversight body 1 1

Settled disputes through court cases 4 4

SNH and RSPB 3 3

Transport providers 1 1

Land use and land management 27 118

Carbon sequestration 1 1

Conflict between land uses 3 3

Crofting-related 20 68

Coastal defences 4 10

Creation of new crofts 4 4

Croft Administration 13 23

Croft mapping 4 4

Developing common grazings 1 1

Ditching 1 1

Drainage 9 17

Repairing roads 1 1

Resumption of crofts 1 1

Security of tenure and crofters rights 3 6

Dangerous or polluting land uses 2 2

Deer 9 15

Diversification of land uses 2 3

Factoring 1 1

Food production 1 2

Forestry 1 1

land ownership vs land management 4 5

Make land available for development 6 7

Making land available for sale 1 1

Park land 1 1

Sporting rights 1 1

Strategic and tactical land use decisions 1 1

Swing park 1 1

Vermin management 2 2

No actions 3 3

Ownership and governance 29 352

Choice not to get involved 15 19

Community involvement and participation 15 37

Community ownership 17 42

Coordinated by factor 1 1

Corruption, nepotism and conflict of interest 8 14

Election Procedures 5 6

Financial systems 1 1

Governance systems 8 10

Company structure 2 2

Dealing with ownership committees 1 1

Difficulty of post-buyout governance 1 1

Governance key to success 1 1

Redistribution of income 1 1

Representation and succession 3 4

Inevitable disagreements 15 18

Initial taking of ownership 4 8

Interaction with community 20 61

Communication 14 26

Community consultations 4 5

Responding to criticisms 1 1

Role of community voices 4 6

Speed of response 1 1

With employees 2 2

Knowledge of ownership and control 5 5

Legal structure 1 1

Membership 7 9

Personnel in management and governance 27 91

Board of Directors 18 37

Co-opted directors 3 3

Elected Directors 8 20

Chair 8 14

Chief Exec 5 8

Employees 3 6

Role of crofters in governance 11 16

Role of incomers in governance 8 10

Professionalism and competance 6 10

Responsibilities of estate 10 19

Pursue or facilitate social and economic development 27 235

Estate-run businesses and initiatives 25 153

Askernish Golf Course 5 8

Brewery and distillery 1 1

Built Estate Office 1 1

Climate change research centre 1 1

Cultural amenities 1 1

Food hub 2 2

Grogarry Lodge and other 'Big Houses' 4 5

Harbour Development 20 37

Develop smaller piers 1 1

Lochboisdale Development Limited 1 1

Maintain, improve and provide access to housing 10 11

Orasay Net Station 5 6

Produced business plan 1 1

Provided employment 12 18

Staff succession 1 1

Quarries 2 2

Restaurent in London 1 1

Shooting and fishing 8 11

Tourism activities 8 12

Walking and cycling trails 2 3

Whisky Distillery 1 1

Windmills and other renewables 17 30

Exporting energy 1 1

Fund and support community initiatives and small businesses 17 37

Lack of business support 3 7

Investing in community 7 8

Geographical split in spending priorities 10 12

Have lots of money, aren't doing anything with it 2 2

Sovereign fund 1 3

Long-term nature of development 3 7

Priorities 8 16

Service provision 9 14

Care in the community 2 5

Central point of community 2 2

Family history 1 1

Manage environmental designations 2 3

Provide education 1 1

Running the skips 1 1

Effects of Estate's actions 30 452

Achieved a lot in 10 years 4 4

Lack of progress or desire for more progress 5 9

Grant recipients 1 2

Happier 1 1

Increased stress 1 1

On businesses and economy 24 86

Attract or retain money within community 8 10

Business Opportunities 1 2

Business support 1 1

Community becoming more prosperous 1 1

Create or retain jobs 14 27

Fewer people employed 1 1

Foundation upon which to build future development 4 4

General improvement 1 1

Grants 6 8

Improved economy 5 5

Increased capital 1 1

Increased entrepreneurship 1 1

Increased income 4 6

Increased workspaces 1 1

Money diverted out of the island 1 1

Money for local organisations 5 7

More businesses 3 3

Negative relationship with landowner 1 1

Prefer if money was distributed 1 1

Received wind turbines 1 1

Robust and resilient economy 1 1

Shutting down business 1 1

Social enterprise opportunities and developments 2 2

On community or community members 29 260

Amenities and infrastructure 13 31

Cheap electricity 1 1

Digital connectivity 1 1

Energy self-sufficiency 1 1

Improved land 1 1

Improved or increased housing 8 12

No new houses 1 1

Improved services 1 1

Large infrastructure developments 4 4

New projects and initiatives 3 3

Safeguard ferry link 1 1

Transport infrastructure 5 6

Different effects on community 6 8

Dependent on involvement 5 6

Due to age 1 1

Due to support 1 1

Health effects 26 51

Health and wellbeing 22 40

Increased stress and anxiety 2 2

Lyme Disease 3 4

Quality of life 1 3

Reduced alcohol consumption 1 1

Reduced prescriptions of tranquilisers 1 1

High profile 1 1

No (noticeable) benefit 8 11

Power and empowerment 21 52

Ability to undertake development 5 6

Create opportunities 3 3

Empowerment 6 8

Feeling of ownership and control 10 13

Lack of acknowledgement of power 8 11

Lack of authority 2 3

Lack of dependency on landowner 4 4

Power and control 2 2

Responsibility 2 2

Psychological effects 16 28

Confidence and self esteem 9 17

Feelgood factor 1 1

Feeling valued for opinions 1 1

Higher aspirations 1 1

Hope 1 1

Jaded, weary and cynical 1 1

Less happy 1 1

Negative effect due to untrue communication 1 1

Pride 3 3

There is a 'buzz' 1 1

Social effects 27 78

Attract or retain population 15 24

No new population 2 2

Young population 4 4

Certain groups dominate 1 1

Community capacity 2 4

Community continuing to decline 1 1

Community identity and cohesion 4 5

Culture of blaming estate 2 3

Culture of litigation 1 1

Democratic participation and strength within community 8 10

Disenfrachisement of those who don't get what they want 4 5

Identifying skills and assets in community 1 1

Negative effects on those not represented 1 3

Numbers of young people 3 3

Release of energy 1 1

Resilience 1 1

Sense of community 3 4

Connection to land 1 1

Social division 3 3

Social dynamics 5 5

Some excluded from organisation 2 3

On crofters 15 38

Business development opportunities 1 1

Concern over crofters rights 2 3

Easier to deal with estate now 3 4

Flooded land 1 1

Health 2 2

Improved infrastructure 1 1

Less stress 1 1

Loss of common grazing land 1 1

Loss of livestock 1 1

More chance of being let a croft 1 1

No effect 9 13

Planning and investment 1 1

Received profits 1 2

Rent increases 1 2

Represent crofters interests 2 2

Tensions with wider community 2 2

On directors 5 6

Feeling on giving back to community 1 1

Health and wellbeing 1 2

Increased stress 2 2

Volunteer fatigue 1 1

On environment 6 7

Cleaner environment 3 3

Eco-friendly look 1 1

Energy efficiency 1 1

Lack of recycling or care of land 1 1

No effect 1 1

On estate employees 9 15

Demotivated 1 1

Employment uncertainty 1 2

Health and wellbeing 2 2

Income 3 3

Increased stress 3 3

Reduced stress 1 1

Relationship with the community 1 1

Self-confidence 1 1

Skills and career development 1 1

On fishermen 5 5

Benefit from Harbour development 4 4

No benefit 1 1

On organisation 13 24

Capacity 1 1

Financial Sustainability 11 16

Internal politics and infighting 2 4

Value of estate 3 3

On tourists and tourism 5 5

Increased tourist activity 2 2

Yacht facilities 3 3

Health Theory and Practice 12 104

Community health 1 1

Health and power 5 43

Community empowerment 4 15

Community planning 2 4

Engagement in decision making 2 9

Heterogeneity within and between communities 2 7

Power 3 8

Health inequalities 1 4

Hierarchy of human needs 1 1

Interventions 5 9

Community landownership 1 1

Different interventions for old people 1 2

Gardening 1 1

Mental health group 1 1

Upstream interventions 3 3

Warm houses 1 1

Main health concerns 8 15

Cancer 1 1

Coronary heart disease and stroke 1 1

Lyme Disease 5 9

Obesity and diabetes 1 1

Social ills 2 3

Mental health and resilience 1 1

Public health considerations 2 5

Social Determinants of Health 7 24

Education 1 1

Employment 6 8

Housing 2 2

Local amenities 3 4

Physical environment 1 2

Social environment 3 4

Transport infrastructure 1 1

Young people 1 1

Landownership 27 452

Motivations and justifications for buyouts 22 141

Control and security 14 31

Alternative to being sold to a private landlord 2 2

Desire for greater control, security and ownership 8 9

Desire for greater empowerment 1 1

Frustrations and an inability to change things 8 9

History, clearances, etc 8 9

To block proposed detrimental land use 1 1

Don't want to buy 16 53

Don't like change 1 1

Ideologically opposed 2 2

Inadequate capacity or community buy-in 4 8

Landownership patterns and structures different 2 2

Naebody lives there 2 2

Negative perception of other communities 2 2

Not considered financially viable or advantageous 5 6

Support for current landlord 12 21

Threat to an individual's position 2 3

Unsupportive local authority 2 2

Unwilling seller 3 4

Social and economic development 15 40

Improve housing and conditions 4 4

Lack of service provision 2 2

Opportunity for advancement and economic development 8 11

Perception of market failure 1 2

Private landlords not improving things 5 5

Quality of asset 1 1

Reduce economic uncertainty and fragility 2 2

Retain jobs 4 5

Retain population 5 5

To make more money 2 3

Triggers 11 17

Estate was put on the market 1 1

Individual(s) driving it forward 5 6

Landlord went bust 1 1

See other communities doing it 6 7

Shared community identity 1 2

Pattern of ownership 3 6

Geograophical differences 1 1

Politics of land reform 14 44

Combining communism and capitalism 2 2

Community Empowerment Act 5 9

Community right to buy 3 5

Crofting right to buy 2 2

Disconnect with crofting legislation 2 4

Easier prior to legislation 1 1

Future legislation 2 4

Human rights issues 3 3

Land Tax 1 1

Policy recognition of alternatives to land ownership 1 1

Political motivation 2 4

Right to buy croft 2 3

Start of community ownership movement 1 1

Transparency of ownership 1 1

Types of land reform internationally 3 3

Relevant sectors and organisations 11 32

Community Land Scotland 2 3

Land Court 3 4

Land Reform Review Group 2 3

Scottish Land and Estates 1 2

Scottish Land Commission 6 7

Scottish Land Fund 6 13

Research 13 22

Difficulty in measuring 5 5

Effects take time 3 4

Lack of attribution 1 1

Not enough research 1 1

Research starting to emerge 1 1

Too early to tell effects 5 10

Size of estates 12 24

Break up large estates to give to individuals 1 4

Support for communities 12 28

Engagement and representativeness 2 2

Funding and organisational type 6 7

Funding source 7 12

Post-acquisition support 2 3

Pre-acquisition support 1 2

Proof of ability to take on land 1 1

Support for communities not buying land 1 1

Theology of land reform 1 14

Church legitimises community ownership 1 2

Human Ecology 1 4

Liberation Theology 1 2

Spirituality and shamanism 1 3

Spritual Activism 1 3

Types of land 5 7

Access to land for recreation 1 1

Difference between land assets and other assets 3 3

Forestry 1 1

Urban buyouts 1 2

Types of land owners 24 130

Community ownership 14 22

Comparisons between types and other organisations 22 60

Achieved what other agencies couldn't 3 3

Development agenda as well as being a landlord 2 3

Difference between good and bad community landownership 1 1

Different to other community development 2 2

Different to owning other assets 2 2

Easier to deal with than private owners 3 3

Expectations of community ownership high 3 3

'Good' and 'bad' landowners 5 8

Identity of landowner less important than health outcome 2 2

Importance of local ownership 1 1

Level of local democracy 15 22

Like a local development agency 3 5

More flexible than local authority 1 1

Run for the community's benefit 2 2

Similar to private landownership 2 2

Council ownership 1 1

Government ownership 4 6

Interactions between private owner and community 11 13

Organisation ownership 1 1

Private ownership 14 27

Working against CLT 2 4

Rural communities 27 210

Climate change 1 1

Crofters and crofting 15 29

Culture and identity 20 63

close-knit community 1 1

Happy and contented 1 1

History of South Uist 2 2

Involvement and contribution to community 6 15

Lack of environmental awareness 1 1

Lack of political tradition 1 2

Link to land 8 16

Modernisation changed community 1 3

Perception of islanders from outside 2 2

Promotion of Gaelic culture 3 4

Purpose of community 1 1

Role of church and religion 5 10

Traditional industries 3 5

Demographics 15 39

Ageing population 6 6

Incomers 5 5

Population decline 9 19

Young population 6 9

Differences between communities 8 10

Cultural identities within community estate 5 5

Differences to neighbouring islands 2 3

Differentiated opportunities for development 2 2

Economy and Development 19 40

Challenges of rural businesses 5 6

Development money for communities 4 7

Economic decline 3 5

Employment opportunities 10 14

Fishing industry 1 3

Focus on bottom-up development 3 3

Priorities of rural development 2 2

Poor public services 13 28

Access to healthcare 5 8

Access to teriary education 1 1

Difficulty in recruiting and retaining medical professionals 2 2

Lack of amenities 4 5

Lack of housing 4 4

Need for childcare solutions 1 1

Poor public transport 3 6

The law does not reach there 1 1
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Name Sources References

