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ROUND 2 SUMMARY 

Social Values of Ecosystem Services and Resource Uses in the Coastal Zone  
Title of the study: Mapping Social Values of Coastal Use relative to Ecosystem Services 

This report contains the Round 2 survey results summary.  For each of the four survey questions, results 

are described and the key messages are presented.  In total, thirty-eight coastal ecosystem service experts 

completed this survey round (66% response rate). 

QUESTION 1:  

A) The top 22 issues identified in Round 1 are listed in accordance with the group's rank order 

(beginning with the most important as determined by frequency).  In order to provide us with 

additional information and to move the group towards a consensus set of issues, please rank the 

issues from most important to least important by clicking and dragging to rearrange the order.  

(1 = most important / 22 = least important) 

B) Please provide any additional insight into the issues, their rank importance, or other.  Also, in 

your opinion do any of the following issues, identified in round one, deserve to be in the list above 

and if so, why? 

Results: Table 1 provides a summary of the issue reordering (1A; numbers in parenthesis represent the 

mean rank order and rank order change from Round 1 to Round 2, respectively).  As pointed out by a 

number of participants, the value in this exercise derives not from a concrete consensus on the rank order 

of these issues but instead an acknowledgement of these being a priori issues for coastal resource 

management.  The researcher acknowledges that after Round 1 it was clear that many of the issues 

initially listed did indeed have a sizable amount of overlap (lacked mutual exclusivity); Round 2 

respondents provided a number of interesting insights into which could be reasonably combined for 

clarity.  In order of mentioned frequency, issues to be combined included: sea level rise/climate change, 

habitat loss/wetland loss, pollution/water quality, and unsustainable management/sectoral management.  

Table 1 – Question 1 Summary: Reorder of Coastal Issues  

(parenthesis indicate response average and direction/degree of change, respectively; 
#@

*^ 

indicates combined issue recommendations)    

1. Coastal Development (3.62; +1) 11. Public Education (11.71; -1) 

2. Habitat Loss (5.26; +4)
#
 12. Sectoral Management (12.24; -6)

^
 

3. Pollution (5.91, 0)
@

 13. Freshwater Inflow (12.32; -1) 

4. Fisheries Overharvesting (6; -3) 14. Unsustainable Management/Policy (12.38; +8)
^
 

5. Competing Interests/Resource Uses (6.35; -1) 15. Oil/Gas Exploration (13.91; -7) 

6. Sea Level Rise (8.74; -1)* 16. Shore Hardening (14.85; -2) 

7. Water Quality (9.15; +9)
@

 17. Alternative Energy (15.47; -6) 

8. Climate Change (9.85; +1)* 18. Public Access (15.56; -1) 

9. Decreasing Biodiversity (10.94; +4) 19. Enforcement Efficacy (16; +1) 

10. Wetland Loss (11; +8)
#
 20. Beach Nourishment (16.38; -1) 

In addition to calls for combining some of these issue categories, as outlined above and in Table 1, there 

were three notable observations regarding supplements to listed topics and divergence of opinion 

concerning the level of importance certain issues have (see Table 2 for example comments).  First, a large 

number of comments focused on the role population growth plays in driving most the issues listed, most 

notably the role of coastal development and its corresponding impacts.  Second, there were two additional 

issues which received prominent attention: 1) a general lack of funding for research and management 

aimed at dealing with coastal management issues; and 2) the loss of cultural resources, particularly its 
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lacking consideration as a priority issue in coastal policy.  Lastly, there were distinct divergent opinions 

regarding the fit of public access and public education issues in this priority listing.  Some respondents 

noted them as the “foundation for how society understands the issues and then responds to issues with 

policy solutions and public action” while others felt they did not fit, necessarily, as issues on par with the 

others.      

Table 2 – Question 1 Summary: Representative Comments 

“Human population growth and loss of cultural resources should be in the Top 20. As scientists, it 

behooves us to at least acknowledge it as a potential root cause for many (all) of the issues listed above. 

In many, if not most conversations, any discussions along these lines are oft considered taboo. Why? 

Likely, because it is 1 major driver in the system of which we have absolutely no control...” 

“Population - an overarching issues that affects many of the currently listed especially development and 

competing uses (2 of the ‘biggies’).” 

 

“Lack of funding and international cooperation both speak to the ‘tragedy of the commons’ - everyone 

owns...no one responsible which is an issue as far as management.” 

