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Chapter 5

THE ROLE OF DIVERSE
VALUES OF NATURE

IN VISIONING AND

TRANSFORMING TOWARDS
JUST AND SUSTAINABLE

FUTURES

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The chapter assesses the role of nature’s diverse values in
supporting social-ecological transformations towards more
just and sustainable futures. This is approached as a two-fold
and mutually complementing task: a) assessing the diverse
values that have been considered in developing and creating
visions for, and scenarios of the future, particularly those
relating to more just and sustainable futures; and b) assessing
how interventions to incorporate more plural valuation into
decisions can serve as leverage points for enabling and
governing transformation towards just and sustainable futures.

There is a substantial and well-established body of
specialised literature on visions and scenarios of socio-
ecological futures. A systematic review methodology was
employed to assess the role of values and the types of
values contained within this body of work. The protocol for
this review operationalises the key concepts of “values of
nature”, “justice” and “sustainability” elaborated within the
wider values assessment and in this chapter. This review
of published science is complemented with reviews of grey
literature and creative arts.

The specialised literature on transformations and transitions
to sustainability is comparatively recent and is diverse in
terms of its primary concepts and units of analysis. For

this reason, a two-stage process of literature review was
adopted involving a) expert review to identify and synthesise
the main concepts and relationships found in expert
selected literatures followed by b) a systematic review using
qualitative content analysis and c) a case study of how
values are treated in National Biodiversity Strategies and
Action Plans (NBSAP) interventions.

The decision-making typology and framework for the
values assessment introduced in Chapter 1 is used as a
basis for mapping governance forms and their associated
characteristics (such as regime fit, scale and interplay, and
the degree to which they — foster adaptiveness, knowledge
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co-production, and emergence of new actors) in the
context of governing the uptake of diverse values of nature
as part of a process of transformation towards just and
sustainable futures.

These broader reviews and analyses are complemented
by expert-led case studies exploring the role of values and
valuation in four alternative pathways of transformation:
green economy, degrowth, earth stewardship, and

nature protection.

Understanding the main concepts: futures,
transformations, sustainability and justice

0 Recognising and incorporating diverse values of
nature can help ensure that efforts to bring about
sustainability are integrated with commitments to
advance justice (established but incomplete).
Transformations to sustainability involve changes to
relationships among present generations as well as to
relationships with future generations and other-than-human
nature. Whilst it is widely agreed that sustainability will be
best served by more just relationships, this has not yet been
widely practised. Interventions to recognise diverse values of
nature can help achieve this synergy, providing a bridging
mechanism between sustainability and justice. For example,
recognition of option values makes it clear that sustainability
is central to doing justice to future generations {5.1, 5.5.5}.
In many cases, the conditions underlying justice and
biodiversity conservation are found to be closely aligned. For
example, the condition of territorial integrity underlies the
wellbeing of indigenous peoples and peasant communities
whilst also providing the basis for nurturing and acting on
values of care for nature {5.5.4}.

The values of Nature and Nature’s Contributions to
People, found in just and sustainable futures

e Futures thinking and its different types of
approaches and methods such as scenario planning,
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and analysis, are powerful tools which can be used to
learn about personal and shared values and to
motivate value-inclusive decision-making (well
established). It can help decide the path to follow and the
types/diversity of values that require incorporation in order to
get there. Visions of futures integrate and/or balance
nature’s diverse values and nature’s contributions to people
in different ways and to different degrees. The review
highlights that certain value mixes will likely result in more
just and sustainable futures compared with others. The
value mix within the dominant global discourse or business
as usual (as it relates to trade, business and environment)
will not lead to just and sustainable outcomes in the future. If
a just and sustainable future is to be achieved, then this
value mix (which is connected to decision-making and
actions) needs to change. Futures works provide some
indication of which values underpin alternative future
development {5.5.2}.

o Just and sustainable futures are characterised by
a strong societal focus and a balanced pursuit of
material and non-material benefits (established but
incomplete). It was possible to group studies according to
seven different future archetypes considered in the IPBES
Global assessment on biodiversity and ecosystem services;
these being Regional sustainability (29% of the studies
assessed), Global sustainable development (20%),
Economic optimism (20%) Business-as-Usual archetype
(15% of futures), Regional competition (4% of futures),
Inequality (3%) and Breakdown (2%). Assessing the relative
weightings of instrumental, intrinsic and relational values
enabled the allocation of archetypal futures into value foci.
Archetypal futures, and their values mixes, which are most
likely to lead towards just and sustainable futures (as
mapped out according to the multiple SDGs they
incorporate) have a strong societal focus, have equally high
regard for both material and non-material benefits of nature,
are concerned with the diversity of life options, and
socio-ecological resilience. Those archetypes that are
focused on material accumulation and individual benefit,
were found to be the least sustainable, singularly focused on
instrumental values, and incorporated a very narrow range
of SDGs {5.2.2}.

o The majority of futures articles do not explicitly
address nature, nature’s contributions to people and
good quality of life as separate specific but related
concepts (established but incomplete) but address
them either individually, as separate issues or in
combinations, such as nature and nature’s contributions to
people without a direct link to good quality of life.
Nevertheless, the futures reviewed in this assessment
included only studies which addressed elements of the
IPBES conceptual framework, at least implicitly. The
reviewed futures ranged from purely qualitative to
quantitative modelling studies {5.2.2}.

o A vast majority of accessible futures work was
created within the research and academia context
(well established) {5.2.2}. Quantitative assessments of
values underpinning different futures are frequently carried
out for economic values, while other types of values tend to
be assessed qualitatively, e.g., through participatory
approaches. Most defined futures are underpinned by
multiple types of values. None of the reviewed futures were
underpinned by, or explicitly address only a single type of
value. Studies explicitly addressing multiple types of values
for nature, nature’s contributions to people and good quality
of life originated predominantly from local and to a lesser
degree, national contexts. The proportion of value-oriented
futures studies from global context was minimal {5.2.2}.

° Futures works have engaged to a degree with
stakeholders, but whose values are being promoted is
unknown (well established). Information is available on
the stakeholders included in scenario development and
whose concerns are included. Stakeholders were included
in the development of approximately half of the futures,
mostly including authorities, individuals, communities and
organized groups. Those futures which were co-developed
with stakeholders generally addressed how values underpin
potential future developments more explicitly, while futures
designed solely by researchers or experts generally
mentioned the role of values but did not assess their explicit
influence on the future, or used some type of valuation but
did not explicitly reflect on what types of values these
capture. These studies included no information on whose
voices were not included in developing the futures and
whose concerns and underpinning values are thus not
included {5.2.2}. Information is not available on who are the
winners and losers under different futures (no explicit
information was included in 201 out of 257 reviewed
futures). There is a lack of information on whose values are
explicitly incorporated into these defined futures, how these
would change when different actors are considered, and
what the likelihood is of different actors and their alternative
values and desired futures being considered. The futures
literature rarely provides information on specific actors
responsible for individual actions influencing future
development (133 futures included no information on
specific policies, decisions or actions, and 70 futures
included no information on who acts in the specific scenario,
vision or pathway) {5.2.2}.

