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Abstract
London’s water sector professionals seek to secure public funds for blue and green infrastructure pro-

jects while also engaging with local advocates for river improvement. This paper argues that current

project appraisal practice forms a barrier to aligning public investment with local demand because jus-

tifying investment requires the enactment of a utilitarian public good that is at odds with the non-

instrumental values motivating local advocacy. Drawing on qualitative evidence and performativity the-

ory, we show how the appraisal practices of water sector professionals and the environmental advo-

cacy of London residents both enact publics in different arenas of water management: appraisal enacts

a general public to secure funding, while advocacy enacts a particular public that serves to articulate

local demand for environmental improvement. Whereas the performativity of a general public works

through demonstrating nature’s economic value to people, the performativity of local publics is ani-

mated by people’s responsibility towards nature. We find that the general public that is enacted

through cost-benefit analysis legitimizes public expenditure on readily demonstrable economic bene-

fits, such as flood risk mitigation, while withholding funds from the water quality improvement valued

by local publics. Comparing the performativities of general and local publics, we discuss the conditions

under which appraisal and advocacy practices enact their respective underlying values. We conclude

that the current appraisal practice frustrates the delivery of blue and green infrastructure projects

that would respond to local demand for improving rivers.
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Introduction
In England, regulatory guidance encourages water sector professionals to engage the public
through research and outreach (Defra, 2013; Ofwat, 2016). At the same time, geographers
work towards introducing notions of multiple publics and value pluralism to the water sector
(Eden, 2017; Sharp, 2017). Yet practitioners contend with the persistent hold which the singu-
lar public as a product of economic calculation exerts over applied water management. In this
paper we examine how water sector professionals and London residents perform publics
through practices of appraisal and advocacy, respectively. We argue that the performativity
of publics gives effect to conflicting values with respect to the natural environment, which
forms a barrier to matching public investment into blue and green infrastructure (henceforth
BGI) with local demand, particularly with respect to the improvement of surface water
quality. This conflict principally follows from the dominance of cost-benefit analysis in UK
public administration, which works against achieving value pluralism in hydro-social water
management (Linton, 2014).

The practice of appraising the cost and benefit of public investment for water management
gains relevance within a national context characterized by (a) surface water quality becoming
an increasingly salient environmental problem recognized in UK media reports and regulatory
assessments (Laville, 2020; Salvidge, 2020; Webster, 2020); (b) urban watercourses being
reconsidered as vital elements of BGI, which comprises a planned system of surface water,
drainage, and green spaces (Fairbrass et al., 2018) believed to deliver ecosystem services con-
tributing to natural capital (Helm, 2015); and c) an emerging debate about the limits of narrowly
conceived economic value as sole measure of the expediency of public expenditure (Mazzucato
et al., 2020).

Within this context, our study finds that water sector professionals perform a general public
through appraisal practices, which include environmental valuation for cost-benefit analysis.
However, enacting a general public in the terms of welfare economics gives effect to utilitarian
values that contradict the non-instrumental values animating local environmental advocacy. In
contrast, we find that London residents perform local environmental publics through advocacy
for river improvement across the arenas of urban regeneration, river daylighting, and rewilding.
We argue that material consequences follow from this mismatch between different enactments
of general and local publics: while local environmental publics create demand for BGI invest-
ment when advocating for water quality improvement on the grounds of human responsibility
for nature, an economic notion of the general public steers BGI investment towards projects
that demonstrate nature’s benefit to people, such as flood risk mitigation and amenity. We
find that some water sector professionals attempt to work around this mismatch by tactically
foregrounding economically salient benefits rather than water quality improvement when
raising funds.

This paper contributes a performative conceptualisation (Butler, 2010) of publics to the
social studies of water management (Agarwal et al., 2000; Linton, 2014; Sharp, 2017).
Performing the public serves to legitimize action in democratic polities (Dewey, 1927;
Marres, 2007), including the mobilization of societal resources for conservation and environ-
mental improvement. Our conceptualization of enacted publics that give effect to notions of
the public good serves two analytical ends: rendering different publics and their values com-
parable, and illuminating the contextual factors shaping which public and whose values
succeed in mobilizing resources. We find that the enactment of a general public responds to
an institutional requirement to justify public expenditure by conducting cost-benefit analysis.
We further suggest that current appraisal practice prevents water sector professionals from
effectively engaging local residents concerned with surface water quality: cost-benefit
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analysis renders the non-instrumental values that move local residents to advocate on behalf of
the natural environment illegible to the institutions that command societal resources.
Nevertheless, we contend that recognizing multiple ways of valuing nature remains of prac-
tical importance to public participation in water management because non-instrumental
values animate residents to advocate for the water environment, participate in planning,
and demand public expenditure.