Actions of Landowner 30 798

Interactions with other organisations or groups 23 90

Businesses 9 14

Collaboration with businesses 7 10

Large employers 3 3

Local businesses 1 1

Community councils 1 2

Crofting Commission 4 6

Development consultancy 1 1

Encouraging, enabling, facilitating development 1 1

Grazings committees 5 6

Health board 4 4

HIE 5 7

Lobbying 8 10

Local Authority 7 13

Local subsidiary groups 1 2

National government 6 7

Other communities 3 4

Other landowners 3 4

Oversight body 1 1

Settled disputes through court cases 4 4

SNH and RSPB 3 3

Transport providers 1 1

Land use and land management 27 118

Carbon sequestration 1 1

Conflict between land uses 3 3

Crofting-related 20 68

Coastal defences 4 10

Creation of new crofts 4 4

Croft Administration 13 23

Croft mapping 4 4

Developing common grazings 1 1

Ditching 1 1

Drainage 9 17

Repairing roads 1 1

Resumption of crofts 1 1

Security of tenure and crofters rights 3 6

Dangerous or polluting land uses 2 2

Deer 9 15

Diversification of land uses 2 3

Factoring 1 1

Food production 1 2

Forestry 1 1

land ownership vs land management 4 5

Make land available for development 6 7

Making land available for sale 1 1

Park land 1 1

Sporting rights 1 1

Strategic and tactical land use decisions 1 1

Swing park 1 1

Vermin management 2 2

No actions 3 3

Ownership and governance 29 352

Choice not to get involved 15 19

Community involvement and participation 15 37

Community ownership 17 42

Coordinated by factor 1 1

Corruption, nepotism and conflict of interest 8 14

Election Procedures 5 6

Financial systems 1 1

Governance systems 8 10

Company structure 2 2

Dealing with ownership committees 1 1

Difficulty of post-buyout governance 1 1

Governance key to success 1 1

Redistribution of income 1 1

Representation and succession 3 4

Inevitable disagreements 15 18

Initial taking of ownership 4 8

Interaction with community 20 61

Communication 14 26

Community consultations 4 5

Responding to criticisms 1 1

Role of community voices 4 6

Speed of response 1 1

With employees 2 2

Knowledge of ownership and control 5 5

Legal structure 1 1

Membership 7 9

Personnel in management and governance 27 91

Board of Directors 18 37

Co-opted directors 3 3

Elected Directors 8 20

Chair 8 14

Chief Exec 5 8

Employees 3 6

Role of crofters in governance 11 16

Role of incomers in governance 8 10

Professionalism and competance 6 10

Responsibilities of estate 10 19

Pursue or facilitate social and economic development 27 235

Estate-run businesses and initiatives 25 153

Askernish Golf Course 5 8

Brewery and distillery 1 1

Built Estate Office 1 1

Climate change research centre 1 1

Cultural amenities 1 1

Food hub 2 2

Grogarry Lodge and other 'Big Houses' 4 5

Harbour Development 20 37

Develop smaller piers 1 1

Lochboisdale Development Limited 1 1

Maintain, improve and provide access to housing 10 11

Orasay Net Station 5 6

Produced business plan 1 1

Provided employment 12 18

Staff succession 1 1

Quarries 2 2

Restaurent in London 1 1

Shooting and fishing 8 11

Tourism activities 8 12

Walking and cycling trails 2 3

Whisky Distillery 1 1

Windmills and other renewables 17 30

Exporting energy 1 1

Fund and support community initiatives and small businesses 17 37

Lack of business support 3 7

Investing in community 7 8

Geographical split in spending priorities 10 12

Have lots of money, aren't doing anything with it 2 2

Sovereign fund 1 3

Long-term nature of development 3 7

Priorities 8 16

Service provision 9 14

Care in the community 2 5

Central point of community 2 2

Family history 1 1

Manage environmental designations 2 3

Provide education 1 1

Running the skips 1 1

Effects of Estate's actions 30 452

Achieved a lot in 10 years 4 4

Lack of progress or desire for more progress 5 9

Grant recipients 1 2

Happier 1 1

Increased stress 1 1

On businesses and economy 24 86

Attract or retain money within community 8 10

Business Opportunities 1 2

Business support 1 1

Community becoming more prosperous 1 1

Create or retain jobs 14 27

Fewer people employed 1 1

Foundation upon which to build future development 4 4

General improvement 1 1

Grants 6 8

Improved economy 5 5

Increased capital 1 1

Increased entrepreneurship 1 1

Increased income 4 6

Increased workspaces 1 1

Money diverted out of the island 1 1

Money for local organisations 5 7

More businesses 3 3

Negative relationship with landowner 1 1

Prefer if money was distributed 1 1

Received wind turbines 1 1

Robust and resilient economy 1 1

Shutting down business 1 1

Social enterprise opportunities and developments 2 2

On community or community members 29 260

Amenities and infrastructure 13 31

Cheap electricity 1 1

Digital connectivity 1 1

Energy self-sufficiency 1 1

Improved land 1 1

Improved or increased housing 8 12

No new houses 1 1

Improved services 1 1

Large infrastructure developments 4 4

New projects and initiatives 3 3

Safeguard ferry link 1 1

Transport infrastructure 5 6

Different effects on community 6 8

Dependent on involvement 5 6

Due to age 1 1

Due to support 1 1

Health effects 26 51

Health and wellbeing 22 40

Increased stress and anxiety 2 2

Lyme Disease 3 4

Quality of life 1 3

Reduced alcohol consumption 1 1

Reduced prescriptions of tranquilisers 1 1

High profile 1 1

No (noticeable) benefit 8 11

Power and empowerment 21 52

Ability to undertake development 5 6

Create opportunities 3 3

Empowerment 6 8

Feeling of ownership and control 10 13

Lack of acknowledgement of power 8 11

Lack of authority 2 3

Lack of dependency on landowner 4 4

Power and control 2 2

Responsibility 2 2

Psychological effects 16 28

Confidence and self esteem 9 17

Feelgood factor 1 1

Feeling valued for opinions 1 1

Higher aspirations 1 1

Hope 1 1

Jaded, weary and cynical 1 1

Less happy 1 1

Negative effect due to untrue communication 1 1

Pride 3 3

There is a 'buzz' 1 1

Social effects 27 78

Attract or retain population 15 24

No new population 2 2

Young population 4 4

Certain groups dominate 1 1

Community capacity 2 4

Community continuing to decline 1 1

Community identity and cohesion 4 5

Culture of blaming estate 2 3

Culture of litigation 1 1

Democratic participation and strength within community 8 10

Disenfrachisement of those who don't get what they want 4 5

Identifying skills and assets in community 1 1

Negative effects on those not represented 1 3

Numbers of young people 3 3

Release of energy 1 1

Resilience 1 1

Sense of community 3 4

Connection to land 1 1

Social division 3 3

Social dynamics 5 5

Some excluded from organisation 2 3

On crofters 15 38

Business development opportunities 1 1

Concern over crofters rights 2 3

Easier to deal with estate now 3 4

Flooded land 1 1

Health 2 2

Improved infrastructure 1 1

Less stress 1 1

Loss of common grazing land 1 1

Loss of livestock 1 1

More chance of being let a croft 1 1

No effect 9 13

Planning and investment 1 1

Received profits 1 2

Rent increases 1 2

Represent crofters interests 2 2

Tensions with wider community 2 2

On directors 5 6

Feeling on giving back to community 1 1

Health and wellbeing 1 2

Increased stress 2 2

Volunteer fatigue 1 1

On environment 6 7

Cleaner environment 3 3

Eco-friendly look 1 1

Energy efficiency 1 1

Lack of recycling or care of land 1 1

No effect 1 1

On estate employees 9 15

Demotivated 1 1

Employment uncertainty 1 2

Health and wellbeing 2 2

Income 3 3

Increased stress 3 3

Reduced stress 1 1

Relationship with the community 1 1

Self-confidence 1 1

Skills and career development 1 1

On fishermen 5 5

Benefit from Harbour development 4 4

No benefit 1 1

On organisation 13 24

Capacity 1 1

Financial Sustainability 11 16

Internal politics and infighting 2 4

Value of estate 3 3

On tourists and tourism 5 5

Increased tourist activity 2 2

Yacht facilities 3 3

Health Theory and Practice 12 104

Community health 1 1

Health and power 5 43

Community empowerment 4 15

Community planning 2 4

Engagement in decision making 2 9

Heterogeneity within and between communities 2 7

Power 3 8

Health inequalities 1 4

Hierarchy of human needs 1 1

Interventions 5 9

Community landownership 1 1

Different interventions for old people 1 2

Gardening 1 1

Mental health group 1 1

Upstream interventions 3 3

Warm houses 1 1

Main health concerns 8 15

Cancer 1 1

Coronary heart disease and stroke 1 1

Lyme Disease 5 9

Obesity and diabetes 1 1

Social ills 2 3

Mental health and resilience 1 1

Public health considerations 2 5

Social Determinants of Health 7 24

Education 1 1

Employment 6 8

Housing 2 2

Local amenities 3 4

Physical environment 1 2

Social environment 3 4

Transport infrastructure 1 1

Young people 1 1

Landownership 27 452

Motivations and justifications for buyouts 22 141

Control and security 14 31

Alternative to being sold to a private landlord 2 2

Desire for greater control, security and ownership 8 9

Desire for greater empowerment 1 1

Frustrations and an inability to change things 8 9

History, clearances, etc 8 9

To block proposed detrimental land use 1 1

Don't want to buy 16 53

Don't like change 1 1

Ideologically opposed 2 2

Inadequate capacity or community buy-in 4 8

Landownership patterns and structures different 2 2

Naebody lives there 2 2

Negative perception of other communities 2 2

Not considered financially viable or advantageous 5 6

Support for current landlord 12 21

Threat to an individual's position 2 3

Unsupportive local authority 2 2

Unwilling seller 3 4

Social and economic development 15 40

Improve housing and conditions 4 4

Lack of service provision 2 2

Opportunity for advancement and economic development 8 11

Perception of market failure 1 2

Private landlords not improving things 5 5

Quality of asset 1 1

Reduce economic uncertainty and fragility 2 2

Retain jobs 4 5

Retain population 5 5

To make more money 2 3

Triggers 11 17

Estate was put on the market 1 1

Individual(s) driving it forward 5 6

Landlord went bust 1 1

See other communities doing it 6 7

Shared community identity 1 2

Pattern of ownership 3 6

Geograophical differences 1 1

Politics of land reform 14 44

Combining communism and capitalism 2 2

Community Empowerment Act 5 9

Community right to buy 3 5

Crofting right to buy 2 2

Disconnect with crofting legislation 2 4

Easier prior to legislation 1 1

Future legislation 2 4

Human rights issues 3 3

Land Tax 1 1

Policy recognition of alternatives to land ownership 1 1

Political motivation 2 4

Right to buy croft 2 3

Start of community ownership movement 1 1

Transparency of ownership 1 1

Types of land reform internationally 3 3

Relevant sectors and organisations 11 32

Community Land Scotland 2 3

Land Court 3 4

Land Reform Review Group 2 3

Scottish Land and Estates 1 2

Scottish Land Commission 6 7

Scottish Land Fund 6 13

Research 13 22

Difficulty in measuring 5 5

Effects take time 3 4

Lack of attribution 1 1

Not enough research 1 1

Research starting to emerge 1 1

Too early to tell effects 5 10

Size of estates 12 24

Break up large estates to give to individuals 1 4

Support for communities 12 28

Engagement and representativeness 2 2

Funding and organisational type 6 7

Funding source 7 12

Post-acquisition support 2 3

Pre-acquisition support 1 2

Proof of ability to take on land 1 1

Support for communities not buying land 1 1

Theology of land reform 1 14

Church legitimises community ownership 1 2

Human Ecology 1 4

Liberation Theology 1 2

Spirituality and shamanism 1 3

Spritual Activism 1 3

Types of land 5 7

Access to land for recreation 1 1

Difference between land assets and other assets 3 3

Forestry 1 1

Urban buyouts 1 2

Types of land owners 24 130

Community ownership 14 22

Comparisons between types and other organisations 22 60

Achieved what other agencies couldn't 3 3

Development agenda as well as being a landlord 2 3

Difference between good and bad community landownership 1 1

Different to other community development 2 2

Different to owning other assets 2 2

Easier to deal with than private owners 3 3

Expectations of community ownership high 3 3

'Good' and 'bad' landowners 5 8

Identity of landowner less important than health outcome 2 2

Importance of local ownership 1 1

Level of local democracy 15 22

Like a local development agency 3 5

More flexible than local authority 1 1

Run for the community's benefit 2 2

Similar to private landownership 2 2

Council ownership 1 1

Government ownership 4 6

Interactions between private owner and community 11 13

Organisation ownership 1 1

Private ownership 14 27

Working against CLT 2 4

Rural communities 27 210

Climate change 1 1

Crofters and crofting 15 29

Culture and identity 20 63

close-knit community 1 1

Happy and contented 1 1

History of South Uist 2 2

Involvement and contribution to community 6 15

Lack of environmental awareness 1 1

Lack of political tradition 1 2

Link to land 8 16

Modernisation changed community 1 3

Perception of islanders from outside 2 2

Promotion of Gaelic culture 3 4

Purpose of community 1 1

Role of church and religion 5 10

Traditional industries 3 5

Demographics 15 39

Ageing population 6 6

Incomers 5 5

Population decline 9 19

Young population 6 9

Differences between communities 8 10

Cultural identities within community estate 5 5

Differences to neighbouring islands 2 3

Differentiated opportunities for development 2 2

Economy and Development 19 40

Challenges of rural businesses 5 6

Development money for communities 4 7

Economic decline 3 5

Employment opportunities 10 14

Fishing industry 1 3

Focus on bottom-up development 3 3

Priorities of rural development 2 2

Poor public services 13 28

Access to healthcare 5 8

Access to teriary education 1 1

Difficulty in recruiting and retaining medical professionals 2 2

Lack of amenities 4 5

Lack of housing 4 4

Need for childcare solutions 1 1

Poor public transport 3 6

The law does not reach there 1 1
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Appendix 7- Q Methodology participant recruitment poster 

 
How could health be improved in 

rural communities? 
Participants are needed for a study into rural health being conducted by 

Glasgow Caledonian University. 

The study aims to understand the perspectives of rural residents as to 

how health could be improved in their communities. 

Participation would consist of a card-sorting exercise, followed by a 

short interview. The process takes around 45 minutes to complete. 

If you would like to take part, or require more information, please 

contact Bobby Macaulay using the details listed below. The study is 

taking place between 27th August and 21st September 2018. 
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Appendix 8- Q Methodology study research information 

sheet 

 

Perspectives on Improving Rural Health 

 

Information Sheet 

What is the purpose of the study? 

The study aims to investigate people’s opinions on the ways to improve health in 

rural communities. 

Who is conducting the study? 

The study is being undertaken by Bobby Macaulay, a PhD student within the Yunus 

Centre for Social Business and Health at Glasgow Caledonian University (GCU). 

Who is funding the study? 

The study is funded by The Wellcome Trust, a UK-based health research funder 

If you agree to take part in the study, what will this involve? 

If you agree to take part, your participation in the study will involve a card-sorting 

exercise, followed by a short face-to-face interview, and will last approximately forty-

five minutes.  

During the card-sort and interview you will be asked for your views on the ways in 

which health can be improved in rural communities. With your permission, I would 

like to audio-record the interview portion to ensure that I have an accurate account 

of what we discuss. Your responses to both the card-sort and interview will remain 

entirely anonymous and will not be attributed to you in any way. 

Participation in this study is on a voluntary basis.  You are free to withdraw from the 

study at any point, without providing a reason. 

What will happen to the results of the study? 

The results of this study will contribute to the writing of a PhD thesis and may then 

be published in peer-reviewed journal articles and/or presented at conferences. 

Who has reviewed the study? 

This study has been reviewed and granted ethical approval by the Glasgow School 

for Business and Society at Glasgow Caledonian University. 

What should you do if you want more information? 

If you would like further information about the study please contact me at 

bobby.macaulay@gcu.ac.uk or on 0141 331 3848 and I will be happy to answer any 

questions that you may have.  

mailto:bobby.macaulay@gcu.ac.uk
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Appendix 9- Q Methodology study participant consent form 

 

Perspectives on Improving Rural Health 

 

 

Consent Form 

6- I confirm that I have read and understand the information sheet for  
the above study and have had the opportunity to ask questions. 

 

7- I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to  
withdraw at any time, without providing a reason. 
 

8- I agree to the interview portion being audio-recorded. 
 

9- I agree to take part in the above study.                                                         

  
 

 

 

 

___________________________   _________________________ 

Signature      Date    
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Appendix 10- Q Methodology Ken-Q Analysis output 

Project Name PhD Q Study 

  
Total Number of Statements 40 

  
Q-sort Design -5,-5,-4,-4,-4,-3,-3,-3,-2,-2,-2,-2,-1,-1,-1,-1,1,0,0,0,0,0,0,1,1,1,1,1,2,2,2,2,3,3,3,4,4,4,5,5 

  
Total Number of Q sorts 62 

  
Analysis Process  

 PhD Q Study data loaded from Excel Type 1 file 

 Extracted 7 Centroid Factors 

 Selected 4 factors for rotation 

 Varimax rotation applied 

  
Autoflagging set to p < 0.01 and a majority of common variance was required 

  

  
Ken-Q Analysis Version Number:  1.0.6 
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Statements

1. Increase the amount of control people have over their own lives

2. Allow people to participate in local decision-making

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people like alcohol, sugary food and drinks or fatty food

4. Cut welfare benefits

5. Raise the taxes that people pay in a fair way

6. Spend more on the NHS

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone coverage within the community

8. Improve transport links

9. Enhance road safety initiatives

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, recreation and other community activities

11. Provide anonymous care and support services within the community

12. Have more health campaigns

13. Improve access to healthcare services

14. Improve childcare and nursery provision

15. Improve elderly care within the community

16. Reduce social isolation and loneliness by building relationships with people

17. Reduce the price of fuel

18. Develop local economy by providing support and incentives for businesses

19. Improve availability of affordable, healthy foods

20. Increase penalties for drug-related crime

21. Develop initiatives to reduce smoking

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption

23. Improve access to financial products and services, such as loans and advice

24. Attract and retain young people in the community

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment

26. Increase access to good quality education and training

27. Pursue community ownership of land, buildings or natural resources

28. Promote local culture and identity

29. Implement stricter health and safety standards

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and affordable housing

32. Support and develop 'traditional industries', including crofting and fishing

33. Increase access to good jobs

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for their basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for their home

35. Protect and increase local amenities, such as post offices, libraries and banks

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities

37. Provide a forum for discussing local issues

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults and young people

39. Provide coaching sessions for good parenting

40. Pay people money to adopt healthier lifestyles
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Q sorts

Participant S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20 S21 S22 S23 S24 S25 S26 S27 S28 S29 S30 S31 S32 S33 S34 S35 S36 S37 S38 S39 S40 Mean Standard Deviation

1-1-1 -2 -2 3 -5 0 2 -1 1 -2 1 5 3 3 -1 -1 2 1 0 1 -3 -4 0 0 4 0 2 -1 -4 -3 -3 1 -1 4 5 0 -2 -4 2 4 -5 0 2.736

1-1-2 0 2 -4 -5 1 -2 3 3 -3 2 1 -5 1 0 1 1 4 3 -2 -2 0 -3 -4 5 2 4 -1 -1 -4 0 4 -3 5 0 2 -1 -1 0 -1 -2 0 2.736

1-1-3 1 0 -5 1 -2 -1 3 3 -5 5 2 -4 -2 0 0 0 -1 1 4 -1 0 5 -2 0 1 2 -3 -2 -4 -3 2 -1 -1 4 2 4 1 3 -3 -4 0 2.736

1-2-1 -1 5 -3 -2 -5 -2 1 4 -4 2 2 -2 -1 0 5 4 3 3 -3 2 -1 -3 -1 2 0 1 -1 0 -4 1 0 0 1 -2 0 -4 3 4 1 -5 0 2.736

1-2-2 0 0 -4 -5 1 5 -3 3 -2 0 0 -1 4 0 4 4 2 1 -1 -3 -1 1 -4 3 3 2 -3 -2 -1 -2 1 -2 5 2 1 -5 0 2 -1 -4 0 2.736

1-3-1 -3 1 -4 -5 -5 5 -2 -4 -2 -1 1 -1 4 0 4 -3 -4 1 -2 3 3 -1 0 5 3 0 -1 2 1 2 -1 2 2 0 0 0 1 4 -2 -3 0 2.736

1-3-2 -4 3 3 -5 -5 1 0 1 5 2 1 2 1 -1 3 2 4 1 4 5 -2 -3 -3 0 -2 2 -1 -1 -2 0 -1 -1 -2 4 0 0 -3 0 -4 -4 0 2.736

1-4-1 -3 -1 -2 5 -2 3 -4 -1 -1 3 0 0 0 4 5 -4 -2 2 1 4 1 2 -5 2 1 2 -3 1 0 -1 -1 1 0 -2 -4 3 -3 4 0 -5 0 2.736

1-4-2 -2 2 -1 -5 1 5 -1 0 -4 -2 0 -3 3 0 4 -1 0 2 3 4 2 2 -1 0 -4 -4 -3 -2 1 -1 4 0 1 3 1 5 -3 1 -2 -5 0 2.736

1-5-1 -1 -3 -4 -5 -1 0 3 2 -1 -2 -2 0 1 3 2 1 5 1 4 -3 0 2 -2 3 0 4 -2 1 -4 2 0 4 1 5 -1 -5 -4 0 -1 -3 0 2.736

1-5-2 -2 -1 2 -5 -1 0 2 3 -3 2 -4 -1 2 -3 1 1 1 4 0 -5 -1 0 -3 5 1 4 -2 3 -4 -2 1 3 5 0 4 0 -2 0 -1 -4 0 2.736

1-5-3 0 0 -3 -5 -4 2 -2 0 2 3 4 2 1 1 1 4 -1 3 -2 -1 -3 -1 1 5 -1 3 -4 2 -3 -1 1 4 5 -2 0 -5 -4 0 0 -2 0 2.736

1-6-1 1 1 -3 -4 -1 -2 -2 5 -1 2 0 -2 0 2 -1 0 5 4 2 0 1 1 -1 3 -2 0 -4 1 -4 -3 3 2 4 3 4 -5 0 -1 -3 -5 0 2.736