° The understanding of possible futures is limited
by a lack of focus on certain regions and
environments (established but incomplete). \While the
futures encompassed various geographic and temporal
scales from local to continental, and years to millennia, most
futures capturing trends in nature, nature’s contributions to
people and good quality of life while also taking into account
values, focus on the local level. The coverage of futures from
selected regions, particularly Africa, and futures covering
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marine environments, is very weak. Most futures do not
include evidence regarding cross-scale interactions (152 —
59%), and in many cases on cross-sectoral interactions (95
- 37%) {5.2.2}.

0 Information about different kinds of future
trade-offs is limited (well established) (no explicit
information was provided in 92 of 257 futures (36%)).
Information on trade-offs is largely limited to trade-offs
between different kinds of land uses, sectors and nature’s
contributions to people/ecosystem services. Trade-offs
between different types of livelihoods, interest groups or
societal groups were only rarely made explicit in the
reviewed futures. Novel thinking on futures is rare, and
descriptions of disruptions of different kinds or radically
transformative futures, as well as their underpinning values
are rare (no information on tipping point/thresholds/
feedbacks in 230 out of 257 reviewed futures; no
transformative elements in 233 out of 257 reviewed futures).
Justice and equity have only been considered in a limited
way in futures works (38 out of 257 futures cases). These
relate to general summaries of the inequality levels under
different scenarios {5.2.2}.

Mobilizing values of nature to enable
transformative change

o Values are widely considered to be a deep-lying
foundation for societal change (well established).
IPBES® defines transformative change as ‘a fundamental,
system-wide reorganization across technological, economic
and social factors, including paradigms, goals and values’.
The role that diverse values and valuation of nature can play
in enabling such profound and necessary change is
explored through a review of academic literature on
transitions and transformations to sustainability. Values can
intervene in societal change in two ways {5.3.2}. Firstly,
interventions can try to change or shift people’s values,
promoting the incorporation of sustainability-aligned values
and reducing non-sustainable-aligned values. Secondly,
when people already hold sustainability-aligned values but
due to prevailing contexts are not free to act on them (e.g.,
due to competing motivations, lack of resources, or physical
constraints), then interventions can aim to create favourable
conditions that enable people to act in ways consistent with
their values {5.3.2, 5.3.3, 5.3.4}.

@ Working with values can promote both
incremental and transformative change by operating
at different levels and spheres of society (established
but incomplete). Broad values are associated with points
of deeper leverage: aspects of society such as worldviews
that may be difficult to change but where relatively small

3. IPBES. (2019). Global assessment report on biodiversity and ecosystem
services of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity
and Ecosystem Services. IPBES Secretariat. 978-3-947851-13-3.

3b4

shifts can produce large, comparatively stable and
potentially transformative change. Mobilizing more diverse
ways of valuing relationships between humans and with
other-than-human nature is considered as a necessary
(though not sufficient) condition for producing fundamental
and system-wide change, for example to the primary goals
by which a society measures progress. The kind of values
that are dominant in society is determined by power
relations, for example because economic and political
interests determine which values — and whose values — have
most traction in decision-making. Mobilizing alternative and
more diverse values therefore involves changing power
relations, empowering those whose values have been
rendered less visible {5.3.2, 5.3.3}.

m Transformative change is likely to be served by
working to pluralise values and valuation at three
broad levels and spheres (well established): firstly, more
diverse and inclusive valuation of nature and uptake in
practical measures such as incentive schemes; secondly,
reforms to institutions that enact more plural and balanced
values within system-wide structures; and thirdly, initiatives
that link more to the “inner dimensions” of sustainability
including individual and social beliefs and worldviews.
Change to this subjective and intersubjective domain is
considered important for bringing about shifts to societal
goals and paradigms, for example if there is to be a
system-wide shift in goal away from growth in material
consumption. Whilst movement towards sustainability can
begin in any of these domains, change is only likely to be
transformative if it spreads across all these societal spheres
and leverage points {5.3.2, 5.3.4}.

@ Transformation to sustainability is found to
require a) a rebalancing of human-human values,
away from the dominance of individualism and
economic profit towards sustainability-aligned values
of collectivism, care and justice; and b) a rebalancing
of human-nature values, away from the dominance of
instrumental values, towards inclusion of values
based on care and respect for other-than-human
nature (well established) {5.3.2, 5.3.3, 5.5}. The term
“sustainability-aligned values” refers to those broad values
(e.g., care for nature, solidarity among humans) that are
found to be either associated with future scenarios linked to
achievement of SDGS or to processes or outcomes of
transformative change towards just and sustainable futures
{6.2.3, 5.3.2}. Because there are different ways of defining
sustainability it is inevitable that there will be different ideas
about which values are aligned with sustainability {5.5.1}.
Despite this diversity of sustainability scholarship there
remains considerable agreement about the kind of broad
values that are most aligned with sustainability and the kind
of balance of values that is necessary.
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@ Deliberative procedures are found to be a
promising form of intervention that can explicitly
mobilize and bridge nature’s diverse values
(established but incomplete). Currently sustainability
science is reaching agreement that social values are an
important factor in transformative change and an action-
oriented strand of this literature identifies ways to engage
with diverse values as a contributory process for
transformations to sustainability. There is relatively little
knowledge about how values operate as a process — as
leverage points to promote transformation. The literature
emphasizes the role of deliberative processes and co-
creational approaches to knowledge production that
systematically bring diverse values to the surface and
encourage values transparency and associated public
dialogue {5.3.3}. This mobilization of diverse values can be
challenging, for example where many competing values are
surfaced. But it can also produce at least three types of
positive contributions towards transformation: (i) richer
knowledge, (i) empowerment of marginalised groups, (iii)
reflexivity and social learning {5.3.3}.

@ Behaviour change interventions can close or
“bridge” the gap between values and behaviour by
ensuring that the various conditions are met that
together enable people to act consistently with
sustainability-aligned values (well established). Policies
for biodiversity conservation will be more effective if they
specify the individual behaviour they seek to change and
evaluate the potential to influence this behaviour. The
psychology literature views values as basic goals that
transcend specific situations and affect people’s beliefs,
attitudes, norms, intentions and eventually their behaviours.
It is well established that the holding of values is not a
sufficient condition for predicting behaviour, hence scientific
research sometimes speaks of a “value-action-gap” {5.3.4}.
Behaviour change interventions can “bridge” the gap
between values and behaviour by ensuring that various
conditions are met. These conditions can be categorised as
providing (i) capability, (i) opportunity and (i) motivation to
act. Integrated frameworks, such as the behaviour change
wheel can help unpack which behaviour change
interventions are appropriate for targeting these different
determinants of behaviour, as well as the policy categories
to support specific intervention functions. The analysis of ten
National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans selected
from across the globe shows that while the full range of
behaviour change interventions and policies is proposed
some intervention types are more prominently used and
others tend to be neglected. Many action plans do not
specify clearly enough whose and which behaviours are to
be addressed in order to meet biodiversity conservation
objectives {5.3.4}.