“Loss of cultural resources should be included in the list - it is an often overlooked aspect of coastal 

management. I had some trouble with some issues in the list which to be either overlap (e.g. habitat 

loss/decreasing biodiversity) or which are not necessarily 'problems' (such as public education). Indeed, 

my top two ranked issues (unsustainable management/sectoral management) are very intertwined - part of 

the problem with management being unsustainable is that is focused too much on sectors and not enough 

on the big picture.”  

“Living without the advantages of a benevolent dictatorship, I ultimately felt compelled to move public 

education to the top of the list. If the public does not know there is a problem or understand the 

ramifications of it or their role in it, then improvements are not likely to be implemented.  Also note that 

in my mind some of these issues as listed are duplicative.  For example, wetland loss is a type of habitat 

loss.” 

“I placed unsustainable management policy and public education (scientific knowledge and awareness) as 

#1 and # 2 respectively because they are the foundation for how society understands the issues and then 

responds to issues with policy solutions and public action.” 

“Public education and access can inform people about many issues lower in the table and how these are 

changing with time or policies. The social science component in management policy is vital in making 

more informed policy decisions. Population growth and associated anthropogenic effects are major 

factors in the equation regarding resource availability, use, and sustainability.”   

“Loss of cultural resources should be added to the list above. Cultural resources are 100% non-renewable. 

Once they are destroyed, they are gone forever.” 
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QUESTION 2: 

A) Please comment on the appropriateness of this working definition of “social values of ecosystem 

services”: 

‘The ways is which humans value landscapes and the places therein for reasons ranging from 

instrumental value (e.g. places that provide sustenance) to symbolic value (places that 

represent ideas) and which fall outside utilitarian, market-based assessment of the monetary 

value derived from ecosystem services; not the economic value an ecosystem provides but 

instead the values which are present intrinsically (regardless of humans) and instrumentally (as 

human resources) in a given ecosystem.’ 

B) Please provide additional comments or suggestions to improve this definition.  

Results:  

Figure 1 shows that a majority of participants felt the definition used was either appropriate or very 

appropriate.  It also shows that nearly as many respondents felt neutral or less about its appropriateness, 

meaning that there exists a need to further refine what is meant by the “social values of ecosystem 

services” for a more universally accepted understanding and differentiation from other value types. 

Figure 1 – Question 2 Summary: Appropriateness of “Social Values of Ecosystem Services” Definition  

The predominant critique of the definition was its advanced complexity, i.e. “confusing and quite 

academic in nature”, “very clumsy”, “too hard to follow…too many words”, “OK for scientists but 

cumbersome for stakeholders”, etc.  As such, respondents expressed a need for simplification of the 

definition, broad enough to capture all social values inherent to ecosystem services while being succinct 

and agreeable to layman understanding that differentiates it from other value types.  Many of the 

comments drew attention to the exclusionary aspects of the definition as being a limiting factor in its 

application.  For instance, one respondent noted the following:  

“With your definition it appears there is an attempt to exclude values such as utilitarian 

and monetary, but for some, if not many (most), this is exactly what they equate to the 

term. The definition should capture these, BUT ALSO include the various other aspects 

you have provided. Exclusion seems contradictory, self-defeating, elitist, secular, 

alienating, etc. whereas inclusion of the utilitarian and monetary aspects would/should 

result in the greatest coverage of all peoples. It doesn't seem appropriate or relevant to 

alienate some portion or segment of the 'target' population by excluding 'their values' 

even if it is solely based on utilitarian needs or for monetary reasons.” 
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In that same vein, others made recommendations such as “don’t lose the economic value element of 

ecosystem services—may want to talk about both economic valuation and social valuation as two sides of 

the coin” or “it seems artificial to me to separate social values from other values (e.g., biodiversity).  All 

values have their foundation in how we as humans perceive and value the environment and other aspects 

of life.”  From this, the noted challenge is creating a definition that is simultaneously inclusionary, 

succinct, and basic enough for broad understanding and clarity of focus.  

In forecasting this level of ambiguity and a need for definitional refinement, the question that followed 

presented four variables/attributes to provide the discussion with direction and points from which to build 

consensus about necessary elements to be included.  
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QUESTION 3: 

To ensure that resource management and environmental policy includes social values assessment along 

economic and ecologic measures of ecosystem services, what variables or attributes need to find 

expression in the definition?  As a starting point for discussion, please review the variables listed below 

and comment on their appropriateness. 

A) HUMAN ECOLOGICAL LANDSCAPE: Noteworthy human activities, artifacts and impacts, and 

biophysical environments. 

B) PERCEPTIONS, ATTITUDES, AND VALUES: Societal and individual understanding of social 

relations and cultural norms.  Understanding determined by experiential knowledge. 