2-1-1 3 3 1 -5 -1 4 0 -2 -3 -2 5 2 3 0 1 2 -1 -3 4 1 1 1 -4 0 0 2 -4 -3 0 -1 -2 -1 -2 5 -1 -5 4 2 0 -4 0 2.736

2-1-2 1 1 -4 -2 -1 2 0 -2 -2 3 0 -3 5 -1 2 1 0 0 4 -4 -1 -2 0 1 3 3 0 -1 -4 2 -3 2 5 4 -1 -5 1 4 -3 -5 0 2.736

2-1-3 3 -1 4 -4 -1 4 -2 -2 -3 -4 2 3 5 0 1 1 -2 0 3 2 1 1 -2 0 2 0 -1 -3 -1 -4 1 2 0 5 -3 0 -1 4 -5 -5 0 2.736

2-2-1 -1 -1 5 -5 -4 3 1 -1 -4 0 3 0 2 4 2 5 0 1 -1 -3 -1 3 -2 2 1 0 -2 1 -3 -2 0 1 2 4 0 -5 -2 4 -3 -4 0 2.736

2-2-2 -2 0 -3 -4 2 -1 5 1 3 1 -2 1 3 1 5 3 4 0 0 -3 2 2 -3 4 0 -1 -1 -5 -5 2 1 0 -1 4 0 -4 -2 -2 -1 -4 0 2.736

2-3-1 -5 1 -2 -1 -3 1 3 1 0 -4 0 2 4 5 -5 3 4 0 0 -1 -1 -2 -3 5 -1 1 -2 0 0 -2 1 3 -1 4 2 2 2 -4 -4 -3 0 2.736

2-3-2 -3 -3 1 -5 4 -1 2 0 -1 1 2 -1 0 3 3 3 4 -1 5 -4 1 1 -2 2 0 0 -3 2 -2 -4 -1 1 0 5 4 -5 -2 -2 0 -4 0 2.736

2-3-3 -1 1 -5 -5 -3 0 2 4 -1 1 -2 -1 -1 1 0 -3 3 4 1 -2 -3 -2 1 5 2 3 -1 2 -4 0 4 3 2 5 0 -4 0 0 -2 -4 0 2.736

2-3-4 -1 1 -4 -4 -4 0 1 3 0 -1 0 -5 2 1 5 5 4 0 -2 0 0 1 -2 2 -1 1 -1 2 -2 -3 -5 4 2 -2 3 3 -1 4 -3 -3 0 2.736

2-3-5 1 -1 -1 0 -1 3 -3 3 -1 1 0 -2 2 1 4 -2 4 2 5 -5 -2 -2 -3 0 2 0 0 -4 -3 1 5 1 4 2 3 -5 0 -1 -4 -4 0 2.736

2-4-1 -1 0 -2 -4 -4 -1 -5 -4 -3 5 4 1 4 -2 4 1 -2 -3 5 -2 1 2 -1 2 3 3 -1 0 0 3 1 -1 2 2 -3 -5 0 1 0 0 0 2.736

2-4-2 0 -1 3 -5 -2 4 5 1 -4 -2 -2 3 0 1 4 -4 1 -1 2 5 1 4 -3 1 -1 0 -4 0 2 0 3 -3 -1 -1 0 -5 -2 2 -3 2 0 2.736

2-5-1 0 -3 5 -5 -1 0 -4 -2 1 0 3 2 2 1 2 5 -1 -3 1 1 3 1 -5 0 -1 4 -3 -2 -2 -4 4 0 2 3 4 -4 -1 -1 0 -2 0 2.736

3-1-1 -1 -3 -3 -2 -4 -2 2 -4 2 2 1 -1 1 -2 0 4 2 0 5 4 1 1 -1 5 3 3 -2 0 -4 3 0 -3 1 -1 4 -5 0 -1 0 -5 0 2.736

3-1-2 -5 1 4 -5 5 2 1 2 0 1 -3 -1 -1 0 0 0 3 2 5 -2 4 4 -1 -1 -2 1 -3 -4 -3 -1 3 -4 1 3 2 -4 0 -2 0 -2 0 2.736

3-1-3 2 0 -4 -3 -3 -2 3 3 0 1 2 -2 0 1 -2 2 5 0 4 -4 -4 -1 0 4 -1 4 -1 2 -1 1 0 1 3 5 1 -5 -1 -2 -3 -5 0 2.736

3-1-4 2 5 -1 -4 1 -2 -2 2 -3 0 -1 -3 -1 1 4 5 -2 0 0 -4 -4 0 -2 4 0 3 4 1 -3 1 3 2 2 3 0 -5 -1 1 -1 -5 0 2.736

3-2-1 -1 -1 -5 0 3 5 2 -4 -2 -1 0 0 5 4 1 -2 4 -1 4 1 -5 2 -3 1 2 3 0 -2 1 -3 0 -4 3 2 1 -3 -1 -4 -2 0 0 2.736

3-2-2 2 -3 -3 -5 -1 4 -1 2 1 -2 2 -4 5 1 3 5 -1 1 0 -4 -2 2 0 4 1 1 0 -1 0 -3 -2 0 3 4 -2 -5 -1 3 0 -4 0 2.736

3-2-3 0 0 -5 -5 4 2 0 0 -4 1 3 -2 5 0 4 2 1 -1 3 -4 0 1 -3 4 -3 1 -1 -1 -3 -2 3 -1 2 2 1 -4 -2 5 -1 -2 0 2.736

3-2-4 -1 -2 -4 -5 -2 5 1 3 2 0 1 -1 2 0 0 1 3 0 4 -3 -1 -4 -2 -2 4 1 -3 3 -4 2 2 1 4 5 0 0 -3 -1 -1 -5 0 2.736

3-2-5 -1 1 -2 5 -1 5 -2 0 1 0 3 -4 -4 -1 3 2 4 0 0 -4 -3 -5 2 3 -3 4 1 2 -3 -2 1 -1 0 2 4 -2 1 0 -1 -5 0 2.736

3-2-6 1 1 -5 -5 -4 5 1 2 -2 -1 3 -2 3 0 3 4 2 0 1 -3 -2 -2 -1 4 -1 0 -1 0 -3 -1 0 0 2 5 2 -4 1 4 -3 -4 0 2.736

3-2-7 3 -1 -4 -5 -1 -1 -4 2 -3 5 3 1 2 1 -1 0 -2 -2 5 -2 1 3 -5 0 1 4 0 0 -3 -4 2 0 2 4 4 -3 -1 1 0 -2 0 2.736

3-2-8 -3 1 3 -3 -4 -4 -2 -2 -2 2 3 0 0 1 0 5 -1 1 5 -3 2 3 -1 4 0 1 0 -1 -1 0 -4 2 2 4 -2 -5 1 4 -1 -5 0 2.736

3-3-1 -3 -1 3 -5 -3 -1 4 -1 0 5 -2 0 3 1 0 0 -2 -5 0 3 1 2 -2 2 -4 4 -3 1 -1 -4 -2 1 4 5 0 1 -1 2 2 -4 0 2.736

3-3-2 -2 -2 -4 -5 -3 -1 1 -1 -1 0 0 -2 3 2 3 2 0 0 4 -4 -4 1 0 5 0 3 1 1 -2 -1 4 2 5 4 1 -3 -3 2 -1 -5 0 2.736

3-3-3 -2 2 -4 -5 4 4 2 1 1 -1 -1 1 2 0 0 -1 -2 3 4 -4 -1 -1 -3 0 0 3 -3 -2 -4 0 5 -2 3 5 2 -5 1 1 0 -3 0 2.736

3-3-4 -2 2 -4 -2 -1 0 -2 -1 2 2 1 -1 1 0 1 4 0 -3 4 -3 1 0 -2 1 3 5 -1 4 0 3 -3 0 5 3 -4 -1 -5 2 -5 -4 0 2.736

3-3-5 -1 3 -2 -5 -1 0 4 2 -3 1 -2 -3 5 2 1 -1 0 3 0 -4 -2 -3 0 2 1 5 4 3 -4 0 0 4 1 -1 2 -5 -1 1 -2 -4 0 2.736

3-3-6 -3 2 3 -4 -1 4 1 -1 -2 -2 -1 1 0 5 3 1 3 -3 0 -4 2 0 -5 4 0 1 -5 -3 0 -1 0 -2 5 4 -1 1 -2 2 2 -4 0 2.736

3-3-7 0 0 -5 -5 -3 4 1 4 -1 5 1 -4 2 -2 4 2 3 -1 2 0 0 0 -3 2 0 1 -3 -2 -1 -2 1 -1 3 5 1 -4 -1 3 -4 -2 0 2.736

3-3-8 -4 1 5 -4 5 3 -2 2 -3 -1 0 -1 -2 1 0 2 4 1 -5 -1 0 0 2 1 -1 -2 -3 0 -3 -2 4 0 3 4 1 -4 -1 3 2 -5 0 2.736

3-4-1 3 2 -2 -1 -5 0 -1 5 -2 5 1 0 4 -2 2 3 2 -1 4 -4 0 1 -3 0 -2 3 -3 -1 -3 -1 -4 0 0 1 -4 -5 1 2 1 4 0 2.736

3-4-2 -3 0 3 -5 -2 1 0 -1 -4 2 2 0 4 1 5 4 3 0 3 0 2 4 1 1 -1 1 -3 -1 -4 -2 2 -1 0 -3 -2 -5 -1 5 -2 -4 0 2.736

3-4-3 2 -1 -3 -5 -2 5 0 4 -3 1 2 -3 5 1 1 3 4 -1 4 -5 0 2 1 -1 -1 0 -2 0 -4 -2 0 -1 0 3 2 -4 -2 3 1 -4 0 2.736

3-4-4 4 5 0 -5 -1 -1 1 -2 -2 3 -3 -2 -1 3 1 5 -3 1 2 -4 0 0 0 0 -1 3 -2 4 -4 -3 2 -1 0 4 2 -5 1 1 2 -4 0 2.736

4-2-1 -1 3 0 -3 -2 0 -1 -3 -5 -4 5 1 2 -2 -5 3 -4 1 2 3 1 -1 -2 0 0 1 4 4 -1 0 2 4 2 1 -1 0 5 -2 -3 -4 0 2.736

4-2-2 -1 1 5 -4 -2 4 -1 -4 0 1 4 3 2 -2 0 1 -1 -1 2 -3 3 3 -2 -3 0 -4 -2 -3 0 5 2 0 -1 2 1 -5 4 1 0 -5 0 2.736

4-2-3 0 1 0 -5 -4 2 -1 4 -2 3 -4 -1 5 1 1 2 -2 2 1 -3 -1 -2 -3 3 0 5 -2 0 -4 -1 2 4 4 1 3 -5 0 0 -1 -3 0 2.736

4-2-4 0 3 0 -4 -3 2 1 4 0 4 -4 0 5 1 2 1 0 -3 3 -4 -1 2 1 2 -3 4 -1 -1 -2 -1 3 -2 0 5 -2 -5 -1 1 -2 -5 0 2.736

4-3-1 -1 0 -3 -5 -3 3 -2 -2 -1 1 -4 -1 0 0 5 2 3 0 1 5 0 4 1 3 -2 2 -4 -1 0 -2 2 1 1 2 4 -4 -1 4 -5 -3 0 2.736

4-3-2 1 -2 -3 -5 1 1 1 2 -1 -1 -4 -4 0 0 -2 1 4 2 -1 4 2 -3 3 5 -1 3 -1 0 -3 0 3 2 4 5 0 -2 0 -2 -5 -4 0 2.736

4-3-3 -4 1 2 -5 -3 2 2 5 1 0 -4 -1 2 0 4 4 3 -2 3 -1 -2 1 -2 1 -2 4 -3 0 -1 -1 3 0 0 5 0 -5 -1 1 -3 -4 0 2.736

4-3-4 1 0 -1 -5 -4 2 0 2 -1 -3 1 -2 1 -3 5 -1 5 0 2 -1 -2 -2 0 3 0 3 3 -1 -4 -5 1 4 4 0 1 4 -3 2 -2 -4 0 2.736

4-3-5 -4 1 -1 -2 -2 2 3 4 0 0 -4 -2 2 -1 3 3 4 1 2 0 -2 -3 -1 5 0 5 -5 0 -1 1 0 1 1 -1 4 -5 -3 2 -3 -4 0 2.736

4-3-6 1 1 -2 -5 -3 0 -1 3 -1 -2 -3 2 4 0 5 1 3 -1 -3 4 -2 4 -1 2 -1 0 -4 1 -2 -5 2 0 1 5 2 -4 0 3 0 -4 0 2.736

4-3-7 1 -5 1 -1 -5 5 -1 -1 -2 -1 3 -2 0 4 5 3 3 -4 1 4 0 1 1 2 -3 2 -4 -3 -3 -2 2 0 -1 4 2 0 -4 0 -2 0 0 2.736

4-3-8 -2 -1 -2 -5 0 -3 1 4 0 3 -2 -4 3 2 3 -1 -1 5 1 -4 2 2 0 1 1 5 -1 -2 -3 0 2 4 0 4 0 -5 1 -1 -4 -3 0 2.736



315 
 

 

 

Correlations between Q sorts

Participant1-1-1 1-1-2 1-1-3 1-2-1 1-2-2 1-3-1 1-3-2 1-4-1 1-4-2 1-5-1 1-5-2 1-5-3 1-6-1 2-1-1 2-1-2 2-1-3 2-2-1 2-2-2 2-3-1 2-3-2 2-3-3 2-3-4 2-3-5 2-4-1 2-4-2 2-5-1 3-1-1 3-1-2 3-1-3 3-1-4 3-2-1 3-2-2 3-2-3 3-2-4 3-2-5 3-2-6 3-2-7 3-2-8 3-3-1 3-3-2 3-3-3 3-3-4 3-3-5 3-3-6 3-3-7 3-3-8 3-4-1 3-4-2 3-4-3 3-4-4 4-2-1 4-2-2 4-2-3 4-2-4 4-3-1 4-3-2 4-3-3 4-3-4 4-3-5 4-3-6 4-3-7 4-3-8

1-1-1 100 34 16 17 54 9 31 -1 22 39 45 50 33 42 38 46 60 34 21 48 34 8 34 36 5 51 24 33 40 36 24 56 53 41 20 50 46 47 43 58 46 23 23 53 39 54 22 44 53 25 9 29 42 45 18 19 41 41 28 37 33 21

1-1-2 34 100 38 56 60 16 14 -4 17 44 62 38 59 5 41 -6 26 46 24 33 62 40 46 16 6 17 37 28 54 51 26 34 57 43 28 51 37 11 14 52 49 27 57 35 58 32 20 26 37 35 4 -15 53 31 24 54 35 44 53 28 8 49

1-1-3 16 38 100 28 24 3 7 27 32 26 28 0 41 21 32 17 23 18 11 24 35 29 28 15 4 4 23 20 34 21 13 16 37 25 18 36 54 24 25 33 27 18 14 11 51 -1 26 24 41 31 5 -2 22 31 28 17 22 25 16 21 25 39

1-2-1 17 56 28 100 43 30 29 15 9 25 32 43 45 22 38 -3 35 28 8 10 46 54 25 20 5 4 34 -2 35 51 -14 27 32 18 35 55 13 34 9 30 15 15 47 17 47 29 37 46 33 37 15 5 43 27 35 25 35 33 50 43 11 30

1-2-2 54 60 24 43 100 37 18 14 32 50 52 51 53 46 60 38 57 49 20 45 46 43 60 41 20 44 30 34 42 53 45 77 73 53 27 74 51 31 17 58 62 42 40 54 74 45 38 49 66 37 2 22 64 52 52 38 56 39 55 60 27 45

1-3-1 9 16 3 30 37 100 15 43 41 14 20 36 7 28 42 36 32 4 12 -7 27 35 8 43 24 7 25 -20 -2 12 9 35 28 23 0 44 11 23 23 34 15 30 30 26 33 2 -4 28 12 4 33 22 32 11 46 23 9 29 24 30 17 18

1-3-2 31 14 7 29 18 15 100 15 32 31 19 27 29 33 19 33 31 36 33 28 28 29 23 18 24 36 37 27 32 14 10 12 11 41 18 35 13 31 38 26 21 34 15 27 44 10 19 35 21 12 8 21 28 40 42 24 62 38 48 36 37 19

1-4-1 -1 -4 27 15 14 43 15 100 30 6 3 13 1 3 11 21 11 -7 -6 -9 1 19 8 19 15 0 5 -14 -19 -6 12 4 9 4 6 -2 10 11 19 9 -7 26 -5 25 12 -8 1 22 -6 -13 -10 -10 6 1 24 -12 0 11 11 12 22 3

1-4-2 22 17 32 9 32 41 32 30 100 16 17 1 29 28 10 49 25 20 17 20 13 28 24 5 36 19 -2 36 -3 9 20 21 43 27 -2 34 14 3 24 27 30 5 2 39 40 33 -15 36 34 5 16 22 14 23 49 30 30 38 18 39 40 14

1-5-1 39 44 26 25 50 14 31 6 16 100 52 42 58 26 52 23 49 67 40 65 70 37 48 28 27 25 41 36 72 45 35 52 53 62 15 56 40 40 28 71 51 48 54 42 52 24 34 40 59 36 -1 5 54 53 44 53 64 41 60 45 35 64

1-5-2 45 62 28 32 52 20 19 3 17 52 100 48 55 -1 41 13 47 35 28 45 60 46 41 12 10 28 28 33 46 47 6 35 41 45 21 42 36 30 39 59 42 28 64 37 42 36 20 34 38 41 10 -2 77 41 32 43 50 54 63 36 3 54

1-5-3 50 38 0 43 51 36 27 13 1 42 48 100 49 14 38 12 50 24 18 26 49 37 25 38 2 36 38 -5 47 41 7 51 39 40 26 52 34 35 25 57 29 40 42 21 42 24 30 39 35 35 14 6 61 31 39 31 31 34 47 36 27 33

1-6-1 33 59 41 45 53 7 29 1 29 58 55 49 100 17 37 14 39 41 36 55 71 38 59 12 12 34 36 43 67 43 16 36 47 46 29 54 54 34 22 52 47 21 43 23 60 44 26 36 54 45 11 5 61 45 52 64 50 37 51 55 23 61