Governing the mobilization of diverse values of
nature for change

@ Value choices, on the nature of society desired to
live in and to leave for posterity, are linchpins of
governance for just and sustainable futures (well
established). Governance definitions and frameworks are
normative and carriers of values and value systems, with
some embracing consensus and empathy, others
entrepreneurship and others authority and control. Different
governance modes are built around ways in which people
consider other peoples’ values such as: hegemony (one’s
values consider as superior to others); separatism (not willing
to be confronted with the implications of other people’s
values); pluralism (being co-responsible for protecting other
people’s values); tolerance (being sympathetic to other
people’s values despite knowing that one’s values are
superior) and indifference (abstaining from intervention due to
lack of interest in other’s values). Governance choices can
become “easy”, “moderate” or “hard” due to (in) compatibility,
(in) comparability, and (in) commensurability of these values,
thus highlighting the significance of meta-governance in
setting the values, images and principles as the backdrop to
transition towards just and sustainable futures.
Incommensurable values, or conflicting and incompatible
images and principles may underpin persistence of “wicked
environmental problems” {5.4.2}.

@ Governance for sustainability has to cope with
fundamental uncertainty and possibility of unintended
consequences, while navigating through realms of
fragmented power across actors and societal
subsystems (well established). The capability of
governance regimes to address uncertainty and complexity
is enhanced by being: a) interactive (consciously interacting
with power centres to define as well as realise goals), b)
reflective (reassessing practices and adjust steering
mechanism); c) reflexive (calling into question the
governance foundations and envisioning alternatives and
reinventing aned shaping the foundations); and d) supported
by democratic institutions, participation and policy
coherence. From a values perspective, governance modes
which are flexible, transparent, and promote collaboration,
participation, and learning underpin their capability to
address complexity and uncertainty. In certain situations,
hybrid forms of governance (such as co-management, or
partnerships between state and non-state actors) may help
address uncertainty, although risks of window dressing in
absence of consideration of diverse values and different
ethical perspectives remain {5.4.3}.

@ Transformative governance towards just and
sustainable futures requires radical, systemic shifts in
values and belief, patterns of social behaviour, and
multilevel governance (established but incomplete).
Transformative governance relies on values that guide action
towards transformation and that are embedded in the
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selected methods and means of governance (design); and
on values embraced on goals, expectations, and societal
priorities of the envisioned new system. Central to the
consideration of diverse values in transformative governance
is a multi-actor approach that widens the scope of
participation to a broad set of values and beliefs within
society and that guarantee effective participation of the
involved ones. Leadership of nested institutions (complex,
redundant, and layered) and institutional diversity (a mix of
public, private and civil society actors) at the local, regional,
and state levels, connected by formal and informal social
networks is an important lever for such transformation.
Creating space and autonomy for local experiences
(“niches”) and encourage innovative interventions and the
emergence of arrangements inclusive of diverse values
within systems; creating an environment for questioning
existing values, knowledge and structures; and giving
opportunity to experimentation of new ways of governance
based on knowledge co-creation and social learning
processes are key enablers to manifest a transformation.
Transformative governance may be impeded by cognitive
limits of humans, inertia of embedded political power
relations, and absence of catalytic upscaling mechanisms
for nested personal and social transformations {5.4.3}.

@ The promotion of social learning processes is
crucial for governance systems that intend to contribute
to the creation of just and sustainable futures (well
established). Fostering a culture of learning through
processes of participatory reflection, decision and action
implementation as well as collaborative production of
knowledge across different social actors, groups and networks
contribute to the recognition, mobilization, weaving, integration
and co-creation of diverse values. The recognition and
incorporation of diverse values in governance depend on each
system’s culture of learning and integrative capacities. These
capacities generally involve: a) processes of plural valuation
linked to negotiation and decision-making outcomes;

b) integration of various types of knowledge in governance;
c) explicating and reflecting on the often implicit “normative
frames of reference” that actors with various backgrounds
have; and d) identification and awareness of “the different
epistemological beliefs which underpin knowledge claims”.
Social learning processes for diverse values and plural
valuations can be enabled by: a) knowledge co-production;
b) creating venues for social interaction with multiple
participation in cross-scale linkages; c) fostering time and
space for collective reflection and dialogue; d) establishing
methods, agreements, facilitation and routines for
collaboration and integration of diverse values; and e) fostering
attitudes of openness for a transformative experience {5.4.4}.

@ Learning with, from and for diverse values of
nature that are held by indigenous peoples and local
communities can support governance for just and
sustainable futures since IPLCs have key long-term
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place-based knowledge and values of biodiversity
(well established). Creating opportunities for dialogue and
direct learning among different social groups can help
prevent and resolve conflicts related to environmental
injustice as well as promote inclusive and participatory
decision-making through the recognition, mobilization,
weaving, integration and co-creation of diverse values.
Governance models which build on recognition of human
rights law and biocultural approaches to conservation can
contribute to achieve effective and just conservation
outcomes while addressing erosion of both cultural and
biological diversity {5.4.4}.

Case Studies of value-centred pathways to
sustainable futures: green economy, degrowth,
earth stewardship and nature protection

@ There is no single pathway towards just and
sustainable futures (well established). Even where
nations are able to overcome differences to sign up to a
common set of goals (i.e., the SDGs), there are still multiple
and contested pathways to achieving these, which stem
from different underlying worldviews and values, different
views about leverage points for transformative change, and
politics. A pathway to transformation is defined as a strategy
for getting to a desired future based on a recognisable body
of sustainability thinking and practice, driven by an
identifiable coalition of researchers, practitioners and
advocates. Pathways are differentiated by the kinds of
solution framework they propose in response to the
biodiversity and climate emergencies. These framings arise
from the emphasis placed on different bodies of academic
theory as well as different normative positions — knowledge
and values are co-constructed within pathways {5.5.1}.
Analysis of pathways reveals how complex ways of working
with values are pursued in practice, through knowledge-
value coalitions that help to give traction to calls to diversify
or balance those values that are recognised, measured and
incorporated into institutions and policies {5.5.6}.

Four co-existing pathways to sustainability are reviewed.
Green economy represents a “nature for society” pathway
based on economic theory and leaning towards instrumental
values of nature. Nature protection represents a “nature for
nature” pathway based on conservation sciences and leaning
towards intrinsic values of nature. Earth Stewardship and
biocultural diversity represents a “nature as culture” pathway
based on sustainability science and local knowledge, leaning
towards relational values of nature. Degrowth and post-
growth represents a more cross-cutting pathway, based

on ecological economics and political ecology, and pluralist
valuation {5.5.1, 5.5.2, 5.5.3, 5.5.4, 5.5.5}.

@ Different worldviews and sets of values are
prioritised across different pathways (established but
incomplete). Green economy emphasizes solutions based
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on reform to economic performance metrics, institutions and
technologies. This solutions framework is underpinned by a
conception of nature as an asset to be managed for human
wellbeing, highlighting nature’s instrumental values {5.5.2}.
Degrowth is a pathway that emphasizes strategies that
reduce the material throughput of society, protecting human
wellbeing through better distribution of material wealth rather
than growth. This solutions framework stems from a central
value to sustain life in all its forms and for humans to live by
the value of sufficiency {5.5.3}. Earth stewardship is a
pathway that emphasizes the strengthening of local
sovereignty, including agrarian reform. This solutions
framework is underpinned by prioritisation of solidarity,
between humans as well as between humans and other-
than-human nature. Linked to the science and ethics of
Biocultural Conservation this pathway promotes the goal of
biocultural flourishing {5.5.4}. Nature protection is a pathway
that calls for a greatly expanded network of nature
conservation areas (such as protected areas) to ensure a
future for all life on earth. This position prioritises intrinsic
over instrumental values, with protection of biodiversity for
its own sake seen as an essential condition for restoring
balance between humans and nature {5.5.5}.