In what follows we briefly survey literature on the performativity of publics in order to draw
a conceptual distinction between particular and general publics that will guide our empirical
analysis (cf. Michael, 2009). There follows a brief contextualization of our case study and
explication of our methods. The remainder of the paper documents different enactments of
general and local publics by technical experts and London residents, respectively, across dif-
ferent arenas of water management. We discuss our empirical findings about performative
publics in urban water management with a view to characterizing their pragmatic and substan-
tive differences. We conclude by relating our main argument to concerns with value pluralism
in BGI planning.

Performing publics in hydro-social water management
Democratic polities draw legitimacy from invoking the interest of the public (Dewey, 1927).
The public does not pre-exist its invocation, but rather needs to be ‘constructed through dia-
logue and action’ (Staeheli et al., 2009: 634). The term public has a double meaning: in a poli-
tical register, the public is an imagined social totality conferring legitimacy on collective
action; in a theatrical sense, the public is a collective created through the performance of
speech and action before an audience assembled in some arena (Warner, 2002). Considering
the social effects of speech acts, performativity theory (Butler, 2019) offers a conceptual frame-
work for drawing these two senses of the public together. As a social kind, the public is per-
formed in the sense that actors convene a collective and assert its shared values in a way
that is recognized by others as legitimately grounding socially binding action. A broad range
of speech acts can have performative effects, including formal economic calculation (e.g.
Mackenzie, 2006) and advocacy on behalf of the natural environment (Eden, 2017). In what
follows we will discuss literatures on economic performativity and environmental publics in
order to sketch a framework for understanding both the appraisal practices of welfare econom-
ics and the advocacy practices of environmental stewardship as different ways of performing
the public in hydro-social water management.

The performative turn in economic sociology focusses on the work that economic theories,
models, and various calculative devices do for constituting empirical economic phenomena such
as markets and economic agents (Callon, 2007; Mackenzie, 2009). A performative perspective
on the theories and tools of economics brings into view how economics ‘performs, shapes, and
formats the economy’ (Callon, 1998: 2) rather than representing some external economic reality.
Geographers have studied development economics as a ‘self-realization of economic knowledge’
(Berndt and Boeckler, 2009), emphasizing how economic knowledge practices take on material
force when put to work for the re-constitution of empirical economies in the global south. Such
work suggests that welfare economics, too, functions as ‘an engine, not a camera’ (Mackenzie,
2006) when enacting its utilitarian values through cost-benefit analysis of public policy options.

Cost-benefit analysis requires input values for calculating the effects of policy on the public.
Social studies of valuation investigate the performative work of bestowing economic value on
something (Doganova et al. 2018). The monetary valuation of ecosystem services forms a routi-
nized part of water management in England and Wales (Atkinson et al., 2018). However, environ-
mental valuation methods such as stated preference surveys remain controversial, provoking
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critiques of their theoretical and methodological soundness and their propriety for supporting public
decisions (Foster, 1997). Sociological observers of the political and juridical uses to which valua-
tion surveys are put find their epistemic authority to be highly contingent on institutional context
(Fourcade, 2011). Geographers query the constitutive role of such data practices for rendering
nature valuable (Nost, 2015; Robertson, 2006). During valuation studies economists frequently
survey households in order to generate data about their preferences. Tadaki et al. (2017) take
issue with the way in which the economic precepts informing valuation survey design prescribe
a utilitarian and instrumentalist idiom that constrains the range in which survey respondents can
register their regard for the natural environment. In contrast, a performativity perspective brings
the tools equipping economic data practices, such as the valuation survey, into view as enabling
the enactment of a specifically economic version of the public good. From this vantage point,
the constraints of valuation surveys are constitutive of utilitarian value by equipping participants
with the calculative agency required to rank preferences concerning relative change in the
natural environment (Callon, 1998). Aggregating these preferences, in turn, serves to enact a
general public in economic terms.