2-1-1 42 5 21 22 46 28 33 3 28 26 -1 14 17 100 43 66 51 25 18 36 8 6 21 48 36 51 26 26 25 24 29 44 45 23 3 53 45 48 30 21 42 22 8 43 42 16 40 45 47 39 36 62 27 41 32 4 38 8 15 40 33 14

2-1-2 38 41 32 38 60 42 19 11 10 52 41 38 37 43 100 36 46 38 8 33 50 33 57 58 -8 13 41 11 56 52 32 61 59 56 30 69 45 53 24 64 51 64 61 27 62 11 46 40 58 43 20 26 60 53 34 36 38 37 44 24 10 53

2-1-3 46 -6 17 -3 38 36 33 21 49 23 13 12 14 66 36 100 59 13 20 21 9 10 26 29 33 49 4 13 5 17 20 45 35 26 -12 40 33 38 27 29 26 21 8 37 29 22 8 46 34 15 40 41 26 32 35 20 32 37 6 41 39 16

2-2-1 60 26 23 35 57 32 31 11 25 49 47 50 39 51 46 59 100 35 28 54 33 37 33 37 34 54 24 26 38 47 15 63 50 35 14 64 37 65 41 57 30 34 39 57 48 51 27 69 58 49 23 44 53 48 44 20 56 30 37 49 47 38

2-2-2 34 46 18 28 49 4 36 -7 20 67 35 24 41 25 38 13 35 100 33 57 42 27 41 18 18 28 42 50 42 38 27 41 51 38 8 46 21 28 23 47 51 25 34 43 49 27 23 39 42 26 -21 25 36 52 34 36 56 21 48 41 22 56

2-3-1 21 24 11 8 20 12 33 -6 17 40 28 18 36 18 8 20 28 33 100 32 39 29 16 -14 0 17 16 10 46 8 32 16 12 34 17 38 7 16 22 33 24 13 27 36 17 11 -5 2 17 5 34 0 31 23 15 39 38 21 38 24 21 21

2-3-2 48 33 24 10 45 -7 28 -9 20 65 45 26 55 36 33 21 54 57 32 100 36 27 39 23 17 52 36 57 53 35 35 43 56 44 25 44 47 47 35 54 45 29 32 46 44 45 17 45 57 46 -2 22 35 38 33 28 54 23 42 35 34 46

2-3-3 34 62 35 46 46 27 28 1 13 70 60 49 71 8 50 9 33 42 39 36 100 27 53 17 12 1 31 21 73 53 20 38 38 60 34 60 35 23 17 68 57 29 67 21 54 31 19 18 41 41 12 -8 63 52 40 67 53 47 57 45 10 66

2-3-4 8 40 29 54 43 35 29 19 28 37 46 37 38 6 33 10 37 27 29 27 27 100 12 -1 -2 9 20 -11 32 30 0 46 36 29 25 56 15 25 29 40 -4 35 41 26 50 9 26 36 42 17 3 -20 38 17 48 28 37 62 51 45 30 28

2-3-5 34 46 28 25 60 8 23 8 24 48 41 25 59 21 57 26 33 41 16 39 53 12 100 30 11 28 24 38 50 44 39 38 49 57 41 53 44 19 -12 53 57 23 41 29 57 25 26 30 53 20 -3 27 57 45 32 33 46 43 45 24 25 52

2-4-1 36 16 15 20 41 43 18 19 5 28 12 38 12 48 58 29 37 18 -14 23 17 -1 30 100 14 40 44 8 26 33 21 37 47 25 -3 35 56 58 23 48 24 55 16 20 43 -8 51 50 34 28 22 43 35 42 29 -4 25 8 12 17 19 30

2-4-2 5 6 4 5 20 24 24 15 36 27 10 2 12 36 -8 33 34 18 0 17 12 -2 11 14 100 24 13 35 -2 -8 29 3 23 1 -28 15 9 -2 24 9 21 -10 3 32 31 13 10 45 16 2 -10 23 14 27 49 10 41 5 31 43 37 8

2-5-1 51 17 4 4 44 7 36 0 19 25 28 36 34 51 13 49 54 28 17 52 1 9 28 40 24 100 36 40 15 25 14 33 38 22 6 28 57 39 45 34 32 17 1 43 33 34 16 47 31 37 20 42 44 32 39 15 46 18 21 42 52 24

3-1-1 24 37 23 34 30 25 37 5 -2 41 28 38 36 26 41 4 24 42 16 36 31 20 24 44 13 36 100 20 47 17 26 24 26 33 19 35 32 41 25 45 25 35 22 9 38 -6 14 39 27 26 14 22 31 22 44 33 30 13 50 23 27 24

3-1-2 33 28 20 -2 34 -20 27 -14 36 36 33 -5 43 26 11 13 26 50 10 57 21 -11 38 8 35 40 20 100 16 14 24 11 35 23 2 12 26 24 23 18 60 3 10 42 32 52 9 43 37 30 -13 37 27 45 30 28 53 1 32 21 12 43

3-1-3 40 54 34 35 42 -2 32 -19 -3 72 46 47 67 25 56 5 38 42 46 53 73 32 50 26 -2 15 47 16 100 53 32 49 42 59 43 64 43 42 22 70 42 51 54 22 56 13 37 18 54 43 15 0 51 55 28 54 55 38 55 30 20 50

3-1-4 36 51 21 51 53 12 14 -6 9 45 47 41 43 24 52 17 47 38 8 35 53 30 44 33 -8 25 17 14 53 100 5 52 54 26 36 55 41 45 10 65 41 41 62 25 39 35 24 30 37 65 26 7 59 53 29 33 49 36 38 35 4 50

3-2-1 24 26 13 -14 45 9 10 12 20 35 6 7 16 29 32 20 15 27 32 35 20 0 39 21 29 14 26 24 32 5 100 30 41 29 13 29 28 -8 9 37 42 20 19 29 34 -3 5 13 29 2 -2 -5 14 24 28 18 22 14 23 22 27 11

3-2-2 56 34 16 27 77 35 12 4 21 52 35 51 36 44 61 45 63 41 16 43 38 46 38 37 3 33 24 11 49 52 30 100 64 45 25 76 39 46 23 66 41 42 40 37 61 29 38 42 69 37 6 15 50 51 38 33 48 40 37 49 33 45

3-2-3 53 57 37 32 73 28 11 9 43 53 41 39 47 45 59 35 50 51 12 56 38 36 49 47 23 38 26 35 42 54 41 64 100 37 25 72 59 35 24 67 62 36 45 42 68 35 39 59 71 41 7 19 48 53 46 28 45 39 41 44 31 43

3-2-4 41 43 25 18 53 23 41 4 27 62 45 40 46 23 56 26 35 38 34 44 60 29 57 25 1 22 33 23 59 26 29 45 37 100 29 60 38 13 18 56 58 56 39 37 58 23 19 17 60 26 12 17 49 40 20 44 50 45 45 25 24 36

3-2-5 20 28 18 35 27 0 18 6 -2 15 21 26 29 3 30 -12 14 8 17 25 34 25 41 -3 -28 6 19 2 43 36 13 25 25 29 100 48 5 7 -10 30 21 18 25 12 30 27 4 5 31 25 -1 -8 20 20 20 25 26 37 40 6 29 8

3-2-6 50 51 36 55 74 44 35 -2 34 56 42 52 54 53 69 40 64 46 38 44 60 56 53 35 15 28 35 12 64 55 29 76 72 60 48 100 44 41 22 68 53 40 52 42 79 32 42 46 76 45 22 24 59 56 53 45 58 54 56 56 43 40

3-2-7 46 37 54 13 51 11 13 10 14 40 36 34 54 45 45 33 37 21 7 47 35 15 44 56 9 57 32 26 43 41 28 39 59 38 5 44 100 40 36 52 48 36 30 20 55 5 45 30 57 49 21 18 55 47 31 15 30 25 13 37 23 43

3-2-8 47 11 24 34 31 23 31 11 3 40 30 35 34 48 53 38 65 28 16 47 23 25 19 58 -2 39 41 24 42 45 -8 46 35 13 7 41 40 100 39 50 16 50 25 36 32 20 39 56 34 43 33 43 37 40 28 9 38 13 24 20 12 40

3-3-1 43 14 25 9 17 23 38 19 24 28 39 25 22 30 24 27 41 23 22 35 17 29 -12 23 24 45 25 23 22 10 9 23 24 18 -10 22 36 39 100 39 16 27 19 48 37 20 19 34 22 35 7 9 40 49 36 24 47 22 27 45 32 23

3-3-2 58 52 33 30 58 34 26 9 27 71 59 57 52 21 64 29 57 47 33 54 68 40 53 48 9 34 45 18 70 65 37 66 67 56 30 68 52 50 39 100 53 53 61 40 57 24 20 45 56 47 18 7 63 60 49 45 59 56 52 46 33 57

3-3-3 46 49 27 15 62 15 21 -7 30 51 42 29 47 42 51 26 30 51 24 45 57 -4 57 24 21 32 25 60 42 41 42 41 62 58 21 53 48 16 16 53 100 26 43 39 50 37 17 24 48 48 11 31 55 54 29 36 51 17 42 32 2 53

3-3-4 23 27 18 15 42 30 34 26 5 48 28 40 21 22 64 21 34 25 13 29 29 35 23 55 -10 17 35 3 51 41 20 42 36 56 18 40 36 50 27 53 26 100 30 33 46 -3 31 26 30 27 16 5 32 41 25 23 39 24 37 9 8 29

3-3-5 23 57 14 47 40 30 15 -5 2 54 64 42 43 8 61 8 39 34 27 32 67 41 41 16 3 1 22 10 54 62 19 40 45 39 25 52 30 25 19 61 43 30 100 10 36 16 23 32 44 48 25 -5 72 49 21 40 42 45 56 24 -9 64

3-3-6 53 35 11 17 54 26 27 25 39 42 37 21 23 43 27 37 57 43 36 46 21 26 29 20 32 43 9 42 22 25 29 37 42 37 12 42 20 36 48 40 39 33 10 100 38 49 13 39 36 27 -9 28 34 40 30 16 49 30 36 37 38 13

3-3-7 39 58 51 47 74 33 44 12 40 52 42 42 60 42 62 29 48 49 17 44 54 50 57 43 31 33 38 32 56 39 34 61 68 58 30 79 55 32 37 57 50 46 36 38 100 24 53 47 69 33 -5 16 57 62 64 47 66 46 59 56 45 51

3-3-8 54 32 -1 29 45 2 10 -8 33 24 36 24 44 16 11 22 51 27 11 45 31 9 25 -8 13 34 -6 52 13 35 -3 29 35 23 27 32 5 20 20 24 37 -3 16 49 24 100 -14 41 36 30 0 26 26 26 30 38 40 17 28 43 20 20

3-4-1 22 20 26 37 38 -4 19 1 -15 34 20 30 26 40 46 8 27 23 -5 17 19 26 26 51 10 16 14 9 37 24 5 38 39 19 4 42 45 39 19 20 17 31 23 13 53 -14 100 38 54 31 -11 10 46 51 13 -7 38 13 27 25 14 31

3-4-2 44 26 24 46 49 28 35 22 36 40 34 39 36 45 40 46 69 39 2 45 18 36 30 50 45 47 39 43 18 30 13 42 59 17 5 46 30 56 34 45 24 26 32 39 47 41 38 100 58 35 9 42 40 51 57 14 55 31 44 47 43 36

3-4-3 53 37 41 33 66 12 21 -6 34 59 38 35 54 47 58 34 58 42 17 57 41 42 53 34 16 31 27 37 54 37 29 69 71 60 31 76 57 34 22 56 48 30 44 36 69 36 54 58 100 47 -2 29 52 63 40 27 55 42 43 48 43 41

3-4-4 25 35 31 37 37 4 12 -13 5 36 41 35 45 39 43 15 49 26 5 46 41 17 20 28 2 37 26 30 43 65 2 37 41 26 25 45 49 43 35 47 48 27 48 27 33 30 31 35 47 100 17 19 56 57 32 24 44 9 27 37 9 42

4-2-1 9 4 5 15 2 33 8 -10 16 -1 10 14 11 36 20 40 23 -21 34 -2 12 3 -3 22 -10 20 14 -13 15 26 -2 6 7 12 -1 22 21 33 7 18 11 16 25 -9 -5 0 -11 9 -2 17 100 28 18 -4 -2 19 -2 14 -12 0 -12 3

4-2-2 29 -15 -2 5 22 22 21 -10 22 5 -2 6 5 62 26 41 44 25 0 22 -8 -20 27 43 23 42 22 37 0 7 -5 15 19 17 -8 24 18 43 9 7 31 5 -5 28 16 26 10 42 29 19 28 100 13 25 14 -16 22 -16 -3 9 8 10

4-2-3 42 53 22 43 64 32 28 6 14 54 77 61 61 27 60 26 53 36 31 35 63 38 57 35 14 44 31 27 51 59 14 50 48 49 20 59 55 37 40 63 55 32 72 34 57 26 46 40 52 56 18 13 100 65 43 45 63 41 65 47 18 67

4-2-4 45 31 31 27 52 11 40 1 23 53 41 31 45 41 53 32 48 52 23 38 52 17 45 42 27 32 22 45 55 53 24 51 53 40 20 56 47 40 49 60 54 41 49 40 62 26 51 51 63 57 -4 25 65 100 45 35 80 27 51 53 27 58

4-3-1 18 24 28 35 52 46 42 24 49 44 32 39 52 32 34 35 44 34 15 33 40 48 32 29 49 39 44 30 28 29 28 38 46 20 20 53 31 28 36 49 29 25 21 30 64 30 13 57 40 32 -2 14 43 45 100 50 60 37 59 71 56 36

4-3-2 19 54 17 25 38 23 24 -12 30 53 43 31 64 4 36 20 20 36 39 28 67 28 33 -4 10 15 33 28 54 33 18 33 28 44 25 45 15 9 24 45 36 23 40 16 47 38 -7 14 27 24 19 -16 45 35 50 100 43 40 49 39 29 50

4-3-3 41 35 22 35 56 9 62 0 30 64 50 31 50 38 38 32 56 56 38 54 53 37 46 25 41 46 30 53 55 49 22 48 45 50 26 58 30 38 47 59 51 39 42 49 66 40 38 55 55 44 -2 22 63 80 60 43 100 37 74 62 41 55

4-3-4 41 44 25 33 39 29 38 11 38 41 54 34 37 8 37 37 30 21 21 23 47 62 43 8 5 18 13 1 38 36 14 40 39 45 37 54 25 13 22 56 17 24 45 30 46 17 13 31 42 9 14 -16 41 27 37 40 37 100 41 39 37 25

4-3-5 28 53 16 50 55 24 48 11 18 60 63 47 51 15 44 6 37 48 38 42 57 51 45 12 31 21 50 32 55 38 23 37 41 45 40 56 13 24 27 52 42 37 56 36 59 28 27 44 43 27 -12 -3 65 51 59 49 74 41 100 44 29 46

4-3-6 37 28 21 43 60 30 36 12 39 45 36 36 55 40 24 41 49 41 24 35 45 45 24 17 43 42 23 21 30 35 22 49 44 25 6 56 37 20 45 46 32 9 24 37 56 43 25 47 48 37 0 9 47 53 71 39 62 39 44 100 42 32

4-3-7 33 8 25 11 27 17 37 22 40 35 3 27 23 33 10 39 47 22 21 34 10 30 25 19 37 52 27 12 20 4 27 33 31 24 29 43 23 12 32 33 2 8 -9 38 45 20 14 43 43 9 -12 8 18 27 56 29 41 37 29 42 100 7

4-3-8 21 49 39 30 45 18 19 3 14 64 54 33 61 14 53 16 38 56 21 46 66 28 52 30 8 24 24 43 50 50 11 45 43 36 8 40 43 40 23 57 53 29 64 13 51 20 31 36 41 42 3 10 67 58 36 50 55 25 46 32 7 100
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Unrotated Factor Matrix