@ Each pathway strongly advocates the need to
recognise and act upon more diverse and balanced
ways of valuing nature as a foundation for
transformative change (well established). These four
pathways all accept that biophysical boundaries have to be
respected, albeit with different views about whether there is
still scope for economic growth within these boundaries. All
pathways also pay attention to social justice, especially
between generations, albeit that the nature protection
pathway views this as a separate goal that is secondary to
saving biodiversity, whilst other pathways see greater
degrees of integration between justice and sustainability.
Pathways also tend to emphasize different social justice
principles such as maximising utility (green economy),
minimum and maximum consumption thresholds
(degrowth), rights and empowerment (earth stewardship)
and option values (nature protection) {5.5}.

@ Constructive dialogue between these and other
pathways, based on transparency and recognition of
the diverse values underlying different positions, will
itself be crucial to transformative change (unresolved).
Each of these pathways has much to offer. All foreground
sustainability aligned values and all seek a more balanced
future for nature and people. Matching paths to selected or
specific opportunities will become a critical task if society
starts making shifts towards just and sustainable futures. No
single path is presented here as superior over the others.
And whilst some crucial common goals are highlighted,
there is no agenda to resolve all conflicts between pathways
and eliminate differences {5.5.6}.

5.1 INTRODUCTION

5.1.1 Foundation of the chapter

In this chapter the focus is on looking forward, exploring
the potential to create a more desirable future, one that is
just and sustainable. The chapter defines what is meant

by just, and sustainable, and explains the rationale in
adopting these goals, which is based on the emerging
findings from previous IPBES assessments, these being
the Global and Regional Assessments of Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Services and the Assessment of Pollinators,
Pollination and Food Production, as well as other global
assessments (such as GEO, the Global Land Outlook,
World Water Development Report, the Global Wetlands
Outlook and others) (IPBES, 2016a, 2018a, 2018b, 2018c,
2018d, 2019; Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, 2018;
UNCCD, 2017; WWAP & UNESCO, 2019). All these
documents highlight critical aspects relating to this context:
the current global socio-economic system is eroding both
certain social and institutional structures, and biophysical
underpinnings (biodiversity and collectively ecosystems
and their associated processes), at a variety of scales.
IPBES assessments have also found that deep-rooted
transformative change will be required to address the twin
requirements of justice and sustainability in a timely manner.
Furthermore, they highlight a role for values in transformation
and that scenario planning or futuring processes can assist
in surfacing multiple values, creating spaces for negotiating
and assessing trade-offs and synergies to identify
opportunities for transformation. Instrumental, relational
and intrinsic values of nature are currently not effectively
evaluated, considered and integrated into the varied and
multiple decision-making contexts (both formal government
process and informal, and from local to global scales)

that shape both our environment and our collective future
(Balvanera et al., 2020; Harmackova et al., 2021; Pascual et
al., 2017; Vasquez-Fernandez & Ahenakew pii tai poo taa,
2020; Zafra-Calvo et al., 2020).

The chapter assesses the role of diverse values of nature
in supporting socio-ecological transformations towards
more just and sustainable futures. This is approached as a
two-fold and mutually complementing task addressing the
following key questions:

©) What are the diverse values that have been considered
in developing and creating visions for, and scenarios of
the future, particularly those relating to more desirable
futures — ones that are more just and sustainable?

) How have interventions to introduce more diverse
values and valuation of nature been undertaken and
how can these serve as leverage points for enabling
transformation towards just and sustainable futures?
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5.1.2 Unpacking the theoretical
building blocks for the chapter

In this section, the importance of future visions and works
is explained, as well as the need to better understand
transformative change in order to contribute to a rapidly
emerging social and environmental agenda focused on
directing us towards more sustainable trajectories. Whilst
one of the primary purposes of the chapter is to identify
how diverse values can be mobilized for transformative
change, it is likely that not all values can be equally
accommodated if a kind of future that humanity can
collectively desire is to be achieved. It is for this reason that
linked concepts of justice and sustainability are introduced.
Justice sits above the more contingent world of specific
values, enabling us to establish parameters relating to

the kind of values that humanity wants, in particular

when striving for a common future based on principles of
sustainability. As such justice and its links to sustainability
are introduced and defined.

5.1.2.1 Why explore futures visions and
works?

Painters, writers, dancers, designers, economists,
musicians, politicians and people from all fields of study
have engaged in thinking about, capturing, portraying,
expressing and sharing their visions of the future. Studies of
futures works provide us with a diverse collection of material
that captures their thinking, preferences, beliefs, and fears
for the inevitability that is the future. Generally, the goal of
futurists and futures works, engaged in prospective thinking,
are about making the world a better place to live (Bell,
1997). Futurists explore alternative futures, the possible, the
probable and the preferable (Bell, 1997). Given the pace of
global change and the interrelatedness of changes, people
need to become more literate within this futures space
(Masini, 2011).

Why engage in these issues within the context of this
values assessment? Future visions such as scenarios
have the potential to create spaces for discussion about
what matters, and what would be the implications of not
properly assessing nature and its contributions to the
quality of human life. Establishing a vision for the future can
be equated with establishing a target, or series of targets
and goals to be achieved over a determined time horizon.
This has three effects: Firstly, it establishes a values-
based future state(s) or target(s) enabling us to transform
from present. Secondly, it provides us with new potential
directions and purposes, requiring us to focus actions
and articulate policies for meeting these; these visions

or scenarios thereby opening the possibility for more just
and sustainable futures. Finally, it enables the building

of constituencies for change (alliances, partnerships,
social movements). Without these spaces for exchange
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and interrelation between actors and stakeholders, it is
not feasible to achieve transformation towards just and
sustainable futures.

Within this chapter interest is focused on understanding
what the types of values are that underpin these different
visions of the future. Given the nature of this assessment,
the focus is primarily on written works, in particular
published work explored in detail through formal review,
the values associated with different future visions and
scenarios, and how these lead to varying outcomes for
nature, its contribution to people and a good quality of
life. In this chapter, the focus is primarily on visions and
scenarios within the environment and development space,
and particularly those associated with sustainability and
justice goals. Here the intention is to elucidate the values
that underpin these visions, including how sustainability and
justice are themselves conceived so that this learning can
be integrated into driving transformative change towards
more just and sustainable futures.