Economic performativities of the public contend with environmental publics enacted in other
practices. Eden (2017) theorizes collectives constituted in practical engagements with the natural
environment as environmental publics. Materialist social studies of environmental politics empha-
size the constitutive role of the natural environment in public life when actors make claims on
account of being collectively affected by environmental matters (Braun and Whatmore, 2010;
Marres, 2007). The concepts of Publics-in-Particular (PiP) and Public-in-General (PiG) introduced
by Michael (2009) help distinguishing between different kinds of publics and illuminate their prag-
matics. PiP are enacted on the basis of a shared condition, for example, exposure to a site of envir-
onmental pollution, which authorizes the claims of the PiP as authentic expressions precisely
because of their particularity. Specific to place and materiality, the PiP bears conceptual similarity
to the local environmental public theorized by Eden (2017) or the issue public by Marres (2007).
In contrast, calculative practices such as cost-benefit analysis enact a PiG standing in for a social
totality.1 Frequently the work product of credentialled experts, the PiG serves to anchor the political
authority of administrative action in the epistemic authority of science. Cultural acceptance of the
objectivity of formal numerical representation renders the PiG a valuable rhetorical resource within
public controversies characterized by low levels of trust (Porter, 1995). However, the policy and
technoscientific elites enacting the public as an aggregate of individuals are frequently challenged
by competing performativities of the public as an affected collective (Wynne, 1996). Whereas
Michael (2009) is primarily concerned with distinguishing different kinds of publics as they are
invoked in public controversies about technoscientific issues, the remainder of this paper builds
on his helpful distinction in order to trace the misalignment between different performativities of
the public good in hydro-social water management.

Researching economic and environmental performativity
The empirical material drawn on in this paper was gathered as part of a large, interdisciplinary
project exploring ways to improve integrated urban water management in London. One objective
of this project was to develop participatory techniques for empowering local communities to have a
say in water management decisions that require highly specialized technical expertise. In this
context, we conducted a multi-sited qualitative investigation (Marcus, 1995) into local water man-
agement across three London boroughs from which BGI emerged as traversing multiple arenas and
practices, including appraisal by technical experts as well as advocacy by local residents. As a con-
sequence, our qualitative study focused on interviewing and observing the practices of technical
experts and local residents as participants in BGI planning.
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Principal methods comprised in-depth interviews, ethnographic engagements, and the study of
documents and software tools. Of a total of 21 in-depth interviews, 5 were with technical experts
working for local government, consultancies or charities. Ranging from 45 min to 2.5 h in duration,
interviews were conducted with a thematic interview guide, digitally recorded, and professionally
transcribed. The interview transcripts were independently coded and analysed by the two authors,
who then compared their interpretations (cf. Cloke et al., 2004). Studying performative practices
requires analysing interviewees’ accounts for their pragmatic dimension, including the situatedness
of a practice-in-action in a wider socio-material network and the potential failure of a performative
practice (Fox and Alldred, 2014). In the case of economic performativities such as project appraisal,
this analytical strategy required starting with the economic practice and then tracing the socio-
technical networks that made it work or fail (Pellandini-Simányi, 2016). For instance, one intervie-
wee voiced his frustration about an appraisal software’s failure to adequately calculate the value of
water quality benefits despite his conviction that the tool was based on the best available academic
research. His account prompted us to conduct a qualitative critical analysis of software documen-
tation and documents on cost-benefit analysis applied in surface water management, thus explicat-
ing the theoretical hinterland (cf. Law, 2004) of appraisal practices.

Across three London boroughs, we interviewed 16 members of Friends of parks groups, volun-
teers working with rivers trusts, and members of residents’ associations. These collectives are
understood as ‘environmental stewardship groups’, that is, people joining together to engage
with local environmental issues (Peçanha Enqvist et al., 2018). Stewardship groups are involved
with the management of, education about, and advocacy for local environments, often with
emphasis on one of these activities (Enqvist et al., 2019). The groups differ with regard to motiva-
tions and objectives.2 Since there is no register of local volunteer-based stewardship groups we used
snowball sampling to recruit interviewees (Noy, 2008). Participants were mostly interviewed
on-site, for example, in the vicinity of the local river or park that were their focus of interest3

Formal interviews were complemented by informal conversations with the attendants of consul-
tations, community meetings, and public engagement events involving both technical experts and
environmental stewardship groups. Taking part in these activities provided ethnographic insight
complementing the understanding gained through interviews. Field notes enabled interpretation
of this version of multi-sited event ethnography (Baird, 2017). The document study included
limited print and unpublished texts held in local libraries and archives. In addition, we read non-
academic print and on-line writing on various aspects of applied water management as well as
community-created media. Qualitative interpretation of this material provided in-depth understand-
ing of the local context for water management in London (cf. Bowen, 2009).