Part.Num. Participant Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7

1 1-1-1 0.6179 -0.169 -0.1706 -0.1892 0.0191 0.0487 0.0644

2 1-1-2 0.5986 0.4852 -0.1002 0.1981 0.1038 0.1291 0.0958

3 1-1-3 0.4054 0.1159 -0.0479 0.1024 0.0106 -0.0599 -0.0587

4 1-2-1 0.4915 0.1713 0.3604 0.172 0.0815 0.047 0.2801

5 1-2-2 0.8033 0.0678 -0.1773 -0.1228 0.0095 0.021 0.347

6 1-3-1 0.3683 -0.1221 0.3357 -0.0285 0.0517 -0.4642 0.2017

7 1-3-2 0.4703 -0.2358 0.1207 0.2576 0.0518 -0.172 -0.208

8 1-4-1 0.1157 -0.1562 0.2047 0.1077 0.0328 -0.2732 0.1605

9 1-4-2 0.3949 -0.3538 -0.21 0.2495 0.0712 -0.2559 0.1566

10 1-5-1 0.7498 0.1849 -0.0424 0.1118 0.0194 0.0175 -0.2293

11 1-5-2 0.6373 0.2374 0.1575 0.1651 0.0479 0.245 0.0599

12 1-5-3 0.5761 0.1312 0.2769 -0.0899 0.0429 -0.0142 0.1471

13 1-6-1 0.7056 0.23 -0.1138 0.2581 0.0488 0.0836 -0.092

14 2-1-1 0.5307 -0.4504 -0.1351 -0.3869 0.1069 -0.0633 -0.0483

15 2-1-2 0.7049 0.2488 0.1255 -0.4007 0.0792 -0.114 -0.0169

16 2-1-3 0.462 -0.5338 -0.0414 -0.249 0.1042 -0.249 0.0594

17 2-2-1 0.7327 -0.3385 0.065 -0.1332 0.0404 0.091 0.1709

18 2-2-2 0.593 0.0488 -0.1687 0.1904 0.0212 0.2163 -0.167

19 2-3-1 0.3608 0.0262 -0.1003 0.1601 0.0123 -0.1757 -0.2268

20 2-3-2 0.6441 -0.0232 -0.3088 0.0603 0.0237 0.2119 -0.2225

21 2-3-3 0.6778 0.4485 0.0182 0.1677 0.0876 -0.0032 -0.1288

22 2-3-4 0.4865 0.1881 0.2701 0.3206 0.0896 -0.2248 0.3259

23 2-3-5 0.6163 0.236 -0.3037 -0.0588 0.0421 0.0769 0.0387

24 2-4-1 0.4786 -0.1426 0.2318 -0.5287 0.1148 -0.0108 -0.0939

25 2-4-2 0.2712 -0.4615 -0.0173 0.2444 0.0905 0.0503 0.0542

26 2-5-1 0.5191 -0.4602 -0.0854 -0.0851 0.065 0.1165 -0.0645

27 3-1-1 0.4824 0.0198 0.0943 0.0167 0.0068 -0.109 -0.325

28 3-1-2 0.4211 -0.2069 -0.4137 0.2179 0.0758 0.5512 -0.2603

29 3-1-3 0.6787 0.4659 -0.0494 -0.007 0.0783 -0.0551 -0.3457

30 3-1-4 0.6127 0.2457 0.1823 -0.1929 0.0488 0.2293 0.0569

31 3-2-1 0.3479 0.0191 -0.4027 -0.036 0.0406 -0.2184 -0.0352

32 3-2-2 0.6981 0.0622 -0.0175 -0.3024 0.0256 -0.0729 0.2615

33 3-2-3 0.7549 0.031 -0.215 -0.1603 0.0142 0.0521 0.2284

34 3-2-4 0.6365 0.2403 -0.2098 -0.0352 0.0296 -0.1996 -0.1335

35 3-2-5 0.3153 0.3246 -0.0583 0.032 0.0394 -0.0967 0.1306

36 3-2-6 0.8437 0.1497 -0.0719 -0.1192 0.0111 -0.23 0.2304

37 3-2-7 0.6061 0.0079 -0.0605 -0.3289 0.0283 0.0136 -0.1515

38 3-2-8 0.5573 -0.2202 0.3316 -0.2464 0.0766 0.0937 -0.2372

39 3-3-1 0.4549 -0.3419 0.2358 0.1312 0.0696 -0.0107 -0.2061

40 3-3-2 0.8154 0.1826 0.0929 -0.0914 0.0204 -0.0949 -0.0587

41 3-3-3 0.6425 0.1049 -0.3637 -0.1507 0.0414 0.1849 -0.1441

42 3-3-4 0.5098 0.0975 0.2383 -0.2223 0.043 -0.2213 -0.2297

43 3-3-5 0.5852 0.4607 0.3138 -0.0469 0.1225 0.1953 0.0214

44 3-3-6 0.5628 -0.3312 -0.1884 0.0711 0.0408 0.0375 0.0953

45 3-3-7 0.8167 0.085 -0.0865 0.0726 0.0065 -0.1467 0.078

46 3-3-8 0.419 -0.2043 -0.2389 0.1739 0.0358 0.3421 0.2664

47 3-4-1 0.4075 0.1037 0.1235 -0.2315 0.0269 0.1582 0.0054

48 3-4-2 0.6583 -0.4054 0.1891 0.0296 0.0689 0.2016 0.1896

49 3-4-3 0.7501 0.0583 -0.2547 -0.1441 0.0189 0.0377 0.1665

50 3-4-4 0.5558 0.0344 0.1209 -0.1663 0.0153 0.301 -0.1097

51 4-2-1 0.1591 -0.0369 0.1087 -0.3345 0.0376 -0.2312 -0.1499

52 4-2-2 0.2702 -0.5247 -0.0805 -0.3799 0.1274 0.1923 -0.1016

53 4-2-3 0.7702 0.1954 0.2481 -0.0679 0.0442 0.2315 0.048

54 4-2-4 0.7302 -0.0094 0.0518 -0.0415 0.0023 0.1788 -0.117

55 4-3-1 0.6531 -0.2061 0.1044 0.3514 0.0674 -0.2171 0.0555

56 4-3-2 0.5276 0.2304 -0.0577 0.3538 0.0694 -0.1761 -0.1424

57 4-3-3 0.781 -0.1179 0.0258 0.2377 0.0279 0.146 -0.1107

58 4-3-4 0.5374 0.1388 0.0234 0.1673 0.0218 -0.2927 0.3067

59 4-3-5 0.6843 0.1868 0.1376 0.3966 0.0867 0.0426 0.0445

60 4-3-6 0.6403 -0.1858 0.001 0.2359 0.0324 -0.0229 0.1669

61 4-3-7 0.4445 -0.3131 -0.1668 0.2277 0.0543 -0.3331 0.1377

62 4-3-8 0.6348 0.2467 0.0693 0.0346 0.0284 0.2658 -0.2101

Eigenvalues 21.3319 4.0504 2.2555 2.816 0.2123 2.2717 1.8787

% Explained Variance 34 7 4 5 0 4 3
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Cumulative Communalities Matrix

Part.Num. ParticipantFactor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7

1 1-1-1 0.3818 0.4104 0.4395 0.4753 0.4757 0.4781 0.4822

2 1-1-2 0.3583 0.5937 0.6037 0.6429 0.6537 0.6704 0.6796

3 1-1-3 0.1643 0.1777 0.18 0.1905 0.1906 0.1942 0.1976

4 1-2-1 0.2416 0.2709 0.4008 0.4304 0.437 0.4392 0.5177

5 1-2-2 0.6453 0.6499 0.6813 0.6964 0.6965 0.6969 0.8173

6 1-3-1 0.1356 0.1505 0.2632 0.264 0.2667 0.4822 0.5229

7 1-3-2 0.2212 0.2768 0.2914 0.3578 0.3605 0.3901 0.4334

8 1-4-1 0.0134 0.0378 0.0797 0.0913 0.0924 0.167 0.1928

9 1-4-2 0.1559 0.2811 0.3252 0.3875 0.3926 0.4581 0.4826

10 1-5-1 0.5622 0.5964 0.5982 0.6107 0.6111 0.6114 0.664

11 1-5-2 0.4062 0.4626 0.4874 0.5147 0.517 0.577 0.5806

12 1-5-3 0.3319 0.3491 0.4258 0.4339 0.4357 0.4359 0.4575

13 1-6-1 0.4979 0.5508 0.5638 0.6304 0.6328 0.6398 0.6483

14 2-1-1 0.2816 0.4845 0.5028 0.6525 0.6639 0.6679 0.6702

15 2-1-2 0.4969 0.5588 0.5746 0.7352 0.7415 0.7545 0.7548

16 2-1-3 0.2134 0.4983 0.5 0.562 0.5729 0.6349 0.6384

17 2-2-1 0.5368 0.6514 0.6556 0.6733 0.6749 0.6832 0.7124

18 2-2-2 0.3516 0.354 0.3825 0.4188 0.4192 0.466 0.4939

19 2-3-1 0.1302 0.1309 0.141 0.1666 0.1668 0.1977 0.2491

20 2-3-2 0.4149 0.4154 0.5108 0.5144 0.515 0.5599 0.6094

21 2-3-3 0.4594 0.6606 0.6609 0.689 0.6967 0.6967 0.7133

22 2-3-4 0.2367 0.2721 0.3451 0.4479 0.4559 0.5064 0.6126

23 2-3-5 0.3798 0.4355 0.5277 0.5312 0.533 0.5389 0.5404

24 2-4-1 0.2291 0.2494 0.3031 0.5826 0.5958 0.5959 0.6047

25 2-4-2 0.0735 0.2865 0.2868 0.3465 0.3547 0.3572 0.3601

26 2-5-1 0.2695 0.4813 0.4886 0.4958 0.5 0.5136 0.5178

27 3-1-1 0.2327 0.2331 0.242 0.2423 0.2423 0.2542 0.3598

28 3-1-2 0.1773 0.2201 0.3912 0.4387 0.4444 0.7482 0.816

29 3-1-3 0.4606 0.6777 0.6801 0.6801 0.6862 0.6892 0.8087

30 3-1-4 0.3754 0.4358 0.469 0.5062 0.5086 0.5612 0.5644

31 3-2-1 0.121 0.1214 0.2836 0.2849 0.2865 0.3342 0.3354

32 3-2-2 0.4873 0.4912 0.4915 0.5829 0.5836 0.5889 0.6573

33 3-2-3 0.5699 0.5709 0.6171 0.6428 0.643 0.6457 0.6979

34 3-2-4 0.4051 0.4628 0.5068 0.508 0.5089 0.5487 0.5665

35 3-2-5 0.0994 0.2048 0.2082 0.2092 0.2108 0.2202 0.2373

36 3-2-6 0.7118 0.7342 0.7394 0.7536 0.7537 0.8066 0.8597

37 3-2-7 0.3674 0.3675 0.3712 0.4794 0.4802 0.4804 0.5034

38 3-2-8 0.3106 0.3591 0.4691 0.5298 0.5357 0.5445 0.6008

39 3-3-1 0.2069 0.3238 0.3794 0.3966 0.4014 0.4015 0.444

40 3-3-2 0.6649 0.6982 0.7068 0.7152 0.7156 0.7246 0.728

41 3-3-3 0.4128 0.4238 0.5561 0.5788 0.5805 0.6147 0.6355

42 3-3-4 0.2599 0.2694 0.3262 0.3756 0.3774 0.4264 0.4792

43 3-3-5 0.3425 0.5547 0.6532 0.6554 0.6704 0.7085 0.709

44 3-3-6 0.3167 0.4264 0.4619 0.467 0.4687 0.4701 0.4792

45 3-3-7 0.667 0.6742 0.6817 0.687 0.687 0.7085 0.7146

46 3-3-8 0.1756 0.2173 0.2744 0.3046 0.3059 0.4229 0.4939

47 3-4-1 0.1661 0.1769 0.1922 0.2458 0.2465 0.2715 0.2715

48 3-4-2 0.4334 0.5977 0.6335 0.6344 0.6391 0.6797 0.7156

49 3-4-3 0.5627 0.5661 0.631 0.6518 0.6522 0.6536 0.6813

50 3-4-4 0.3089 0.3101 0.3247 0.3524 0.3526 0.4432 0.4552

51 4-2-1 0.0253 0.0267 0.0385 0.1504 0.1518 0.2053 0.2278

52 4-2-2 0.073 0.3483 0.3548 0.4991 0.5153 0.5523 0.5626

53 4-2-3 0.5932 0.6314 0.693 0.6976 0.6996 0.7532 0.7555

54 4-2-4 0.5332 0.5333 0.536 0.5377 0.5377 0.5697 0.5834

55 4-3-1 0.4265 0.469 0.4799 0.6034 0.6079 0.655 0.6581

56 4-3-2 0.2784 0.3315 0.3348 0.46 0.4648 0.4958 0.5161

57 4-3-3 0.61 0.6239 0.6246 0.6811 0.6819 0.7032 0.7155

58 4-3-4 0.2888 0.3081 0.3086 0.3366 0.3371 0.4228 0.5169

59 4-3-5 0.4683 0.5032 0.5221 0.6794 0.6869 0.6887 0.6907

60 4-3-6 0.41 0.4445 0.4445 0.5001 0.5011 0.5016 0.5295

61 4-3-7 0.1976 0.2956 0.3234 0.3752 0.3781 0.4891 0.5081

62 4-3-8 0.403 0.4639 0.4687 0.4699 0.4707 0.5413 0.5854

Cumulative % Expln Var 34 41 45 50 50 54 57
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Factor Matrix with Defining Sorts Flagged

Part.No. Q sort Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4

1 1-1-1 0.1912 0.286 0.4256 0.4192

2 1-1-2 0.7423 flagged -0.0161 0.3029 0.0029

3 1-1-3 0.3602 0.1357 0.1936 0.0708

4 1-2-1 0.5717 flagged 0.2286 -0.1516 0.1682

5 1-2-2 0.4843 0.2228 0.4955 0.4084

6 1-3-1 0.2318 0.2936 -0.1528 0.3174

7 1-3-2 0.2662 0.5256 flagged 0.0551 0.0869

8 1-4-1 0.0583 0.2503 -0.1489 0.0553

9 1-4-2 0.0596 0.5251 flagged 0.3283 -0.0212

10 1-5-1 0.633 flagged 0.2432 0.3247 0.2132

11 1-5-2 0.6585 flagged 0.2099 0.0913 0.1688

12 1-5-3 0.4963 flagged 0.1597 -0.0134 0.4023

13 1-6-1 0.6636 flagged 0.2479 0.3557 0.0441

14 2-1-1 -0.1023 0.3689 0.3835 0.599 flagged

15 2-1-2 0.5191 -0.0403 0.2072 0.6488

16 2-1-3 -0.1338 0.4798 0.2573 0.4977

17 2-2-1 0.231 0.5263 0.2539 0.5279

18 2-2-2 0.4386 0.2921 0.3704 0.0617

19 2-3-1 0.2795 0.2016 0.2186 0.0028

20 2-3-2 0.3499 0.2856 0.5333 flagged 0.1613

21 2-3-3 0.7885 flagged 0.0505 0.2308 0.1068

22 2-3-4 0.6059 flagged 0.27 -0.0874 0.0148

23 2-3-5 0.4616 0.0248 0.5261 0.2018

24 2-4-1 0.1037 0.1061 0.0392 0.7477 flagged

25 2-4-2 -0.046 0.5773 flagged 0.1056 0.0023

26 2-5-1 -0.0067 0.521 flagged 0.3019 0.3649

27 3-1-1 0.3545 0.223 0.1056 0.2361

28 3-1-2 0.1125 0.381 0.5254 flagged -0.0705

29 3-1-3 0.7277 flagged -0.0549 0.3109 0.2258

30 3-1-4 0.538 0.0276 0.0966 0.4546

31 3-2-1 0.131 0.062 0.5095 flagged 0.066

32 3-2-2 0.3923 0.1199 0.327 0.5548 flagged

33 3-2-3 0.408 0.2051 0.5149 0.4113

34 3-2-4 0.5075 0.0562 0.4463 0.2197

35 3-2-5 0.4107 flagged -0.0948 0.1712 0.0467

36 3-2-6 0.5896 0.1978 0.4142 0.4419

37 3-2-7 0.2785 0.1002 0.3328 0.53 flagged

38 3-2-8 0.22 0.3476 -0.0488 0.5984 flagged

39 3-3-1 0.1744 0.5559 flagged -0.0408 0.2358

40 3-3-2 0.6407 0.1992 0.2494 0.4504

41 3-3-3 0.3501 0.0815 0.603 flagged 0.2934

42 3-3-4 0.3794 0.0868 0.0097 0.4733 flagged

43 3-3-5 0.7373 flagged -0.0556 -0.0528 0.3256

44 3-3-6 0.1308 0.5023 flagged 0.3946 0.2046

45 3-3-7 0.589 flagged 0.3221 0.3973 0.2802

46 3-3-8 0.1402 0.3843 0.3701 0.0168

47 3-4-1 0.2865 0.0145 0.074 0.3973

48 3-4-2 0.2217 0.6388 0.095 0.41

49 3-4-3 0.4182 0.1842 0.5469 0.3791

50 3-4-4 0.3587 0.1627 0.13 0.4246 flagged

51 4-2-1 -0.0025 -0.0425 0.0009 0.3855

52 4-2-2 -0.3045 0.3196 0.2297 0.5015 flagged

53 4-2-3 0.6642 0.2045 0.0874 0.4549

54 4-2-4 0.4679 0.3214 0.2502 0.391

55 4-3-1 0.4307 0.6269 0.1329 0.0855

56 4-3-2 0.5924 flagged 0.222 0.2232 -0.0997

57 4-3-3 0.5152 0.5525 0.2664 0.1985

58 4-3-4 0.4988 flagged 0.219 0.1744 0.097

59 4-3-5 0.7266 flagged 0.3747 0.1044 0.0052

60 4-3-6 0.3734 0.5356 flagged 0.2337 0.1387

61 4-3-7 0.1213 0.5132 flagged 0.3107 0.0256

62 4-3-8 0.5997 flagged 0.1267 0.1842 0.2455

%Explained Variance 19 10 9 11
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Free Distribution Data Results

Q sort Mean St.Dev.