5.1.2.2 Justice and sustainability in
creating a common future

At the 1972 Stockholm Conference, the Secretary-General
of the United Nations Maurice F. Strong stressed the

need for ‘new concepts of sovereignty, based not on the
surrender of national sovereignties but on better means of
exercising them collectively, and with a greater sense of
responsibility for the common good’ (United Nations, 1972,
p. 45). Since then, the world community has repeatedly
committed to visions of a common future (United Nations,
1987, 19924, 1992b, 2015). Documents such as “Our
common future” or “The future we want” can, in a first
approximation, provide criteria for evaluating possible
futures as desirable or undesirable. These visions reflect a
shared concern for human development and the protection
of the natural environment. They demand the integration of
sustainability and justice into visions of a better future (i.e.,
a future that is more desirable than the one that is to be
expected if business as usual were to be continued). In view
of the global transformation of the planet through human
activity in the Anthropocene, it has recently been suggested
that biodiversity and the ecological and evolutionary
processes it underpins should be considered the new
“Global Commons in the Anthropocene” (Nakicenovic et
al., 2016).

This IPBES values assessment highlights the diverse
values of nature and its contributions to people. Values
are plural and subjective to varying degrees (Chapter 2).
Specific values may vary from one culture to another as
well as between individuals and groups (IPBES, 2015).
Despite this variety of values, there is a clear need to
facilitate collective action with regard to global commons.
A shared understanding of which possible futures are
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desirable and which are not is a necessary first step. Justice
and sustainability have become core elements of such a
shared understanding, as evidenced by their status within
international commitments such as the SDGs. Justice and
sustainability are broad and universally shared values. Whilst
specific, concrete claims about what constitutes justice

will always remain plural and contested (Miller, 2012; Sen,
2009; Smith, 1790), appeals to justice refer to generally
accepted principles about what is owed to each other

(Eser et al., 2014; Mazouz, 2006). Justice is less contingent
than specific values because you do not need to share the
same value systems or preferences as others to agree, for
example, that discrimination is wrong.

Sustainability is defined here according to the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment (MEA) definition, ‘A characteristic
or state whereby the needs of the present and local
population can be met without compromising the ability

of future generations or populations in other locations to
meet their needs’ (MEA, 2005). This definition clearly refers
to the way sustainable development was defined by the
Brundtland Commission (United Nations, 1987) but is more
explicit about the intra-generational aspects. This idea of
sustainability is both evaluative and normative (Box 5.1),
incorporating the implicit value-judgement and normative
claim that it is good (right) to meet the needs of the present
and local populations and it is bad (wrong) to compromise
the needs of the future and the geographically distant.
Although sustainability can reasonably be interpreted as a
boundary object with different meanings in different contexts
(Star & Griesemer, 1989) it maintains its common identity
across all contexts through the idea of justice within and
between generations.

The principle of sustainability contains three objectives of
justice: (a) justice between different people of the present
generation (intra-generational justice), (b) justice between
people of different generations (intergenerational justice),
and (c) justice between humans and nature (ecological
justice) (Baumgartner & Quaas, 2010; Eser et al., 2014;

Stumpf et al., 2015). These three objectives differ in their
level of consensus. The moral rights of current humans are
well established in the universal declaration of human rights.
The rights of future generations are a contested issue in
philosophy (Birnbacher & Thorseth, 2015; Duwell et al.,
2018) but consensus is now emerging that ‘sustainability is
about the future, our concern toward it and our acceptance
of responsibility for our actions that affect future people’
(Norton, 2005, p. 304). In contrast, the rights of other-than-
human entities remain controversial. Views related to this
differ between diverse cultures, schools of thought and
traditions. The IPBES conceptual framework recognises
the importance of worldviews that do consider other-than-
human entities as deserving of justice. This is reflected in
the recognition of both intrinsic and relational values of
nature, in addition to instrumental ones. This assessment,
therefore, considers ecological as well as social justice
(Annex 5.1).

5.1.2.3 Why transformative change

The terms “transformative” and “transformations” are
increasingly used to denote the kind of deep-rooted change
that is needed if humanity is to successfully navigate
towards a safer and more desirable, or common future.

At its broadest level, these terms indicate the need for
game-changing shifts in society-nature relationships, rather
than incremental change or change that is restricted to
specific managerial practices (Patterson et al., 2017). Folke
et al., (2010) state that transformative change involves
profound shifts in ‘perceptions and meaning, social network
configurations, patterns of interactions among actors
including leadership and political power relations, and
associated organizational arrangements’. The profoundness
of required transformation is further emphasized when more
concrete examples of what needs to be transformed are
considered. For example, two things that are frequently
stated as in need of transformation are (i) the pursuit of
development goals based on the continuous increase in
material consumption (Dryzek, 1997; Hickel & Kallis, 2020;

Box 5' @ On evidence with regard to facts, values, and norms.

1. Factual statements make claims about what’s true or false.
They can be supported or refuted by empirical evidence.
Examples: ‘Biodiversity is decreasing’, ‘A multiplicity of
values exist that vary not only across cultures and contexts,
but also across individuals’.

2. Evaluative statements involve value-judgments that are
beyond the scope of empirical sciences. They make claims
about what’s good or bad. The validity of these judgements
cannot be derived from empirical evidence alone, but needs
to be underpinned by (more or less) subjective values.

Examples: ‘The loss of biodiversity is bad’, “Taking into
account the diversity and complexity of these diverse values
is good'.

3. Normative statements are prescriptive, i.e., they make
claims about what actions are right or wrong. Like evaluative
statements, they cannot be justified empirically, but need to
be underpinned by intersubjectively acknowledged values.
Examples: ‘Biodiversity ought to be preserved’, IPBES must
integrate the values of different stakeholders’.
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IPBES, 2019); and (i) the systematic production of social
inequalities (Harvey, 2010; United Nations, 2017). This is a
position that has been also reported by IPBES (2019) and
this acknowledgement that transformation requires such
fundamental societal changes brings it into the realm of
political economy.

A distinction between “transformations” from “transitions”
is considered through reference to the scope and nature
of the kind of change under consideration. “Transitions”
has mainly been used to refer to change to specific sub-
systems, sometimes referred to as a sectoral or meso
level focus (Holscher et al., 2018; Kéhler et al., 2019). For
example, there are bodies of sustainability research that
focus on transitions to the energy, mobility, food, water
and forest sectors. By contrast, this chapter follows the
precedent of defining transformations as emphasizing
systemic changes that involve changes to society itself,
including the redistribution of power in ways that benefit
marginalised social groups and ensure that ‘no one is left
behind’ (Few et al., 2017; Martin et al., 2020; Patterson et
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al., 2017; Scoones et al., 2015). As the conducted review
of published research reveals, there is increasing evidence
that achieving this depth and breadth of change will have to
involve interventions that work with values, including more
plural forms of valuation.

This call for “transformative” change — the view that
profound societal change is necessary to escape from the
current nexus of environmental emergencies (biodiversity,
climate, novel diseases) — has rapidly become accepted
within United Nations science-policy assessments as

well as wider government and non-government bodies.

For example, the IPBES 2019 Global Assessment calls

for transformative change that emphasizes addressing
consumption and inequality as root causes of an
unsustainable future. It lists effective interventions including:
‘enabling visions of a good quality of life that do not entail
ever-increasing material consumption’, and ‘addressing
inequalities, especially regarding income and gender, which
undermine the capacity for sustainability’.