Estimating the benefits of London’s BGI
Surface water management in London confronts the combined challenges of stormwater drainage in
a changing climate, diffuse pollution from road-runoff, urban growth as well as heightened concern
for environmental quality – all set in the context of an ageing water and sewerage infrastructure.
Urban planners have responded to these challenges with nature-based solutions, which form part
of the wider BGI that supports urban life (Fairbrass et al., 2018). One example for nature-based
solutions are sustainable drainage systems (henceforth, SuDS). SuDS comprise a range of local,
often small-scale, interventions into the built environment, which can take the form of raingardens,
bioswales or constructed wetlands (Fletcher et al., 2015). Typically, SuDS are held to realize multi-
ple co-benefits in addition to their function for surface water management, such as preserving bio-
diversity, providing amenity, contributing to health and well-being, and storing carbon (SusDrain,
2020b).
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Estimating the costs and benefits of SuDS projects is the job of technical experts. These include
engineers employed by local authorities as well as other formally credentialled water sector profes-
sionals working for utilities, consultancies or charities. Technical experts have a key role in BGI
planning because their work of demonstrating the benefits of SuDS secures resources from
funders that are necessary to implement projects which respond to local demand for environmental
improvement. Technical experts move between the arenas of water management that we examine in
this paper: principally tasked with the technical work of planning and appraisal, their public engage-
ment work also exposes them to the advocacy of local residents. The local scale of SuDS accords
residents of a neighbourhood an important role in their planning and implementation (Carriquiry
et al., 2020). SuDS such as constructed wetlands can inspire local advocacy for environmental
improvement. Technical experts involved in BGI planning work under policies encouraging
public engagement, which means that they frequently interact with residents during consultations
and outreach events. On the occasion of these engagements, technical experts learn about the
values motivating local residents to advocate for environmental improvement, which frequently
include non-instrumental values of responsibility towards nature.

However welcome local advocacy for SuDS may be to planners, public investment into BGI still
requires formal project appraisal. The purpose of project appraisal is the production of evidence that
SuDS projects contribute to the economic objectives prioritized by funders such as local authorities
or national government programmes (Dobson and Dempsey, 2021; Finewood et al., 2019;
Horwood, 2011). In the UK there exists a norm in public administration that requires project assess-
ment using tools set out in formal HM Treasury guidance, which considers cost-benefit analysis as
the gold standard for demonstrating public value (Atkinson et al., 2018; Mazzucato et al., 2020).4

Estimating the costs and benefits of SuDS while also engaging local residents, technical experts
negotiate a mismatch between the economic benefit to the general public, which justifies investment
to purse holders, and the non-instrumental values animating local publics to demand investment. In
the following sections, we turn to examining how technical experts enact a general public through
appraisal practices, which include figuring rivers as assets (4.1), complying with an institutional
norm for justifying expenditure (4.2), and calculating the benefits of SuDS with the help of BGI
planning software (4.3).

Appraisal I: Turning rivers into assets
When technical experts talk about SuDS and BGI, they frequently figure them as assets. An eco-
nomic metaphor borrowed from the discourse of financial economics, the asset denotes anything
from which a recurring income stream can be expected (Muniesa et al., 2017). When talking
about BGI as assets, the technical experts we interviewed blended economic concepts with consid-
eration of the values which local residents bestow upon urban nature. For instance, a PhD-level
environmental scientist working for a wildlife charity, who is responsible for public engagement
with urban water monitoring and improvement projects, argued for the importance of restoring
access to urban rivers on the grounds that ‘a river that is accessible and enjoyed and used and cher-
ished by its community is one that is invested in as an important asset and nurtured’. Prompted to
explain his choice of words, which interlaces the languages of finance and care, the scientist
reflected on the divide between expert and lay discourses:

Yes, it’s sort of economic, finance and I suppose it’s being impacted by this notion of natural capital and
ecosystem services where we have to quantify their value and it’s very hard, isn’t it, to value it. Maybe
asset is the wrong word and I’m sure lots of people in the community don’t view it as an asset. They
view it as something they’d have to cross or something where mosquitoes live.
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Such talk about BGI as assets is indicative of the firm embeddedness of the natural capital
approach and its utilitarian precept of environmental valuation in UK public policy. The natural
capital approach regards BGI as capital assets from which economic benefits flow (Helm, 2015).
The environmental valuation practices underlying natural capital accounting have been character-
ized as enacting instrumentalist and anthropocentric relationships towards non-human nature
(Barua, 2019; Battistoni, 2017). However, the conceptual distinction between instrumentalist and
other values remains ambiguous in applied environmental management (Tadaki et al., 2017). For
instance, a municipal drainage engineer, who frequently engages local publics during planning con-
sultations, imagined wetlands as assets whose multiple capacities exceed a narrowly instrumentalist
framing of value:

Where we’ve created a wetland, we’ve actually created an asset that reduces flooding and cleans water
and provides biodiversity, but it is actually a valuable asset in its own right. It’s a place where people can
see water and experience water and see the wildlife and actually care about it.

Here, the instrumental value of SuDS is imagined as benefits pertaining to flood risk mitigation,
biodiversity, and water quality; ecosystem services which can be formally attributed to a wetland as
a natural capital asset. Yet the engineer also acknowledges a kind of value of the wetland which
exceeds formal accounting, residing instead in its capacity to foster experiential practices and rela-
tionships of care with urban nature.

As technical experts talk about BGI as assets, their discourse blends the natural capital approach
with the non-instrumental values which members of environmental stewardship groups voice when
engaging with water sector professionals. Assembling a business case in order to persuade purse
holders to fund a sustainable drainage scheme, technical experts resolve such ambiguities of
value in favour of a formal calculation of return on investment into an asset. In what follows we
discuss how the institutional context of public administration requires cost-benefit modelling in
order to enact BGI as an asset worthy of public investment.

Appraisal II: Justifying investment
Anchored in the regulatory framework governing privatized water utilities in the UK, the econom-
ics discipline enjoys a privileged claim to represent the public good in English and Welsh water
governance.5 Decision-makers gauge the public good from the result of environmental cost-benefit
analysis, which estimates the economic value that society as a whole derives from changing the
natural environment (Sen, 2000; Sunstein, 2005), and which in turn is enabled by accounting for
the natural environment as natural capital assets (Helm, 2015). A central decision-support
method, cost-benefit analysis shapes UK water science and management through its rigid formal
requirements (Lane et al., 2011). In England, formal economic modelling of costs and benefits is
a part of the business case prepared by water sector professionals when attempting to persuade
purse holders to release funds for BGI improvement.

There exist specific historical reasons for the prevalence of cost-benefit analysis as a technique
for legitimating decisions in UK public administration, which is further reinforced through official
guidance documents. Initially met with controversy (Adams, 1971), cost-benefit analysis eventually
came to enjoy currency as the ‘best game in town’ (Pearce, 1998: 97) in British environmental gov-
ernance. From a practitioner perspective, Grove-White (1997) explains the rise of environmental
valuation and cost-benefit analysis during the Thatcher administration as a result of attempts to
elevate the status of environmental policy in the face of Treasury adversity to the use of public
funds for conservation action.6 This explanation concurs with scholarship investigating cost-benefit
analysis as a technique for creating ‘a basis for mutual accommodation’ between technical experts
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and public office holders in the absence of trust (Porter, 1995: 149). As it stands, comprehensive
HM Treasury guidance on the appraisal of policies, programmes, and projects in the form of the
Green Book is indicative of a ‘national policy culture’ (Atkinson et al., 2018: 113) where civil ser-
vants as well as companies dealing with the government are required or consider it prudent to
engage in environmental valuation in order to assess costs and benefits of proposed actions.

As a variant of economic modelling, cost-benefit analysis belongs to the domain of welfare eco-
nomics. Welfare economics is concerned with analysing the economic effects of policy on the
welfare of the general public with a view to rationalizing policy decisions. Welfare is conceived
in utilitarian terms and the public as a social totality modelled as an aggregate of households
(Sen, 2000). An axiomatic assumption of cost-benefit analysis states that ‘there is no social
entity over and above the individual, so that “society” is always the aggregation of individuals’
(Pearce, 1998: 87).7 Modelling the welfare effects of environmental policy actions requires input
values about the utility which individual households derive, for example, from improving a river
ecosystem. These input values are the product of accounting practices valuing environmental
goods in monetary terms. However, monetary valuation is difficult to do for environmental
goods without observable prices, requiring valuation by proxy or value elicitation by laboriously
surveying households. Recent years have seen efforts to streamline cost-benefit analysis by devel-
oping software tools using standardized input values that are partly derived from prior household
surveys (Atkinson et al., 2018: 114). In the next section we look at such a tool used for BGI
appraisal and examine the performative effects of the contingent valuation method that produced
its input values.