C) STRATEGIES AND INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENT: Decision-making infrastructure 

composed of customs, laws, policies, management practices, and the agencies and actors needed 

to plan and manage relevant resources/landscapes. 

D) TECHNOLOGY: The ways, means, and tools used by individuals/societies to develop and adapt 

to changing conditions in the state of the natural and human environments.  Hard (alternative 

engineering/assessment instruments) and soft (alternative behaviors or ways of coping and/or 

adapting) technologies are needed. 

Results: The following figures (Figures 2 and 3) show perceptions of appropriateness for each of the 

above variables/attributes for finding expression within a refined definition of “social values of ecosystem 

services”.  As noted in the Question 2 summary, the main critique of the definition used in Round 1 was 

its advanced complexity, need for simplification, and a desire for it to be more inclusionary while 

remaining succinct and understandable to a broad audience of stakeholders.  These variables/attributes 

were chosen to provide direction in reaching a more widely applicable definition of “social values of 

ecosystem services”.     

Figure 2 – Question 3 Summary: Level of Appropriateness for each Variable/Attribute 
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By aggregating the positive perceptions categories (very appropriate and appropriate) and the negative 

perceptions categories (inappropriate and very inappropriate), respectively (Figure 3), we can prioritize 

their inclusion into a refined definition of “social values of ecosystem services”.  In other words, we can 

answer the questions of which variables/attributes are most important to include in a modified definition 

in light of the recommendations from Question 2.  Figure 3 shows that Perceptions, Attitudes, and Values 

have the highest importance for inclusion, followed by Technology and Human Ecological Landscape 

(whose priority order is interchangeable), and lastly Strategies and Institutional Arrangement.  It is also 

important to note the predominance of the Perceptions, Attitudes, and Values variable/attribute over the 

other three as their appropriateness versus inappropriateness are relatively analogous to one another. 

defined 

Figure 3 – Question 3 Summary: Appropriateness versus Inappropriateness of Variables/Attributes  
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QUESTION 4: 

A) The top 19 social values of ecosystem services identified in Round 1 are listed in accordance with 

the group’s rank order (beginning with the most frequent response).  In order to provide us with 

additional information and to move the group towards a consensus typology of social values, 

please rate the relevance of each related to ecosystem service valuation. 

B) The social values of ecosystem services in the coastal zone listed above are not mutually 

exclusive of one another.  Please note any that could be combined and provide justification for 

doing so.  Also, the explanations given for each value represents an aggregate of Round 1 

response descriptions, if desired please comment and provide suggestions for clarification 

regarding the provided definitions. 

Results: Table 3 represents the order of social values per mean relevancy scores (5 – Very Relevant to 1 

– Very Irrelevant) for each value that emerged in Round 1.  It is clear that all held a relatively high 

relevance with regard to ecosystem service valuation in coastal environments.  However, it should be 

noted that four of the five newly emergent concepts, highlighted by asterisks, have the lowest mean scores 

in terms of relevancy.  What materialized in the comments regarding this typology (Question 4B) was that 

a number of these could/should be combined with previously existing/other social values.  

Table 3 – Question 4 Summary: Relevancy of Social Values to Ecosystem Service Valuation 

1. Aesthetic (4.79) 11. Identity* (4.35) 

2. Recreation (4.71) 12. Future (4.32) 

3. Cultural (4.65) 13. Therapeutic (4.21) 

4. Spiritual (4.56) 14. Economic (4.18) 

5. Life Sustaining (4.53) 15. Intrinsic (4.15) 

6. Learning (4.47) 16. Access*(4.09) 

7. Natural/Wilderness (4.41) 17. Symbolic* (4.09) 

8. Subsistence (4.41) 18. Novel Experience* (3.97) 

9. Biodiversity (4.41) 19. Transportation* (3.58) 

10. Historic (4.38) 
 

 

There were three predominant suggestions regarding ways to refine the typology by collapsing social 

values categories.  Those recommendations included: Natural/Wilderness-Biodiversity; Spiritual-Novel 

Experience; and Identity-Symbolic.  In addition, it was stressed by multiple experts that Transportation 

would be inherently captured within other values, such as Economic and Recreation, and could therefore 

be removed from the typology.   

There were a number of other suggestions regarding modifications of the descriptions used for each social 

value, most notably the Future value, for example: “‛Future: Allowance for future generations to know 

and experience coastal ecosystems as they are now’ is a very different service value than ‘Allowance for 

future generations to know and experience healthy, productive and sustainable coastal ecosystems’.  The 

social importance for restoration of natural ecosystem service values should not be lost when we discuss a 

‘preferred future’.” 

 

 

 