INTERVENTIONS

0 Intrinsic values

6 Instrumental values

0 Relational values

Present

Specific interventions diversify
and align values
Specific interventions
to nurture values
Specific interventions
to temper values

Ways of working

Governance types
Obstacles
Blindspots

Figure 5 @ Values underpinning transformative pathways to a just and sustainable future.
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The Global Assessment (IPBES, 2019) also identified

the role of values of nature, proposing these could be
unleashed in support of transformative change. A key part
of the agenda here is to look deeper into this possibility
—to progress the understanding of how the recognition
and incorporation of more diverse values of nature can
be a game-changing process; and to identify the political-
economic challenges involved in seeking to govern such
mobilization of diverse values. This is likely to involve
transformations to governance itself. In an increasingly
telecoupled world, the complex networks of connectivity
pose challenges to governance solutions that are scale or
sector-specific (Boillat et al., 2018; Carrasco et al., 2017).
In global conservation governance, there is increasing
recognition and emphasis on conservation action along
ecological networks, transitioning away from a model of
conservation based on area-based, high-value sites and
landscapes. Justice framings of governance can bring

to the fore the power dimensions in tele coupling, and
elucidate causes of inequity in conservation (Boillat et

al., 2018). Recent governance analysis for addressing
the continued loss of freshwater biodiversity has called
for joined-up solutions at various levels. These include
international agreements stimulating effective policy

and management interventions, and the national and
local state and nonstate actors playing central roles in
defining context-specific portfolios of measures that
address synergistic threats to freshwater biodiversity
(Tickner et al., 2020). Such governance challenges call
for careful analysis of values underpinning institutional
interactions, and indicate possible response options

for enhancing “institutional and governance fit” along
transformation pathways.

Justice and sustainability are qualities of a desirable future
(section 5.1.2.2). Which values (of nature) individuals and
society focus on shapes the pathways to the future (Figure
5.1); only certain combinations of values, i.e., those that
are balanced, are aligned with paths to a desirable future
(section 5.2). Thus, defining and creating pathways to a just
and sustainable future requires recognising and balancing
these diverse values so that marginalised values can
emerge or be acknowledged (e.g., relational values held

by marginalised groups such as indigenous communities).
Those values that are aligned with just and sustainable
futures may need to be nurtured and enabled, while those
that are not, or which have become too dominant, may
need to be tempered or shifted (section 5.3). Institutional
design and governance can facilitate these interventions

by helping to overcome obstacles and enable those

values that favour transformations towards more just and
sustainable futures, and guide individual and collective
action (section 5.4).

5.1.3 Outline of the chapter

The section explores in detall, if and how, having a clearer
and more nuanced understanding of the multiple and
various values people hold for nature, and the contributions
nature provides to people, can facilitate, and possibly
enable transformative change towards more just and
sustainable futures. In this way, this chapter builds on

the work of previous chapters: from Chapter 2, focused
on current understanding of what kinds of values exist,
Chapter 3 how can these values be measured, and how
they are reflected in current decision-making in Chapter 4.
This chapter analyses to what extent diverse values,
together with more plural approaches to valuation, are
reflected and expressed in futures work (such as scenarios
and visions of the future — identified from multiple and
varied sources), what range and types of values and
valuation are most strongly associated with both process
towards, and outcomes of, preferred futures, what role an
extended range of recognised values can play in shaping
pathways towards just and sustainable futures, and what
are the leverage points for advancing and governing such
pathways of transformative change.

The Chapter 5 assessment work has been organized into
four sections, each addressing different aspects of the
issues outlined above. Section 5.2 asks what and whose
values have been considered in developing and creating
visions for, and scenarios of the future, particularly those
relating to more just and sustainable futures? This question
is addressed from multiple perspectives, using a systematic
review, scrutinising visions of the future in scientific scenarios
as well as in other kinds of literature and in creative arts
media. The review focuses on identifying the roles that
different kinds of values (and valuation) play in these visions,
both as part of the process towards envisioned futures

and as outcomes (as changed (sets of) values). In doing

s0 the chapter draws on the normative framing (above)

that specifies justice and sustainability as qualities of better
futures. The different values of nature present in visions are
explored but also the conceptualisation/use of justice and
sustainability as claims to common futures and agendas.
The main output of this section is a general understanding
of how values are considered within future visions (and as
part of the pathways towards these), and the identification
of what values — and what ways of handling diverse values —
are strongly associated with preferred (just and sustainable)
futures and preferred pathways towards these. Archetypical
futures and archetypal values grouping are used in linking
values to different futures.

Section 5.3 addresses the issue of how more diverse
values and valuation of nature can be mobilized for
enabling transformative change towards just and
sustainable futures. It employs qualitative content analysis
of literature on individual and societal level transitions/
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transformations towards pro-environmental behaviour

and sustainability. This produces findings about the

role of values in emerging theories and frameworks of
transformative change, about ways of intervening to enable
individually held values to translate into pro-environmental
behaviour, and about approaches to environmental
knowledge production and decision-making that mobilize
diverse values in ways that enrich understanding, empower
groups of actors and facilitate reflexive learning. The bridge
between individual and social mobilizations of values is
also considered, especially through social norms that

are seen to be a condition that enables or constrains the
value-action chain.

In light of the leverage points, opportunities and challenges
for mobilizing diverse values towards transformative change,
Section 5.4 explores the kind of governance that can
support this process. It employs expert literature review

to assess the enabling role of governance, with a specific
focus on governing transformations and the related needs of
interagency coordination, working across scales, knowledge
systems and capacities. The decision-making typology

and framework for the values assessment is mapped onto
governance forms and issues, to unpack the role of diverse
values and plural valuations in explaining the degree of fit of
a governance mode in enabling more just and sustainable
futures (using depth, breadth and pathways as the frames
of enquiry). The consequences of tele coupling are also
examined from the lens of institutional and governance
interplay, specifically unpacking the role of diverse values
and plural valuations. In this way the chapter connects to
Chapter 6 which explores stakeholder capacity needs in
advancing these concepts.

Finally, in Section 5.5 the experience of the “real world”
complexity of working with values is explored, learning

from how different coalitions of scholars, practitioners

and citizens address the challenges and opportunities for
transformative change across system scales. This involves
a focus on four selected pathways of current transformation
— the green economy, degrowth, earth stewardship and
nature protection. Exploring these pathways develops an
understanding of the political economy of conceiving and
governing pathways of transformative change: the existence
of plural pathways towards preferred futures; the contested
nature of these alternative pathways; and the role of power
and vested interests in resisting change.
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5.2 VALUES OF NATURE AND
NATURE’S CONTRIBUTIONS

TO PEOPLE, FOUND IN JUST
AND SUSTAINABLE FUTURES

This section identifies what types of values underpin
described futures, and what the futures outline in terms of
impacts on nature, nature’s contributions to people and good
quality of life. There are different approaches that have been
developed and applied in defining aspects of the future, or
developing futures works. These straddle all academic fields
within both the sciences and arts, for example, forecasting,
modelling, developing works of art and fictional writing.

Each of these products or outputs have their own niche and
audience and are either very specific or generic and speaking
to either a short or long-term timeframe. Futures works are
therefore seen to incorporate any form of evidence, including
peer-reviewed or grey literature, arts-based or material from
indigenous and local knowledge that is future-orientated
including future visions and scenarios.