Appraisal III: The B£ST public
The Benefits Estimation Tool (promoted under the acronym B£ST) helps calculating whether the
benefits derived from sustainable drainage schemes exceed the cost of their construction. The soft-
ware tool not only outputs a cost-benefit ratio, but also incorporates a capital budgeting model,
which accounts for benefits flowing from ecosystem services akin to income streams from financial
assets (Muniesa et al., 2017). Made available for free download by the UK Construction Industry
Research and Information Association, the tool consists of an elaborate spreadsheet, estimating in
monetary terms the benefits derived from 15 different ecosystem services connected to a sustainable
drainage scheme (Horton et al., 2019). According to its developers, the B£ST software has been
downloaded about 10,000 times and is used widely in UK local government (Shaffer, 2020).

B£ST incorporates sharable values derived from the National Water Environment Benefits
Survey (NWEBS). Funded by the UK Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs,
NWEBS is based on a large-scale willingness-to-pay survey covering England and Wales, which
initially had been commissioned in 2007 and subsequently was updated by Metcalfe et al.
(2012). Asking participants to disclose how much they would pay for seeing a change in the
water environment, this survey falls into the category of stated preference or contingent valuation
methods. Economists deploy these methods because the ecological quality of a river is not traded on
a market and therefore its price cannot be observed as an indicator of the utility a buyer would
derive from changing river quality. Rather than observing market prices, then, economists elicit
utility with the help of household surveys. With the aid of a questionnaire, Metcalfe et al. (2012)
staged a tightly scripted interaction between survey respondents and researchers in which individual
respondents were invited to calculate and record monetary values for a set of preferences regarding
changes in the water environment. Based on the results, the Environment Agency circulates input
values for the monetary benefit which households in England and Wales are held to derive from
improving the ecological quality of rivers (Palmer and Haigh, 2013).
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Rather than inviting narrative or otherwise unstructured expression of the various ways in which
survey participants might regard the natural environment, the design of the survey instrument
equipped participants with the calculative capacity to enact the value of the water environment
in accordance with the expectations of economic theory (Callon, 2007; Mackenzie, 2009). The
survey instrument asked study participants to consider a series of cards: quality level cards
described three different levels of environmental quality as high, medium, and low. Each level
had been elaborated with three bullet points enumerating (1) the presence of plant and animal
life, (2) the visual impression of the water and (3) its suitability for contact activities (Figure 1).

A further card presented participants with maps charting the proportion of high, medium, and
low-quality bodies of water in their local environment as a 30-mile radius as well as nationally8.
Finally, willingness-to-pay cards asked participants to consider a set of pie charts representing
future changes to the proportion of high, medium, and low-quality water bodies in their local
and national environment under certain options (Figure 2).

A no-change option required no monetary commitment. Change options required the partici-
pants to either record on the card the annual amount they would be willing to add to their water
bill, or record their consent to prescribed annual payments of twenty or thirty pounds.
Participants were asked to make ‘real choices’, that is, to account for opportunity costs by consider-
ing their household budget and ‘the things that you and your household need or would prefer to
spend your money on before you decide’ (Metcalfe et al., 2012: 13).

The survey instrument equips the calculative agency (Callon, 1998) of participants by enumer-
ating a finite set of possible changes to the state of the environment, which allows ranking them
according to preference, and subsequently considering the cost of the preferred change. Strictly lim-
iting the expression of value to a magnitude of preference (Tadaki et al., 2017), the survey instru-
ment neither prompted nor recorded narrative accounts of the diverse ways in which changes to
ecological quality might matter to participants. Through its rigid structuring of the informational
environment participants were presented with, the survey design created a ‘space of calculability’
(Callon, 1998: 191) that enabled participants to value nature in the way economic theory would
expect from a rational economic agent.