1 1-1-1 0 2.736

2 1-1-2 0 2.736

3 1-1-3 0 2.736

4 1-2-1 0 2.736

5 1-2-2 0 2.736

6 1-3-1 0 2.736

7 1-3-2 0 2.736

8 1-4-1 0 2.736

9 1-4-2 0 2.736

10 1-5-1 0 2.736

11 1-5-2 0 2.736

12 1-5-3 0 2.736

13 1-6-1 0 2.736

14 2-1-1 0 2.736

15 2-1-2 0 2.736

16 2-1-3 0 2.736

17 2-2-1 0 2.736

18 2-2-2 0 2.736

19 2-3-1 0 2.736

20 2-3-2 0 2.736

21 2-3-3 0 2.736

22 2-3-4 0 2.736

23 2-3-5 0 2.736

24 2-4-1 0 2.736

25 2-4-2 0 2.736

26 2-5-1 0 2.736

27 3-1-1 0 2.736

28 3-1-2 0 2.736

29 3-1-3 0 2.736

30 3-1-4 0 2.736

31 3-2-1 0 2.736

32 3-2-2 0 2.736

33 3-2-3 0 2.736

34 3-2-4 0 2.736

35 3-2-5 0 2.736

36 3-2-6 0 2.736

37 3-2-7 0 2.736

38 3-2-8 0 2.736

39 3-3-1 0 2.736

40 3-3-2 0 2.736

41 3-3-3 0 2.736

42 3-3-4 0 2.736

43 3-3-5 0 2.736

44 3-3-6 0 2.736

45 3-3-7 0 2.736

46 3-3-8 0 2.736

47 3-4-1 0 2.736

48 3-4-2 0 2.736

49 3-4-3 0 2.736

50 3-4-4 0 2.736

51 4-2-1 0 2.736

52 4-2-2 0 2.736

53 4-2-3 0 2.736

54 4-2-4 0 2.736

55 4-3-1 0 2.736

56 4-3-2 0 2.736

57 4-3-3 0 2.736

58 4-3-4 0 2.736

59 4-3-5 0 2.736

60 4-3-6 0 2.736

61 4-3-7 0 2.736

62 4-3-8 0 2.736
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Factor Scores with Corresponding Ranks

Statement Statement Numberfactor 1 factor 1 factor 2 factor 2 factor 3 factor 3 factor 4 factor 4

Z-score Rank Z-score Rank Z-score Rank Z-score Rank

1. Increase the amount of control people have over their own lives 1 -0.32 24 -0.68 31 -1.3 38 0.17 19

2. Allow people to participate in local decision-making 2 0.32 18 -0.15 24 -0.05 20 0.38 15

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people like alcohol, sugary food and drinks or fatty food 3 -1.43 36 1.04 5 -0.55 28 -0.31 26

4. Cut welfare benefits 4 -2.01 40 -2.44 40 -1.86 39 -2.12 39

5. Raise the taxes that people pay in a fair way 5 -0.9 33 -1.31 37 1.91 2 -1.15 35

6. Spend more on the NHS 6 -0.02 22 1.22 4 1.22 4 0.22 17

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone coverage within the community 7 0.82 9 0.3 20 0.84 10 -1.15 36

8. Improve transport links 8 1.52 3 0.02 21 -0.05 21 -0.88 33

9. Enhance road safety initiatives 9 -0.59 29 -0.51 29 -0.18 24 -0.82 32

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, recreation and other community activities 10 0.5 14 -0.12 22 -0.03 19 1.04 6

11. Provide anonymous care and support services within the community 11 -0.37 25 -0.12 23 -0.25 27 1.47 3

12. Have more health campaigns 12 -1.21 35 0.38 18 -0.08 22 0.11 20

13. Improve access to healthcare services 13 0.52 13 0.9 6 0.71 12 1.23 5

14. Improve childcare and nursery provision 14 0.18 20 0.72 10 0.77 11 -0.05 21

15. Improve elderly care within the community 15 0.71 11 1.78 2 0.45 14 0.78 10

16. Reduce social isolation and loneliness by building relationships with people 16 0.45 15 0.4 17 -0.01 18 1.34 4

17. Reduce the price of fuel 17 1.52 4 0.72 11 0.92 7 -0.73 31

18. Develop local economy by providing support and incentives for businesses 18 1.1 6 -0.96 32 0.44 15 -0.72 30

19. Improve availability of affordable, healthy foods 19 0.33 17 0.55 15 2.13 1 1.89 1

20. Increase penalties for drug-related crime 20 -0.84 32 1.58 3 -1.16 37 -1.18 37

21. Develop initiatives to reduce smoking 21 -0.56 28 0.34 19 -0.11 23 0.47 14

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption 22 -0.65 31 0.81 8 0.63 13 0.96 8

23. Improve access to financial products and services, such as loans and advice 23 -0.38 26 -1.31 36 -1.09 34 -0.94 34

24. Attract and retain young people in the community 24 1.8 1 0.75 9 0.22 16 0.67 12

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment 25 0.09 21 -1.11 34 -0.01 17 0.59 13

26. Increase access to good quality education and training 26 1.63 2 0.62 13 0.86 8 1.01 7

27. Pursue community ownership of land, buildings or natural resources 27 -0.61 30 -1.86 39 -1.11 35 -0.63 29

28. Promote local culture and identity 28 0.44 16 -0.57 30 -0.72 29 -0.15 23

29. Implement stricter health and safety standards 29 -1.53 37 -0.45 26 -1.04 32 -0.39 27

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses 30 -0.26 23 -1.17 35 -0.89 31 0.18 18

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and affordable housing 31 0.61 12 0.83 7 0.95 6 -0.26 25

32. Support and develop 'traditional industries', including crofting and fishing 32 0.93 7 -0.36 25 -1.04 33 -0.1 22

33. Increase access to good jobs 33 1.28 5 0.6 14 0.86 9 0.72 11

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for their basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for their home 34 0.89 8 1.82 1 1.84 3 1.73 2

35. Protect and increase local amenities, such as post offices, libraries and banks 35 0.79 10 0.54 16 1.08 5 -0.54 28

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities 36 -1.55 38 -0.47 27 -2.06 40 -2.28 40

37. Provide a forum for discussing local issues 37 -0.5 27 -1.09 33 -0.19 25 0.24 16

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults and young people 38 0.24 19 0.64 12 -0.73 30 0.96 9

39. Provide coaching sessions for good parenting 39 -1.09 34 -0.5 28 -0.21 26 -0.22 24

40. Pay people money to adopt healthier lifestyles 40 -1.84 39 -1.4 38 -1.12 36 -1.56 38
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Factor score correlations

factor 1 factor 2 factor 3 factor 4

factor 1 1 0.4419 0.5413 0.4391

factor 2 0.4419 1 0.5208 0.4938

factor 3 0.5413 0.5208 1 0.4812

factor 4 0.4391 0.4938 0.4812 1
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factor 1 Sorts Weight

Q Sort Weight

2-3-3 10

1-1-2 7.93129

3-3-5 7.7501

3-1-3 7.42062

4-3-5 7.38425

1-6-1 5.68849

1-5-2 5.57762

1-5-1 5.06699

2-3-4 4.59273

4-3-8 4.49271

4-3-2 4.37853

3-3-7 4.32662

1-2-1 4.07428

4-3-4 3.18543

1-5-3 3.159

3-2-5 2.37003
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factor 1 Sorts Correlations

Q Sort 2-3-3 1-1-2 3-3-5 3-1-3 4-3-5 1-6-1 1-5-2 1-5-1 2-3-4 4-3-8 4-3-2 3-3-7 1-2-1 4-3-4 1-5-3 3-2-5

2-3-3 100 62 67 73 57 71 60 70 27 66 67 54 46 47 49 34

1-1-2 62 100 57 54 53 59 62 44 40 49 54 58 56 44 38 28

3-3-5 67 57 100 54 56 43 64 54 41 64 40 36 47 45 42 25

3-1-3 73 54 54 100 55 67 46 72 32 50 54 56 35 38 47 43

4-3-5 57 53 56 55 100 51 63 60 51 46 49 59 50 41 47 40

1-6-1 71 59 43 67 51 100 55 58 38 61 64 60 45 37 49 29

1-5-2 60 62 64 46 63 55 100 52 46 54 43 42 32 54 48 21

1-5-1 70 44 54 72 60 58 52 100 37 64 53 52 25 41 42 15

2-3-4 27 40 41 32 51 38 46 37 100 28 28 50 54 62 37 25

4-3-8 66 49 64 50 46 61 54 64 28 100 50 51 30 25 33 8

4-3-2 67 54 40 54 49 64 43 53 28 50 100 47 25 40 31 25

3-3-7 54 58 36 56 59 60 42 52 50 51 47 100 47 46 42 30

1-2-1 46 56 47 35 50 45 32 25 54 30 25 47 100 33 43 35

4-3-4 47 44 45 38 41 37 54 41 62 25 40 46 33 100 34 37

1-5-3 49 38 42 47 47 49 48 42 37 33 31 42 43 34 100 26

3-2-5 34 28 25 43 40 29 21 15 25 8 25 30 35 37 26 100
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Factor Scores for  factor 1

Statement Z-score Sort Values Raw Sort 2-3-3 Raw Sort 1-1-2 Raw Sort 3-3-5 Raw Sort 3-1-3 Raw Sort 4-3-5 Raw Sort 1-6-1 Raw Sort 1-5-2 Raw Sort 1-5-1 Raw Sort 2-3-4 Raw Sort 4-3-8 Raw Sort 4-3-2 Raw Sort 3-3-7 Raw Sort 1-2-1 Raw Sort 4-3-4 Raw Sort 1-5-3 Raw Sort 3-2-5

24. Attract and retain young people in the community 1.801 5 5 5 2 4 5 3 5 3 2 1 5 2 2 3 5 3

26. Increase access to good quality education and training 1.631 5 3 4 5 4 5 0 4 4 1 5 3 1 1 3 3 4

8. Improve transport links 1.518 4 4 3 2 3 4 5 3 2 3 4 2 4 4 2 0 0

17. Reduce the price of fuel 1.516 4 3 4 0 5 4 5 1 5 4 -1 4 3 3 5 -1 4

33. Increase access to good jobs 1.28 4 2 5 1 3 1 4 5 1 2 0 4 3 1 4 5 0

18. Develop local economy by providing support and incentives for businesses 1.098 3 4 3 3 0 1 4 4 1 0 5 2 -1 3 0 3 0

32. Support and develop 'traditional industries', including crofting and fishing 0.934 3 3 -3 4 1 1 2 3 4 4 4 2 -1 0 4 4 -1

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for their basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for their home 0.893 3 5 0 -1 5 -1 3 0 5 -2 4 5 5 -2 0 -2 2

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone coverage within the community 0.824 2 2 3 4 3 3 -2 2 3 1 1 1 1 1 0 -2 -2

35. Protect and increase local amenities, such as post offices, libraries and banks 0.791 2 0 2 2 1 4 4 4 -1 3 0 0 1 0 1 0 4

15. Improve elderly care within the community 0.708 2 0 1 1 -2 3 -1 1 2 5 3 -2 4 5 5 1 3

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and affordable housing 0.606 2 4 4 0 0 0 3 1 0 -5 2 3 1 0 1 1 1

13. Improve access to healthcare services 0.522 1 -1 1 5 0 2 0 2 1 2 3 0 2 -1 1 1 -4

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, recreation and other community activities 0.498 1 1 2 1 1 0 2 2 -2 -1 3 -1 5 2 -3 3 0

16. Reduce social isolation and loneliness by building relationships with people 0.454 1 -3 1 -1 2 3 0 1 1 5 -1 1 2 4 -1 4 2

28. Promote local culture and identity 0.438 1 2 -1 3 2 0 1 3 1 2 -2 0 -2 0 -1 2 2

19. Improve availability of affordable, healthy foods 0.328 1 1 -2 0 4 2 2 0 4 -2 1 -1 2 -3 2 -2 0

2. Allow people to participate in local decision-making 0.315 0 1 2 3 0 1 1 -1 -3 1 -1 -2 0 5 0 0 1

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults and young people 0.243 0 0 0 1 -2 2 -1 0 0 4 -1 -2 3 4 2 0 0

14. Improve childcare and nursery provision 0.179 0 1 0 2 1 -1 2 -3 3 1 2 0 -2 0 -3 1 -1

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment 0.089 0 2 2 1 -1 0 -2 1 0 -1 1 -1 0 0 0 -1 -3

6. Spend more on the NHS -0.015 0 0 -2 0 -2 2 -2 0 0 0 -3 1 4 -2 2 2 5

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses -0.259 0 0 0 0 1 1 -3 -2 2 -3 0 0 -2 1 -5 -1 -2

1. Increase the amount of control people have over their own lives -0.315 -1 -1 0 -1 2 -4 1 -2 -1 -1 -2 1 0 -1 1 0 -1

11. Provide anonymous care and support services within the community -0.374 -1 -2 1 -2 2 -4 0 -4 -2 0 -2 -4 1 2 1 4 3

23. Improve access to financial products and services, such as loans and advice -0.38 -1 1 -4 0 0 -1 -1 -3 -2 -2 0 3 -3 -1 0 1 2

37. Provide a forum for discussing local issues -0.504 -1 0 -1 -1 -1 -3 0 -2 -4 -1 1 0 -1 3 -3 -4 1

21. Develop initiatives to reduce smoking -0.564 -1 -3 0 -2 -4 -2 1 -1 0 0 2 2 0 -1 -2 -3 -3

9. Enhance road safety initiatives -0.591 -2 -1 -3 -3 0 0 -1 -3 -1 0 0 -1 -1 -4 -1 2 1

27. Pursue community ownership of land, buildings or natural resources -0.606 -2 -1 -1 4 -1 -5 -4 -2 -2 -1 -1 -1 -3 -1 3 -4 1

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption -0.648 -2 -2 -3 -3 -1 -3 1 0 2 1 2 -3 0 -3 -2 -1 -5

20. Increase penalties for drug-related crime -0.84 -2 -2 -2 -4 -4 0 0 -5 -3 0 -4 4 0 2 -1 -1 -4

5. Raise the taxes that people pay in a fair way -0.9 -3 -3 1 -1 -3 -2 -1 -1 -1 -4 0 1 -3 -5 -4 -4 -1

39. Provide coaching sessions for good parenting -1.087 -3 -2 -1 -2 -3 -3 -3 -1 -1 -3 -4 -5 -4 1 -2 0 -1

12. Have more health campaigns -1.211 -3 -1 -5 -3 -2 -2 -2 -1 0 -5 -4 -4 -4 -2 -2 2 -4

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people like alcohol, sugary food and drinks or fatty food -1.434 -4 -5 -4 -2 -4 -1 -3 2 -4 -4 -2 -3 -5 -3 -1 -3 -2

29. Implement stricter health and safety standards -1.528 -4 -4 -4 -4 -1 -1 -4 -4 -4 -2 -3 -3 -1 -4 -4 -3 -3

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities -1.554 -4 -4 -1 -5 -5 -5 -5 0 -5 3 -5 -2 -4 -4 4 -5 -2

40. Pay people money to adopt healthier lifestyles -1.844 -5 -4 -2 -4 -5 -4 -5 -4 -3 -3 -3 -4 -2 -5 -4 -2 -5

4. Cut welfare benefits -2.012 -5 -5 -5 -5 -3 -2 -4 -5 -5 -4 -5 -5 -5 -2 -5 -5 5
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factor 2 Sorts Weight

Q Sort Weight

1-3-2 3.48397

1-4-2 3.47812

2-5-1 3.43062

4-3-7 3.34226

3-3-6 3.22285

2-4-2 4.15392

3-3-1 3.85951

4-3-6 3.60309

factor 2 Sorts Correlations

Q Sort 1-3-2 1-4-2 2-5-1 4-3-7 3-3-6 2-4-2 3-3-1 4-3-6

1-3-2 100 32 36 37 27 24 38 36

1-4-2 32 100 19 40 39 36 24 39

2-5-1 36 19 100 52 43 24 45 42

4-3-7 37 40 52 100 38 37 32 42

3-3-6 27 39 43 38 100 32 48 37

2-4-2 24 36 24 37 32 100 24 43

3-3-1 38 24 45 32 48 24 100 45

4-3-6 36 39 42 42 37 43 45 100
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Factor Scores for  factor 2

Statement Z-score Sort Values Raw Sort 1-3-2 Raw Sort 1-4-2 Raw Sort 2-5-1 Raw Sort 4-3-7 Raw Sort 3-3-6 Raw Sort 2-4-2 Raw Sort 3-3-1 Raw Sort 4-3-6

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for their basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for their home 1.817 5 4 3 3 4 4 -1 5 5

15. Improve elderly care within the community 1.781 5 3 4 2 5 3 4 0 5

20. Increase penalties for drug-related crime 1.584 4 5 4 1 4 -4 5 3 4

6. Spend more on the NHS 1.221 4 1 5 0 5 4 4 -1 0

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people like alcohol, sugary food and drinks or fatty food 1.042 4 3 -1 5 1 3 3 3 -2

13. Improve access to healthcare services 0.903 3 1 3 2 0 0 0 3 4

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and affordable housing 0.826 3 -1 4 4 2 0 3 -2 2

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption 0.812 3 -3 2 1 1 0 4 2 4

24. Attract and retain young people in the community 0.747 2 0 0 0 2 4 1 2 2

14. Improve childcare and nursery provision 0.723 2 -1 0 1 4 5 1 1 0

17. Reduce the price of fuel 0.723 2 4 0 -1 3 3 1 -2 3

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults and young people 0.644 2 0 1 -1 0 2 2 2 3

26. Increase access to good quality education and training 0.62 1 2 -4 4 2 1 0 4 0

33. Increase access to good jobs 0.599 1 -2 1 2 -1 5 -1 4 1

19. Improve availability of affordable, healthy foods 0.553 1 4 3 1 1 0 2 0 -3

35. Protect and increase local amenities, such as post offices, libraries and banks 0.538 1 0 1 4 2 -1 0 0 2

16. Reduce social isolation and loneliness by building relationships with people 0.403 1 2 -1 5 3 1 -4 0 1

12. Have more health campaigns 0.379 0 2 -3 2 -2 1 3 0 2

21. Develop initiatives to reduce smoking 0.338 0 -2 2 3 0 2 1 1 -2

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone coverage within the community 0.295 0 0 -1 -4 -1 1 5 4 -1

8. Improve transport links 0.022 0 1 0 -2 -1 -1 1 -1 3

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, recreation and other community activities -0.116 0 2 -2 0 -1 -2 -2 5 -2

11. Provide anonymous care and support services within the community -0.121 0 1 0 3 3 -1 -2 -2 -3

2. Allow people to participate in local decision-making -0.146 -1 3 2 -3 -5 2 -1 -1 1

32. Support and develop 'traditional industries', including crofting and fishing -0.358 -1 -1 0 0 0 -2 -3 1 0

29. Implement stricter health and safety standards -0.447 -1 -2 1 -2 -3 0 2 -1 -2

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities -0.472 -1 0 5 -4 0 1 -5 1 -4

39. Provide coaching sessions for good parenting -0.5 -1 -4 -2 0 -2 2 -3 2 0

9. Enhance road safety initiatives -0.51 -2 5 -4 1 -2 -2 -4 0 -1

28. Promote local culture and identity -0.57 -2 -1 -2 -2 -3 -3 0 1 1

1. Increase the amount of control people have over their own lives -0.68 -2 -4 -2 0 1 -3 0 -3 1

18. Develop local economy by providing support and incentives for businesses -0.964 -2 1 2 -3 -4 -3 -1 -5 -1

37. Provide a forum for discussing local issues -1.087 -3 -3 -3 -1 -4 -2 -2 -1 0

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment -1.111 -3 -2 -4 -1 -3 0 -1 -4 -1

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses -1.17 -3 0 -1 -4 -2 -1 0 -4 -5