Future visions include different articulations of the future
surfacing in peer-reviewed literature, policies, institutional
documents (e.g., corporate/non-governmental organizations
visions), arts-based practices and visions of the future in
indigenous and local knowledge.

Scenarios, and scenario development (Box 5.2) is a
futures output that has been applied to many different

fields becoming a mainstream activity following the 1972
Meadows publication, Limits to Growth (Meadows et

al., 1972; Pesonen et al., 2000). Scenario development

has now been extensively used in the science-policy
development space (IPBES, 2016b), in helping to address
issues of uncertainty and complexity (Ash et al., 2010).
Scenarios are representations of different possible futures
from a defined starting point (IPBES, 2016b; Mahmoud et
al., 2009). They are focused on highlighting or exploring
drivers of change and the impacts of changes in these over
a specified time frame. In doing so they enable decision-
makers to anticipate potential changes and develop timely
responses to these (Mahmoud et al., 2009). Scenario
development has emerged as an important tool for exploring
complex issues within science policy stakeholder dialogues.
Within the science-policy development arena, three types
of scenarios have been defined and developed (IPBES,
2016b): Exploratory scenarios (the most common), that
examine plausible different futures based on select direct or
indirect drivers, are often based on storylines or narratives
and are used in agenda setting; 2) intervention or policy
scenarios that consider alternative management approaches
of policies around specific actions (this scenario type can
be divided into two groups, those scenarios that are target
seeking or normative describe agreed-upon desirable
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Box (5) @ Approach to planning or co-developing scenarios.

Multiple studies have defined approaches to planning or
developing scenarios, with many of these having very similar
core features and design stages. The approaches proposed

by Alcamo et al. (2005); Bishop et al. (2007); Bradfield (2008);
Dong et al. (2013); Henrichs et al. (2010); IPBES (2016b); Kok
(2009); Kok et al. (2011); Mahmoud et al. (2009); Pesonen et al.
(2000) and Reed et al. (2013), were synthesized to develop a
generalized approach for scenario development. This approach
consists of 5 distinct stages outlined below.

1. Establishing the scope: Constitute a scenario
development group or team that identifies the focus and
objectives, core region or area of interest, time horizons
and boundaries (biophysical, socio-economic, and political)
within the exercise;

2. Stakeholder roles: Identify the stakeholders included in
the process and select appropriate participatory techniques.
Participatory methods (such as workshops, discussion
forums and meetings) allow stakeholders (including
scientists, policymakers, citizens and local and indigenous
communities) to be directly involved in defining complex
problems, and assessing and evaluating different futures
(IPBES, 2016b; Kok et al., 2011). Participation here allows
for the emergence of issues, broader inclusion of different
perspectives and worldviews and a more holistic suite of
values that people place on nature (IPBES, 2016b). Expert-
based approaches are a specific form of participatory
method, where practitioners in select fields are invited to
provide input into scenario construction processes (IPBES,
2016b) based on their knowledge. The degree to which

futures, and may include alternative pathways for reaching
these targets though decisions and actions; and those that
are policy screening); and 3) policy review scenarios (or
retrospective policy evaluation scenarios) that evaluate past
policy efforts so as to understand successes and failures
against intended impacts (IPBES, 2016b). The first two
approaches are most commonly developed and used.

The guiding questions of this section are:

) What types of values of nature underpin different
future scenarios and visions (particularly those visions
that include dimensions of justice and sustainability),
leading to what kind of outcomes for nature, nature’s
contributions to people and a good quality of life?

®) Are different types of values of nature (e.g.,
instrumental, relational) and their dynamics (e.g.,
singular / plural, level of diversity, dominance of
one / balance), associated with particular types of
futures (e.g., undesirable / desirable, unsustainable /
sustainable, unjust / just)?

stakeholders are engaged in the process, ranging from a
supportive role to leading the design, influences the scenario
team’s role, which in turn can shift from leading to supporting
(Henrichs et al., 2010);

3. Determine baselines and indicators: Understand the
current baselines of the socio-ecological system. Identify
key measurements and potential direct drivers of change
(e.g., land-use change, climate change, pollution, natural
resource use and exploitation, invasive species) and
the indirect drivers of change (economic, demographic,
socio-cultural, governance and institutions, technology).
Establish an understanding of causal relationships within
the socio-ecological systems and between drivers
using expert knowledge, modelling, literature and
stakeholder engagement;

4. Explore and assess trajectories: Identify likely future
developments, a full range of potential future trajectories and
likely changes (particularly for biodiversity and ecosystem
services) and highlight key uncertainties and assumptions.
Assess the relative strength of each of the drivers and
focus preliminary scenario development on these relative
strengths. If required, select axes based on stressors on
which to develop preliminary scenarios. Clarify desired policy
end-points of each of the developed scenarios;

5. Articulate scenarios: Draft the final scenarios, following an
appropriate review process involving stakeholders. The end
products benefit from being fit for purpose, both in terms of
content and format.

) Can the incorporation of plural (versus unique) values
in decision-making be detected with regard to just and
sustainable futures?

5.2.1 Scope and methodology for
assessing futures works and their
inclusion of values

In assessing what types of values underpin different types
of futures (including future impacts on nature, nature’s
contributions to people and good quality of life), and how
these relate to just and sustainable futures, various types
of futures works were reviewed, including exploratory
scenarios and target-seeking (normative) scenarios.

Multiple data sources were assessed based on a guiding
review framework®, specifically:

4. Systematic review of association between values of nature, nature’s
contributions to people and good quality of life and futures in scenarios,
visions and pathways (https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4359655).
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1. Peer-reviewed literature,

2. Grey literature (policy and planning documents,
reports originating from science-policy processes,
business, international organizations, non-governmental
organizations, etc.),

3. Arts-based materials,
4. Materials based on indigenous and local knowledge.
Complementary review approaches included:

A systematic keyword-based search of peer-reviewed and
grey literature supplemented with:

a. Snowball-sampling and a refined keyword-based
search to fill gaps identified in the systematic
keyword-based searches (particularly regarding
grey literature, ILK based materials and arts-related
materials), and

b. Incorporation of review results from the previous
IPBES assessments (particularly Chapter 4 and 5
of the Global Assessment, and Chapter 5 of the
Europe and Central Asia Regional Assessment,
which carried out targeted reviews of future
exploratory and target-seeking scenarios, including
pathways).

In total, 460 future scenarios were systematically assessed
and synthesised from 159 peer-reviewed studies and grey
literature reports®, including 342 peer-reviewed scenarios
and 118 scenarios from grey literature. In addition, evidence
from snowballed-sampled arts-based and ILK based
materials was included.

The review and synthesis took into account only futures
works which addressed impacts on all three components
of IPBES Conceptual Framework — nature, nature’s
contributions to people and good quality of life, while
elaborating on values at the same time. This criterion
eliminated a vast majority of existing futures works.