Subsequent aggregation of the individual values elicited during the survey enables the calcula-
tion of the total benefit, in monetary terms, which the public derives from investing in the

Figure 1. Water quality information on the survey instrument. Facsimile from Metcalfe et al. (2012).
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improvement of urban water quality. Incorporated into the cost-benefit analysis which technical
experts conduct with the aid of the B£ST tool, the input values generated by the NWEBS survey
give shape to the PiG as a statistical aggregate comprised of English and Welsh households that
derive monetary value from investment into BGI. Insofar as the estimated value exceeds the cost
of construction, this enactment of a utilitarian public good is capable of effecting socially
binding consequences with respect to the investment decision of funders.

In contrast, the following section documents the performativity of local environmental publics
that claim non-instrumentalist values.

Local environmental publics in London
In London, community groups frequently take on the responsibility of caring for a local river or
green space. Interviewing members of such groups in Northeast, Northwest, and Southwest
London we learned about how they enact publics that stress non-instrumental values with
respect to the water environment alongside the benefits that BGI provides to people. London resi-
dents enact local environmental publics by engaging in urban planning consultations, rallying com-
munity members in response to pollution events, and publicizing their views in local circulars and
on social media. Using these fora of public address, residents assemble local environmental publics
(Eden, 2017) by drawing strangers into their discourse about environmental stewardship (Staeheli
et al., 2009). Local publics tend to be enacted where environmental stewardship groups have pre-
viously been established. These groups meet regularly for guided educational river walks, monitor-
ing pollution, or hands-on group activities including riverbank litter pickups and the removal of
invasive flora such as Himalayan balsam. They share a highly site-specific focus, are made up of
residents of a local area, and typically reference their borough or a local water course in their
name. Collaboratively engaged in sustained environmental practice, they are ‘environmental stew-
ards’, that is, ‘civic groups that conserve, manage, monitor, advocate for, and educate about a wide
range of quality of life issues’ (Fisher et al., 2012: 28). Environmental stewardship groups tend to be

Figure 2. Willingness-to-pay card from the survey instrument. Facsimile from Metcalfe et al. (2012).
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actively involved in urban planning, can be called upon as stakeholders in consultations and com-
munity outreach efforts of local authorities and utilities, and occasionally advocate for nature-based
solutions such as SuDS.9

Environmental stewardship groups differ with respect to their formal organization and the com-
munities they work in. In Northeast London, we interviewed members of a group that was affiliated
with a London-wide charity. Made up of a half dozen volunteers meeting regularly in a local public
house, the group was co-chaired by a retired professional and a charity worker, who both lived in
their own properties and organized hands-on volunteering and outreach activities such as litter picks
and river walks. Interviewees from a different group in Northeast London worked towards creating
and protecting urban nature as a communal space in the face of private development. In Northwest
London, a river-focused group was unaffiliated with any larger organization but rather modelled
itself on the ‘Friends’ groups that co-manage local green spaces across England. In a suburban com-
muter community constructed in the interwar period, this group convened neighbours with proper-
ties adjacent to a brook which they perceived as problematically polluted. Finally, the group in
Southwest London was independent as well, but organized as a registered charity with a formal
membership of several hundred members. Chaired by a retiree whose property overlooked a
Thames tributary flowing through an affluent Green Belt community, this organization offered a
broad range of outreach activities in addition to participating in formal planning consultations
including for the nearby Heathrow airport expansion.

In what follows, we document how members of local environmental stewardship groups enact
PiP (Michael, 2009) through practices of advocacy. Specifically, we will document the performa-
tivity of local environmental publics across the arenas of urban regeneration (5.1), river daylighting
(5.2) and rewilding (5.3). As they advocate for rivers, local environmental publics articulate non-
instrumental values with regard to the water environment. We will subsequently discuss how their
values clash with the utilitarian public good that technical experts enact through cost-benefit
analysis.

Advocacy I: urban regeneration
Participating in the urban planning process, members of some environmental stewardship groups
enact publics by making representative claims (Saward, 2006) on behalf of future residents.
Planned by the London borough of Enfield as lead developer, Meridian Water is a large-scale
urban regeneration programme on a former industrial site at the confluence of two brooks emptying
into the river Lea (Enfield Council, 2019). The master plan for the development boasts the creation
of a ‘new waterfront eco quarter’ (Enfield Council, 2013: 8) comprising 10,000 new homes, pro-
mising that siting the development along the watercourses would help ‘creating a more attractive
living environment and supporting higher property values’ (Enfield Council, 2013: 14).