23. Improve access to financial products and services, such as loans and advice -1.306 -4 -3 -1 -5 1 -5 -3 -2 -1

5. Raise the taxes that people pay in a fair way -1.313 -4 -5 1 -1 -5 -1 -2 -3 -3

40. Pay people money to adopt healthier lifestyles -1.403 -4 -4 -5 -2 0 -4 2 -4 -4

27. Pursue community ownership of land, buildings or natural resources -1.86 -5 -1 -3 -3 -4 -5 -4 -3 -4

4. Cut welfare benefits -2.439 -5 -5 -5 -5 -1 -4 -5 -5 -5
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factor 3 Sorts Weight

Q Sort Weight

3-3-3 4.54562

2-3-2 3.57526

3-1-2 3.48162

3-2-1 3.30119

factor 3 Sorts Correlations

Q Sort 3-3-3 2-3-2 3-1-2 3-2-1

3-3-3 100 45 60 42

2-3-2 45 100 57 35

3-1-2 60 57 100 24

3-2-1 42 35 24 100
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Factor Scores for  factor 3

Statement Z-score Sort Values Raw Sort 3-3-3 Raw Sort 2-3-2 Raw Sort 3-1-2 Raw Sort 3-2-1

19. Improve availability of affordable, healthy foods 2.132 5 4 5 5 4

5. Raise the taxes that people pay in a fair way 1.912 5 4 4 5 3

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for their basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for their home 1.844 4 5 5 3 2

6. Spend more on the NHS 1.218 4 4 -1 2 5

35. Protect and increase local amenities, such as post offices, libraries and banks 1.076 4 2 4 2 1

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and affordable housing 0.947 3 5 -1 3 0

17. Reduce the price of fuel 0.923 3 -2 4 3 4

26. Increase access to good quality education and training 0.864 3 3 0 1 3

33. Increase access to good jobs 0.864 2 3 0 1 3

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone coverage within the community 0.842 2 2 2 1 2

14. Improve childcare and nursery provision 0.765 2 0 3 0 4

13. Improve access to healthcare services 0.707 2 2 0 -1 5

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption 0.626 1 -1 1 4 2

15. Improve elderly care within the community 0.448 1 0 3 0 1

18. Develop local economy by providing support and incentives for businesses 0.439 1 3 -1 2 -1

24. Attract and retain young people in the community 0.223 1 0 2 -1 1

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment -0.012 1 0 0 -2 2

16. Reduce social isolation and loneliness by building relationships with people -0.013 0 -1 3 0 -2

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, recreation and other community activities -0.025 0 -1 1 1 -1

2. Allow people to participate in local decision-making -0.046 0 2 -3 1 -1

8. Improve transport links -0.054 0 1 0 2 -4

12. Have more health campaigns -0.08 0 1 -1 -1 0

21. Develop initiatives to reduce smoking -0.113 0 -1 1 4 -5

9. Enhance road safety initiatives -0.18 -1 1 -1 0 -2

37. Provide a forum for discussing local issues -0.189 -1 1 -2 0 -1

39. Provide coaching sessions for good parenting -0.211 -1 0 0 0 -2

11. Provide anonymous care and support services within the community -0.25 -1 -1 2 -3 0

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people like alcohol, sugary food and drinks or fatty food -0.55 -1 -4 1 4 -5

28. Promote local culture and identity -0.719 -2 -2 2 -4 -2

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults and young people -0.729 -2 1 -2 -2 -4

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses -0.885 -2 0 -4 -1 -3

29. Implement stricter health and safety standards -1.039 -2 -4 -2 -3 1

32. Support and develop 'traditional industries', including crofting and fishing -1.044 -3 -2 1 -4 -4

23. Improve access to financial products and services, such as loans and advice -1.093 -3 -3 -2 -1 -3

27. Pursue community ownership of land, buildings or natural resources -1.113 -3 -3 -3 -3 0

40. Pay people money to adopt healthier lifestyles -1.116 -4 -3 -4 -2 0

20. Increase penalties for drug-related crime -1.156 -4 -4 -4 -2 1

1. Increase the amount of control people have over their own lives -1.296 -4 -2 -3 -5 -1

4. Cut welfare benefits -1.855 -5 -5 -5 -5 0

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities -2.061 -5 -5 -5 -4 -3
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factor 4 Sorts Weight

Q Sort Weight

2-4-1 10

2-1-1 5.50917

3-2-8 5.49743

3-2-2 4.72666

3-2-7 4.34646

4-2-2 3.95123

3-3-4 3.59692

3-4-4 3.05473

factor 4 Sorts Correlations

Q Sort 2-4-1 2-1-1 3-2-8 3-2-2 3-2-7 4-2-2 3-3-4 3-4-4

2-4-1 100 48 58 37 56 43 55 28

2-1-1 48 100 48 44 45 62 22 39

3-2-8 58 48 100 46 40 43 50 43

3-2-2 37 44 46 100 39 15 42 37

3-2-7 56 45 40 39 100 18 36 49

4-2-2 43 62 43 15 18 100 5 19

3-3-4 55 22 50 42 36 5 100 27

3-4-4 28 39 43 37 49 19 27 100
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Factor Scores for  factor 4

Statement Z-score Sort Values Raw Sort 2-4-1 Raw Sort 2-1-1 Raw Sort 3-2-8 Raw Sort 3-2-2 Raw Sort 3-2-7 Raw Sort 4-2-2 Raw Sort 3-3-4 Raw Sort 3-4-4

19. Improve availability of affordable, healthy foods 1.89 5 5 4 5 0 5 2 4 2

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for their basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for their home 1.727 5 2 5 4 4 4 2 3 4

11. Provide anonymous care and support services within the community 1.474 4 4 5 3 2 3 4 1 -3

16. Reduce social isolation and loneliness by building relationships with people 1.335 4 1 2 5 5 0 1 4 5

13. Improve access to healthcare services 1.229 4 4 3 0 5 2 2 1 -1

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, recreation and other community activities 1.042 3 5 -2 2 -2 5 1 2 3

26. Increase access to good quality education and training 1.009 3 3 2 1 1 4 -4 5 3

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption 0.964 3 2 1 3 2 3 3 0 0

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults and young people 0.956 2 1 2 4 3 1 1 2 1

15. Improve elderly care within the community 0.783 2 4 1 0 3 -1 0 1 1

33. Increase access to good jobs 0.718 2 2 -2 2 3 2 -1 5 0

24. Attract and retain young people in the community 0.665 2 2 0 4 4 0 -3 1 0

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment 0.591 1 3 0 0 1 1 0 3 -1

21. Develop initiatives to reduce smoking 0.465 1 1 1 2 -2 1 3 1 0

2. Allow people to participate in local decision-making 0.378 1 0 3 1 -3 -1 1 2 5

37. Provide a forum for discussing local issues 0.244 1 0 4 1 -1 -1 4 -5 1

6. Spend more on the NHS 0.22 1 -1 4 -4 4 -1 4 0 -1

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses 0.181 0 3 -1 0 -3 -4 5 3 -3

1. Increase the amount of control people have over their own lives 0.172 0 -1 3 -3 2 3 -1 -2 4

12. Have more health campaigns 0.108 0 1 2 0 -4 1 3 -1 -2

14. Improve childcare and nursery provision -0.053 0 -2 0 1 1 1 -2 0 3

32. Support and develop 'traditional industries', including crofting and fishing -0.095 0 -1 -1 2 0 0 0 0 -1

28. Promote local culture and identity -0.151 0 0 -3 -1 -1 0 -3 4 4

39. Provide coaching sessions for good parenting -0.219 -1 0 0 -1 0 0 0 -5 2

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and affordable housing -0.26 -1 1 -2 -4 -2 2 2 -3 2

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people like alcohol, sugary food and drinks or fatty food -0.306 -1 -2 1 3 -3 -4 5 -4 0

29. Implement stricter health and safety standards -0.388 -1 0 0 -1 0 -3 0 0 -4

35. Protect and increase local amenities, such as post offices, libraries and banks -0.542 -1 -3 -1 -2 -2 4 1 -4 2

27. Pursue community ownership of land, buildings or natural resources -0.627 -2 -1 -4 0 0 0 -2 -1 -2

18. Develop local economy by providing support and incentives for businesses -0.716 -2 -3 -3 1 1 -2 -1 -3 1

17. Reduce the price of fuel -0.726 -2 -2 -1 -1 -1 -2 -1 0 -3

9. Enhance road safety initiatives -0.817 -2 -3 -3 -2 1 -3 0 2 -2

8. Improve transport links -0.876 -3 -4 -2 -2 2 2 -4 -1 -2

23. Improve access to financial products and services, such as loans and advice -0.939 -3 -1 -4 -1 0 -5 -2 -2 0

5. Raise the taxes that people pay in a fair way -1.15 -3 -4 -1 -4 -1 -1 -2 -1 -1

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone coverage within the community -1.151 -4 -5 0 -2 -1 -4 -1 -2 1

20. Increase penalties for drug-related crime -1.18 -4 -2 1 -3 -4 -2 -3 -3 -4

40. Pay people money to adopt healthier lifestyles -1.559 -4 0 -4 -5 -4 -2 -5 -4 -4

4. Cut welfare benefits -2.117 -5 -4 -5 -3 -5 -5 -4 -2 -5

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities -2.277 -5 -5 -5 -5 -5 -3 -5 -1 -5
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Descending Array of Differences Between Factor 1 and Factor 2

Statement Factor 1 Factor 2 Difference

18. Develop local economy by providing support and incentives for businesses 1.098 -0.964 2.062

8. Improve transport links 1.518 0.022 1.496

32. Support and develop 'traditional industries', including crofting and fishing 0.934 -0.358 1.292

27. Pursue community ownership of land, buildings or natural resources -0.606 -1.86 1.254

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment 0.089 -1.111 1.2

24. Attract and retain young people in the community 1.801 0.747 1.054

26. Increase access to good quality education and training 1.631 0.62 1.011

28. Promote local culture and identity 0.438 -0.57 1.008

23. Improve access to financial products and services, such as loans and advice -0.38 -1.306 0.926

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses -0.259 -1.17 0.911

17. Reduce the price of fuel 1.516 0.723 0.793

33. Increase access to good jobs 1.28 0.599 0.681

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, recreation and other community activities 0.498 -0.116 0.614

37. Provide a forum for discussing local issues -0.504 -1.087 0.583

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone coverage within the community 0.824 0.295 0.529

2. Allow people to participate in local decision-making 0.315 -0.146 0.461

4. Cut welfare benefits -2.012 -2.439 0.427

5. Raise the taxes that people pay in a fair way -0.9 -1.313 0.413

1. Increase the amount of control people have over their own lives -0.315 -0.68 0.365

35. Protect and increase local amenities, such as post offices, libraries and banks 0.791 0.538 0.253

16. Reduce social isolation and loneliness by building relationships with people 0.454 0.403 0.051

9. Enhance road safety initiatives -0.591 -0.51 -0.081

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and affordable housing 0.606 0.826 -0.22

19. Improve availability of affordable, healthy foods 0.328 0.553 -0.225

11. Provide anonymous care and support services within the community -0.374 -0.121 -0.253

13. Improve access to healthcare services 0.522 0.903 -0.381

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults and young people 0.243 0.644 -0.401

40. Pay people money to adopt healthier lifestyles -1.844 -1.403 -0.441

14. Improve childcare and nursery provision 0.179 0.723 -0.544

39. Provide coaching sessions for good parenting -1.087 -0.5 -0.587

21. Develop initiatives to reduce smoking -0.564 0.338 -0.902

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for their basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for their home 0.893 1.817 -0.924

15. Improve elderly care within the community 0.708 1.781 -1.073

29. Implement stricter health and safety standards -1.528 -0.447 -1.081

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities -1.554 -0.472 -1.082

6. Spend more on the NHS -0.015 1.221 -1.236

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption -0.648 0.812 -1.46

12. Have more health campaigns -1.211 0.379 -1.59

20. Increase penalties for drug-related crime -0.84 1.584 -2.424

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people like alcohol, sugary food and drinks or fatty food -1.434 1.042 -2.476
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Descending Array of Differences Between Factor 1 and Factor 3

Statement Factor 1 Factor 3 Difference

32. Support and develop 'traditional industries', including crofting and fishing 0.934 -1.044 1.978

24. Attract and retain young people in the community 1.801 0.223 1.578

8. Improve transport links 1.518 -0.054 1.572

28. Promote local culture and identity 0.438 -0.719 1.157

1. Increase the amount of control people have over their own lives -0.315 -1.296 0.981

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults and young people 0.243 -0.729 0.972

26. Increase access to good quality education and training 1.631 0.864 0.767

23. Improve access to financial products and services, such as loans and advice -0.38 -1.093 0.713

18. Develop local economy by providing support and incentives for businesses 1.098 0.439 0.659

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses -0.259 -0.885 0.626

17. Reduce the price of fuel 1.516 0.923 0.593

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, recreation and other community activities 0.498 -0.025 0.523

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities -1.554 -2.061 0.507

27. Pursue community ownership of land, buildings or natural resources -0.606 -1.113 0.507

16. Reduce social isolation and loneliness by building relationships with people 0.454 -0.013 0.467

33. Increase access to good jobs 1.28 0.864 0.416

2. Allow people to participate in local decision-making 0.315 -0.046 0.361

20. Increase penalties for drug-related crime -0.84 -1.156 0.316

15. Improve elderly care within the community 0.708 0.448 0.26

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment 0.089 -0.012 0.101

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone coverage within the community 0.824 0.842 -0.018

11. Provide anonymous care and support services within the community -0.374 -0.25 -0.124

4. Cut welfare benefits -2.012 -1.855 -0.157

13. Improve access to healthcare services 0.522 0.707 -0.185

35. Protect and increase local amenities, such as post offices, libraries and banks 0.791 1.076 -0.285

37. Provide a forum for discussing local issues -0.504 -0.189 -0.315

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and affordable housing 0.606 0.947 -0.341

9. Enhance road safety initiatives -0.591 -0.18 -0.411

21. Develop initiatives to reduce smoking -0.564 -0.113 -0.451

29. Implement stricter health and safety standards -1.528 -1.039 -0.489

14. Improve childcare and nursery provision 0.179 0.765 -0.586

40. Pay people money to adopt healthier lifestyles -1.844 -1.116 -0.728

39. Provide coaching sessions for good parenting -1.087 -0.211 -0.876

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people like alcohol, sugary food and drinks or fatty food -1.434 -0.55 -0.884

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for their basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for their home 0.893 1.844 -0.951

12. Have more health campaigns -1.211 -0.08 -1.131

6. Spend more on the NHS -0.015 1.218 -1.233

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption -0.648 0.626 -1.274

19. Improve availability of affordable, healthy foods 0.328 2.132 -1.804

5. Raise the taxes that people pay in a fair way -0.9 1.912 -2.812
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Descending Array of Differences Between Factor 1 and Factor 4

Statement Factor 1 Factor 4 Difference

8. Improve transport links 1.518 -0.876 2.394

17. Reduce the price of fuel 1.516 -0.726 2.242

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone coverage within the community 0.824 -1.151 1.975

18. Develop local economy by providing support and incentives for businesses 1.098 -0.716 1.814

35. Protect and increase local amenities, such as post offices, libraries and banks 0.791 -0.542 1.333

24. Attract and retain young people in the community 1.801 0.665 1.136

32. Support and develop 'traditional industries', including crofting and fishing 0.934 -0.095 1.029

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and affordable housing 0.606 -0.26 0.866

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities -1.554 -2.277 0.723

26. Increase access to good quality education and training 1.631 1.009 0.622

28. Promote local culture and identity 0.438 -0.151 0.589

33. Increase access to good jobs 1.28 0.718 0.562

23. Improve access to financial products and services, such as loans and advice -0.38 -0.939 0.559

20. Increase penalties for drug-related crime -0.84 -1.18 0.34

5. Raise the taxes that people pay in a fair way -0.9 -1.15 0.25

14. Improve childcare and nursery provision 0.179 -0.053 0.232

9. Enhance road safety initiatives -0.591 -0.817 0.226

4. Cut welfare benefits -2.012 -2.117 0.105

27. Pursue community ownership of land, buildings or natural resources -0.606 -0.627 0.021

2. Allow people to participate in local decision-making 0.315 0.378 -0.063

15. Improve elderly care within the community 0.708 0.783 -0.075

6. Spend more on the NHS -0.015 0.22 -0.235

40. Pay people money to adopt healthier lifestyles -1.844 -1.559 -0.285

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses -0.259 0.181 -0.44

1. Increase the amount of control people have over their own lives -0.315 0.172 -0.487

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment 0.089 0.591 -0.502

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, recreation and other community activities 0.498 1.042 -0.544

13. Improve access to healthcare services 0.522 1.229 -0.707

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults and young people 0.243 0.956 -0.713

37. Provide a forum for discussing local issues -0.504 0.244 -0.748

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for their basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for their home 0.893 1.727 -0.834

39. Provide coaching sessions for good parenting -1.087 -0.219 -0.868

16. Reduce social isolation and loneliness by building relationships with people 0.454 1.335 -0.881

21. Develop initiatives to reduce smoking -0.564 0.465 -1.029

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people like alcohol, sugary food and drinks or fatty food -1.434 -0.306 -1.128

29. Implement stricter health and safety standards -1.528 -0.388 -1.14

12. Have more health campaigns -1.211 0.108 -1.319

19. Improve availability of affordable, healthy foods 0.328 1.89 -1.562

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption -0.648 0.964 -1.612

11. Provide anonymous care and support services within the community -0.374 1.474 -1.848
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Descending Array of Differences Between Factor 2 and Factor 3

Statement Factor 2 Factor 3 Difference

20. Increase penalties for drug-related crime 1.584 -1.156 2.74

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people like alcohol, sugary food and drinks or fatty food 1.042 -0.55 1.592

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities -0.472 -2.061 1.589

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults and young people 0.644 -0.729 1.373