Futures works, identified through the searches for peer-
reviewed literature, grey literature and ILK literature were
entered into databases and coded. Several lenses and
filters were applied in analysing the developed databases
and coded information, based on selected operational
approaches and thematic issues presented in Chapter 1
(justice), Chapter 2 (types of values) and Chapter 3 (types
of valuation approaches). In eliciting and making sense
of the values captured in reviewed databases, the review

5. Systematic review of association between values of nature, nature’s
contributions to people and good quality of life and futures in scenarios,
visions and pathways (https://doi.org/10.5281/zen0do.4359655).
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builds on (1) the work developed in Chapter 2 thereby
ensuring consistency with the typology of values presented,
(2) the IPBES Preliminary Guide on Values (IPBES, 2015),
and (3) additional typologies of values (Diaz et al., 2015;
IPBES, 2020). In addition, the review draws on the valuation
approaches and methods presented in Chapter 3.

In each of the identified future scenarios or visions of the
future, it was distinguished which types of values underpin
these different futures (these values were expressed both
implicitly and explicitly) and which values are expressed/
articulated as the outcomes of the futures (e.g., through
monetary or biophysical valuation). The assessment
results presented in the following sections, are based

on quantitative and qualitative analyses of data from
these databases.

5.2.2 Values underpinning different
types of futures

5.2.2.1 Incorporation of values in futures
works - key influencing factors

a) Geographic coverage and scales

The identified and reviewed futures works originated
primarily from local-scale studies (44.3%), followed by the
national scale (16.7%) (Figure 5.2 (I)). The scale of the
futures works did not appear to determine whether they
explicitly engaged with underpinning values: underpinning
values were addressed explicitly in 26% of global futures
works, 13% of regional (continental), 16.7% of national and
44.3% of local futures works. In terms of IPBES regions,
26% of the studies focused on futures of Asia-Pacific,
followed by Europe and Central Asia and the Americas
(Figure 5.2 (ll) and (l11)). Only 7% of the futures focused
on Africa. Whilst there is strong disparity across regions in
terms of focus on futures, there was however, no obvious
pattern between the geographic region of futures’ and the
focus or justification of values underpinning them.

b) Scenario development approaches, focus and
stakeholder engagement

The vast majority of futures works were initiated within
research and academic contexts (Figure 5.3 (l)); only

25% of futures works, developed by academia, had no
stakeholder engagement. On the contrary, 55% of futures
works originating from academia were participatory or
policy-driven. The vast majority of futures works were
developed as exploratory scenarios, uncovering a variety of
pathways of potential future development (Figure 5.3 (Il)).

The reviewed futures incorporated both qualitative and
quantitative studies (ranging from narrative analysis to
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Figure 5 @ Selected descriptive characteristics of the 460 reviewed futures works (future
exploratory scenarios, target-seeking scenarios/normative visions and pathways as
sequences of decisions and actions leading to future goals).

modelling). The majority of the reviewed futures studies
were outlined in quantitative terms (Figure 5.3 (lll)).
Overall, there were more quantitative studies identified
(45%) than qualitative studies (23%). However, of the
qualitative studies identified, 74% addressed values
explicitly, in contrast with the quantitative studies where
45% of these explicitly considered values. Most frequently,

quantitative studies assessed biophysical and economic
values (31% of quantitative studies), followed by standalone
biophysical and economic valuation (22% and 14%

of quantitative studies, respectively). Other types of

values tended to be assessed qualitatively, e.g., through
participatory approaches (49% of qualitative studies and
16% of mixed-methods studies focused on the elicitation
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Figure 5 @ Selected descriptive characteristics of the 460 reviewed futures work, (1) highlights
who initiated the study, (ll) types of futures work — future exploratory scenarios, target-
seeking scenarios/normative visions and pathways as sequences of decisions and
actions leading to future goals, (lll) nature of the study — qualitative or quantitative, (IV)
types of stakeholders involved in each study (values in the right side pie chart are not
mutually exclusive, multiple types of stakeholders were included in most studies).

of socio-cultural values or holistic, indigenous and
local valuation).

Stakeholders were involved in the development of about
75% of futures works, mostly including various individual
stakeholders, communities and organized groups,
governments and authorities at different decision scales,
and businesses (Figure 5.3 (IV)). No relationship was
evident between the variety of stakeholders involved in
the development of the futures and the depth to which
values were addressed in them. The intention of the
leaders of the futures development to explicitly include
values in the scenario-building process and final products
appears to have had more influence than stakeholder
involvement per se.

In terms of recognising different knowledge holders (which

were considered to be linked to notions of recognitional
justice), holders of indigenous and local knowledge (ILK)
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were involved in the development of 114 out of 460 futures.
Of the 102 peer-reviewed scenarios that included ILK, the
majority of studies (n=45; 57%) were aligned with value
combinations that were balanced with a dominant societal
focus, followed by those that were moderately individualistic
and materialistic (n=26; 35%), with only 8 studies being
linked to deeply individualistic and materialistic value
combinations (10%).

c) Engagement with policy instruments

The vast majority of futures works were not concerned with
policy instruments or did not make this an explicit (Table
5.1). Future works that did include a policy component
tended to focus on Legal and regulatory issues and to a
lesser degree on economic and financial issues. Rights
based and customary issues, and social and cultural issues
received negligible attention.
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Table 5 @ Proportions of assessed futures works including different types of policy

instruments.

The colour coding on a blue-white-red scale is used to highlight the most common (blue) and least common (orange) policy

instruments and their combinations.
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Figure 5 @ Schematic illustration of two different ways that values were approached (from
the present and future perspective) in the assessed futures works.

5.2.2.2 Types of values addressed in
futures works

This analysis set out to establish which values have been
addressed (or missed/neglected) in the established visions
of the future related to nature, nature’s contributions to
people, and good quality of life. Additionally, it determined
the degree to which multiple/diverse values have

been captured, and if particular values have tended to

be overlooked.

The futures works assessed in this chapter have (a) focused
on values underpinning human actions while expressing/
articulating them either explicitly or implicitly (by mentioning
the values aspect of futures thinking but not assessing
underpinning values in detail), or (b) performed a certain type
of valuation of potential future impacts on nature, nature’s
contributions to people or good quality of life without
explicitly addressing the role of values in underpinning
human actions shaping future development (Figure 5.4).
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Figure 5 @ Selected descriptive characteristics of the 460 reviewed futures works (future
exploratory scenarios, target-seeking scenarios/normative visions and pathways as
sequences of decisions and actions leading to future goals).

The assessment shows that there is a continuum of the
extent to which values are explicitly recognised as a driving
force of the future. Out of a total of 460 futures works,

247 explicitly reflected on the values underpinning certain
types of future development (Figure 5.5 (l)). With the same
degree of frequency, the assessed futures works included
a valuation of the futures impacts (e.g., resulting future
economic, biophysical or socio-cultural values).

The most common approach to value potential future
impacts on nature, nature’s contributions to people and
good quality of life was biophysical modelling, economic
evaluation and socio-cultural assessment (e.g., participatory
assessment) (Figure 5.5 (ll)). These approaches were
combined in (833%) of the assessed futures to gain a more
holistic perspective. Futures rarely incorporate valuation

of impacts on human health (eight futures out of 460) and
holistic, ILK based valuation (two futures out of 460).

“Value” in the reviewed studies mostly represented a
preference (for something or for a particular state of the
world) or a measure (e.g., monetary value, biophysical value
such as the number of species). Only in the minority of
cases did “value