15. Improve elderly care within the community 1.781 0.448 1.333

32. Support and develop 'traditional industries', including crofting and fishing -0.358 -1.044 0.686

1. Increase the amount of control people have over their own lives -0.68 -1.296 0.616

29. Implement stricter health and safety standards -0.447 -1.039 0.592

24. Attract and retain young people in the community 0.747 0.223 0.524

12. Have more health campaigns 0.379 -0.08 0.459

21. Develop initiatives to reduce smoking 0.338 -0.113 0.451

16. Reduce social isolation and loneliness by building relationships with people 0.403 -0.013 0.416

13. Improve access to healthcare services 0.903 0.707 0.196

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption 0.812 0.626 0.186

28. Promote local culture and identity -0.57 -0.719 0.149

11. Provide anonymous care and support services within the community -0.121 -0.25 0.129

8. Improve transport links 0.022 -0.054 0.076

6. Spend more on the NHS 1.221 1.218 0.003

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for their basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for their home 1.817 1.844 -0.027

14. Improve childcare and nursery provision 0.723 0.765 -0.042

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, recreation and other community activities -0.116 -0.025 -0.091

2. Allow people to participate in local decision-making -0.146 -0.046 -0.1

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and affordable housing 0.826 0.947 -0.121

17. Reduce the price of fuel 0.723 0.923 -0.2

23. Improve access to financial products and services, such as loans and advice -1.306 -1.093 -0.213

26. Increase access to good quality education and training 0.62 0.864 -0.244

33. Increase access to good jobs 0.599 0.864 -0.265

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses -1.17 -0.885 -0.285

40. Pay people money to adopt healthier lifestyles -1.403 -1.116 -0.287

39. Provide coaching sessions for good parenting -0.5 -0.211 -0.289

9. Enhance road safety initiatives -0.51 -0.18 -0.33

35. Protect and increase local amenities, such as post offices, libraries and banks 0.538 1.076 -0.538

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone coverage within the community 0.295 0.842 -0.547

4. Cut welfare benefits -2.439 -1.855 -0.584

27. Pursue community ownership of land, buildings or natural resources -1.86 -1.113 -0.747

37. Provide a forum for discussing local issues -1.087 -0.189 -0.898

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment -1.111 -0.012 -1.099

18. Develop local economy by providing support and incentives for businesses -0.964 0.439 -1.403

19. Improve availability of affordable, healthy foods 0.553 2.132 -1.579

5. Raise the taxes that people pay in a fair way -1.313 1.912 -3.225
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Descending Array of Differences Between Factor 2 and Factor 4

Statement Factor 2 Factor 4 Difference

20. Increase penalties for drug-related crime 1.584 -1.18 2.764

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities -0.472 -2.277 1.805

17. Reduce the price of fuel 0.723 -0.726 1.449

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone coverage within the community 0.295 -1.151 1.446

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people like alcohol, sugary food and drinks or fatty food 1.042 -0.306 1.348

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and affordable housing 0.826 -0.26 1.086

35. Protect and increase local amenities, such as post offices, libraries and banks 0.538 -0.542 1.08

6. Spend more on the NHS 1.221 0.22 1.001

15. Improve elderly care within the community 1.781 0.783 0.998

8. Improve transport links 0.022 -0.876 0.898

14. Improve childcare and nursery provision 0.723 -0.053 0.776

9. Enhance road safety initiatives -0.51 -0.817 0.307

12. Have more health campaigns 0.379 0.108 0.271

40. Pay people money to adopt healthier lifestyles -1.403 -1.559 0.156

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for their basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for their home 1.817 1.727 0.09

24. Attract and retain young people in the community 0.747 0.665 0.082

29. Implement stricter health and safety standards -0.447 -0.388 -0.059

33. Increase access to good jobs 0.599 0.718 -0.119

21. Develop initiatives to reduce smoking 0.338 0.465 -0.127

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption 0.812 0.964 -0.152

5. Raise the taxes that people pay in a fair way -1.313 -1.15 -0.163

18. Develop local economy by providing support and incentives for businesses -0.964 -0.716 -0.248

32. Support and develop 'traditional industries', including crofting and fishing -0.358 -0.095 -0.263

39. Provide coaching sessions for good parenting -0.5 -0.219 -0.281

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults and young people 0.644 0.956 -0.312

4. Cut welfare benefits -2.439 -2.117 -0.322

13. Improve access to healthcare services 0.903 1.229 -0.326

23. Improve access to financial products and services, such as loans and advice -1.306 -0.939 -0.367

26. Increase access to good quality education and training 0.62 1.009 -0.389

28. Promote local culture and identity -0.57 -0.151 -0.419

2. Allow people to participate in local decision-making -0.146 0.378 -0.524

1. Increase the amount of control people have over their own lives -0.68 0.172 -0.852

16. Reduce social isolation and loneliness by building relationships with people 0.403 1.335 -0.932

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, recreation and other community activities -0.116 1.042 -1.158

27. Pursue community ownership of land, buildings or natural resources -1.86 -0.627 -1.233

37. Provide a forum for discussing local issues -1.087 0.244 -1.331

19. Improve availability of affordable, healthy foods 0.553 1.89 -1.337

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses -1.17 0.181 -1.351

11. Provide anonymous care and support services within the community -0.121 1.474 -1.595

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment -1.111 0.591 -1.702
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Descending Array of Differences Between Factor 3 and Factor 4

Statement Factor 3 Factor 4 Difference

5. Raise the taxes that people pay in a fair way 1.912 -1.15 3.062

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone coverage within the community 0.842 -1.151 1.993

17. Reduce the price of fuel 0.923 -0.726 1.649

35. Protect and increase local amenities, such as post offices, libraries and banks 1.076 -0.542 1.618

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and affordable housing 0.947 -0.26 1.207

18. Develop local economy by providing support and incentives for businesses 0.439 -0.716 1.155

6. Spend more on the NHS 1.218 0.22 0.998

8. Improve transport links -0.054 -0.876 0.822

14. Improve childcare and nursery provision 0.765 -0.053 0.818

9. Enhance road safety initiatives -0.18 -0.817 0.637

40. Pay people money to adopt healthier lifestyles -1.116 -1.559 0.443

4. Cut welfare benefits -1.855 -2.117 0.262

19. Improve availability of affordable, healthy foods 2.132 1.89 0.242

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities -2.061 -2.277 0.216

33. Increase access to good jobs 0.864 0.718 0.146

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for their basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for their home 1.844 1.727 0.117

20. Increase penalties for drug-related crime -1.156 -1.18 0.024

39. Provide coaching sessions for good parenting -0.211 -0.219 0.008

26. Increase access to good quality education and training 0.864 1.009 -0.145

23. Improve access to financial products and services, such as loans and advice -1.093 -0.939 -0.154

12. Have more health campaigns -0.08 0.108 -0.188

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people like alcohol, sugary food and drinks or fatty food -0.55 -0.306 -0.244

15. Improve elderly care within the community 0.448 0.783 -0.335

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption 0.626 0.964 -0.338

2. Allow people to participate in local decision-making -0.046 0.378 -0.424

37. Provide a forum for discussing local issues -0.189 0.244 -0.433

24. Attract and retain young people in the community 0.223 0.665 -0.442

27. Pursue community ownership of land, buildings or natural resources -1.113 -0.627 -0.486

13. Improve access to healthcare services 0.707 1.229 -0.522

28. Promote local culture and identity -0.719 -0.151 -0.568

21. Develop initiatives to reduce smoking -0.113 0.465 -0.578

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment -0.012 0.591 -0.603

29. Implement stricter health and safety standards -1.039 -0.388 -0.651

32. Support and develop 'traditional industries', including crofting and fishing -1.044 -0.095 -0.949

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses -0.885 0.181 -1.066

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, recreation and other community activities -0.025 1.042 -1.067

16. Reduce social isolation and loneliness by building relationships with people -0.013 1.335 -1.348

1. Increase the amount of control people have over their own lives -1.296 0.172 -1.468

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults and young people -0.729 0.956 -1.685

11. Provide anonymous care and support services within the community -0.25 1.474 -1.724
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Factor Q-sort Values for Statements sorted by Consensus vs. Disagreement

Statement factor 1 factor 2 factor 3 factor 4 Z-Score variance

4. Cut welfare benefits -5 -5 -5 -5 0.046

2. Allow people to participate in local decision-making 0 -1 0 1 0.051

9. Enhance road safety initiatives -2 -2 -1 -2 0.052

33. Increase access to good jobs 4 1 2 2 0.066

13. Improve access to healthcare services 1 3 2 4 0.069

40. Pay people money to adopt healthier lifestyles -5 -4 -4 -4 0.069

23. Improve access to financial products and services, such as loans and advice -1 -4 -3 -3 0.118

14. Improve childcare and nursery provision 0 2 2 0 0.123

39. Provide coaching sessions for good parenting -3 -1 -1 -1 0.127

26. Increase access to good quality education and training 5 1 3 3 0.139

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for their basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for their home 3 5 4 5 0.155

21. Develop initiatives to reduce smoking -1 0 0 1 0.164

28. Promote local culture and identity 1 -2 -2 0 0.201

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, recreation and other community activities 1 0 0 3 0.215

29. Implement stricter health and safety standards -4 -1 -2 -1 0.218

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and affordable housing 2 3 3 -1 0.223

37. Provide a forum for discussing local issues -1 -3 -1 1 0.235

16. Reduce social isolation and loneliness by building relationships with people 1 1 0 4 0.241

15. Improve elderly care within the community 2 5 1 2 0.257

27. Pursue community ownership of land, buildings or natural resources -2 -5 -3 -2 0.259

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses 0 -3 -2 0 0.279

1. Increase the amount of control people have over their own lives -1 -2 -4 0 0.287

6. Spend more on the NHS 0 4 4 1 0.319

24. Attract and retain young people in the community 5 2 1 2 0.336

12. Have more health campaigns -3 0 0 0 0.367

35. Protect and increase local amenities, such as post offices, libraries and banks 2 1 4 -1 0.375

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment 0 -3 1 1 0.386

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults and young people 0 2 -2 2 0.402

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption -2 3 1 3 0.408

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities -4 -1 -5 -5 0.486

32. Support and develop 'traditional industries', including crofting and fishing 3 -1 -3 0 0.505

11. Provide anonymous care and support services within the community -1 0 -1 4 0.564

19. Improve availability of affordable, healthy foods 1 1 5 5 0.63

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone coverage within the community 2 0 2 -4 0.659

17. Reduce the price of fuel 4 2 3 -2 0.679

18. Develop local economy by providing support and incentives for businesses 3 -2 1 -2 0.709

8. Improve transport links 4 0 0 -3 0.746

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people like alcohol, sugary food and drinks or fatty food -4 4 -1 -1 0.787

20. Increase penalties for drug-related crime -2 4 -4 -4 1.327

5. Raise the taxes that people pay in a fair way -3 -4 5 -3 1.746
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Factor Characteristics

factor 1 factor 2 factor 3 factor 4

No. of Defining Variables 16 8 4 8

Avg. Rel. Coef. 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8

Composite Reliability 0.985 0.97 0.941 0.97

S.E. of Factor Z-scores 0.122 0.173 0.243 0.173

Standard Errors for Differences in Factor Z-scores

factor 1 factor 2 factor 3 factor 4

factor1 0.173 0.212 0.272 0.212

factor2 0.212 0.245 0.298 0.245

factor3 0.272 0.298 0.344 0.298

factor4 0.212 0.245 0.298 0.245
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Distinguishing Statements for Factor 1

(P < .05 : Asterisk (*) Indicates Significance at P < .01)

Both the Factor Q-Sort Value and the Z-Score (Z-SCR) are Shown

Statement factor1 Q-SV factor1 Z-score Significance factor2 Q-SV factor2 Z-score Significance factor3 Q-SV factor3 Z-score Significance factor4 Q-SV factor4 Z-score Significance

24. Attract and retain young people in the community 5 1.8 * 2 0.747 1 0.223 2 0.665

26. Increase access to good quality education and training 5 1.63 * 1 0.62 3 0.864 3 1.009

17. Reduce the price of fuel 4 1.52 2 0.723 3 0.923 -2 -0.726

8. Improve transport links 4 1.52 * 0 0.022 0 -0.054 -3 -0.876

18. Develop local economy by providing support and incentives for businesses 3 1.1 -2 -0.964 1 0.439 -2 -0.716

32. Support and develop 'traditional industries', including crofting and fishing 3 0.93 * -1 -0.358 -3 -1.044 0 -0.095

34. Make sure people have enough money to pay for their basic needs like rent, food, clothing, heat for their home 3 0.89 * 5 1.817 4 1.844 5 1.727

28. Promote local culture and identity 1 0.44 * -2 -0.57 -2 -0.719 0 -0.151

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses 0 -0.26 -3 -1.17 -2 -0.885 0 0.181

23. Improve access to financial products and services, such as loans and advice -1 -0.38 * -4 -1.306 -3 -1.093 -3 -0.939

22. Promote responsible alcohol consumption -2 -0.65 * 3 0.812 1 0.626 3 0.964

39. Provide coaching sessions for good parenting -3 -1.09 * -1 -0.5 -1 -0.211 -1 -0.219

12. Have more health campaigns -3 -1.21 * 0 0.379 0 -0.08 0 0.108

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people like alcohol, sugary food and drinks or fatty food -4 -1.43 * 4 1.042 -1 -0.55 -1 -0.306

Distinguishing Statements for Factor 2

(P < .05 : Asterisk (*) Indicates Significance at P < .01)

Both the Factor Q-Sort Value and the Z-Score (Z-SCR) are Shown

Statement Statement Number factor1 Q-SV factor1 Z-score Significance factor2 Q-SV factor2 Z-score Significance factor3 Q-SV factor3 Z-score Significance factor4 Q-SV factor4 Z-score Significance

15. Improve elderly care within the community 15 2 0.71 5 1.78 * 1 0.448 2 0.783

20. Increase penalties for drug-related crime 20 -2 -0.84 4 1.58 * -4 -1.156 -4 -1.18

3. Increase the tax on things that are bad for people like alcohol, sugary food and drinks or fatty food 3 -4 -1.43 4 1.04 * -1 -0.55 -1 -0.306

36. Restrict who can move into rural communities 36 -4 -1.55 -1 -0.47 * -5 -2.061 -5 -2.277

37. Provide a forum for discussing local issues 37 -1 -0.5 -3 -1.09 * -1 -0.189 1 0.244

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment 25 0 0.09 -3 -1.11 * 1 -0.012 1 0.591

27. Pursue community ownership of land, buildings or natural resources 27 -2 -0.61 -5 -1.86 -3 -1.113 -2 -0.627
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Distinguishing Statements for Factor 3

(P < .05 : Asterisk (*) Indicates Significance at P < .01)

Both the Factor Q-Sort Value and the Z-Score (Z-SCR) are Shown

Statement Statement Number factor1 Q-SV factor1 Z-score Significance factor2 Q-SV factor2 Z-score Significance factor3 Q-SV factor3 Z-score Significance factor4 Q-SV factor4 Z-score Significance

5. Raise the taxes that people pay in a fair way 5 -3 -0.9 -4 -1.31 5 1.91 * -3 -1.15

18. Develop local economy by providing support and incentives for businesses 18 3 1.1 -2 -0.96 1 0.44 -2 -0.716

38. Develop provision of social care services for adults and young people 38 0 0.24 2 0.64 -2 -0.73 * 2 0.956

32. Support and develop 'traditional industries', including crofting and fishing 32 3 0.93 -1 -0.36 -3 -1.04 0 -0.095

1. Increase the amount of control people have over their own lives 1 -1 -0.32 -2 -0.68 -4 -1.3 0 0.172

Distinguishing Statements for Factor 4

(P < .05 : Asterisk (*) Indicates Significance at P < .01)

Both the Factor Q-Sort Value and the Z-Score (Z-SCR) are Shown

Statement Statement Number factor1 Q-SV factor1 Z-score Significance factor2 Q-SV factor2 Z-score Significance factor3 Q-SV factor3 Z-score Significance factor4 Q-SV factor4 Z-score Significance

11. Provide anonymous care and support services within the community 11 -1 -0.37 0 -0.12 -1 -0.25 4 1.47 *

16. Reduce social isolation and loneliness by building relationships with people 16 1 0.45 1 0.4 0 -0.01 4 1.34 *

10. Provide spaces and opportunities for leisure, recreation and other community activities 10 1 0.5 0 -0.12 0 -0.03 3 1.04

25. Protect and preserve the natural environment 25 0 0.09 -3 -1.11 1 -0.01 1 0.59

30. Restrict potentially harmful land uses 30 0 -0.26 -3 -1.17 -2 -0.89 0 0.18

1. Increase the amount of control people have over their own lives 1 -1 -0.32 -2 -0.68 -4 -1.3 0 0.17

31. Increase availability of high-quality, safe, and affordable housing 31 2 0.61 3 0.83 3 0.95 -1 -0.26 *

35. Protect and increase local amenities, such as post offices, libraries and banks 35 2 0.79 1 0.54 4 1.08 -1 -0.54 *

17. Reduce the price of fuel 17 4 1.52 2 0.72 3 0.92 -2 -0.73 *

8. Improve transport links 8 4 1.52 0 0.02 0 -0.05 -3 -0.88 *

7. Improve broadband provision and mobile phone coverage within the community 7 2 0.82 0 0.3 2 0.84 -4 -1.15 *

Consensus Statements -- Those That Do Not Distinguish Between ANY Pair of Factors

All Listed Statements are Non-Significant at P > 0.01, and Those Flagged with an * are also Non-Significant at P > 0.05)

Statement Statement Number factor1 Q-SV factor1 Z-score factor2 Q-SV factor2 Z-score factor3 Q-SV factor3 Z-score factor4 Q-SV factor4 Z-score

2. Allow people to participate in local decision-making 2 0 0.32 -1 -0.15 0 -0.046 1 0.38

4. Cut welfare benefits 4 -5 -2.01 -5 -2.44 -5 -1.86 -5 -2.117

9. Enhance road safety initiatives 9 -2 -0.591 -2 -0.51 -1 -0.18 -2 -0.82
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