Whereas the master plan promises increased access to urban water as a major driver of the future
economic value of the properties under development, members of a local environmental steward-
ship group alerted the developer to the poor environmental quality of the brooks. In the opinion of
one member, the promotional rhetoric of the developer did not match the reality on the ground
because ‘they hadn’t really thought through what they would need to do … to make sure that
these streams didn’t arrive highly polluted’. Another member imagined herself in the role of the
developer when doubting the value of waterfront living that could be derived from the current
state of the brooks, claiming that ‘you don’t want to be a developer building some lovely flats
… and you’ve got filthy stinking water and it is quite stinky actually’.

Agreeing that substantial environmental improvement work would likely need to be done, the
developer invited members of the environmental stewardship group to a meeting intended to
gauge the kind of urban water environment that future residents might value. As one of the
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environmentalists explained, the group perceived this invitation as an opportunity to promote what
they valued about urban nature by making representative claims on behalf of future residents of the
planned development:

[the environmental stewardship group] have tried to present themselves as the voice of the community
before there’s actually a community there. We’ve been trying to say, if we were that community, this is
what we would like, so we have a use, I suppose, in being the voice of the citizen.

Members of the group managed to plausibly claim that future residents would value a water
environment rich in biodiversity, necessitating physical interventions in the watercourses that
would improve their ecological quality. Formulating a number of ‘asks’, the group proposed imple-
menting sustainable drainage schemes such as the upstream construction of a series of urban wet-
lands that would prevent pollutants from entering the streams. In addition, the group negotiated that
biodiversity should be improved by making parts of the stream inaccessible in order to provide
wildlife habitat. As a result of the group’s engagement, the developer agreed to consider adapting
the design of the watercourses in order to accord with the values which the group had voiced on
behalf of future residents. Consequent to their enactment of a public in the planning process, the
group had claimed that future residents would share their own judgment with respect to the intrinsic
value of improving ecological quality even if that meant making parts of the newly constructed
water environment inaccessible to residents.

Advocacy II: river daylighting
Some members of local environmental stewardship groups seize on the material capacity of day-
lighted rivers to negatively affect residents’ wellbeing in order to enact a local environmental
public calling for the improvement of environmental quality. Daylighting is the practice of restoring
rivers to the surface that previously had been banned into underground culverts (Wild et al., 2011).
When carrying high levels of pollution, a daylighted river can provoke local residents to demand
further improvement of the environmental quality of the newly surfaced water body. In such a
case, the polluted river becomes politically constitutive through its material capacity to affect resi-
dents as a collective (Braun and Whatmore, 2010). Demanding redress from their local authority,
residents enact a Public-in-Particular (Michael, 2009) in the sense of a public that is collectively
implicated in the material issue (Marres, 2007) of surface water pollution.

The river Moselle serves as an illustrative case. Flowing through the London borough of
Haringey, long stretches of the Moselle had been culverted beginning in the 19th century.
A Council-led effort to restore a section of the river in an urban green space created roughly
400 m of meandering river set within a newly landscaped park featuring a pond, sloping banks,
and floodplains crisscrossed by footpaths and three wooden bridges (Figure 3). However, resurfa-
cing this section of the Moselle disclosed levels of pollution which local residents found unaccep-
table. Foul water misconnections led to the growth of sewage fungus and an odour that viscerally
disturbed an otherwise pleasantly verdant impression of the landscape. On the day of a site visit, the
smell of sewage lingered in the air, with a local patron of the park café remembering how ‘it was
revolting and made you feel slightly nauseous but now it isn’t anywhere near as bad but it is still a
bit pongy’. The carefully rewilded riparian environment of the Moselle was signposted with warn-
ings against the hazard of physical contact with the water (Figure 4). Resurfacing the river had also
surfaced extant pollution, which affected local resident’s ability to enjoy the urban nature.
Eventually investigations found that, in addition to private pipe misconnections, the sanitary instal-
lations of a local school had been misconnected, causing large amounts of raw sewage to pollute the
river (Allin, 2019). In response, affected residents and the local Friends of the park group formed a
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forum concerned with the rivers of the borough which lobbied the local authority, statutory bodies,
and water utility to investigate and clean up the daylighted Moselle.

Rather than discouraging further daylighting efforts, this prior experience with a public reaction
to the underdelivery of environmental improvement motivated local residents to demand the decul-
verting of another section of the Moselle from a property developer in the suburban district of Wood
Green. Both the developer and the local authority argued that the daylighting of the river at the site
of the planned development would pose an unacceptable public health risk due to poor microbial
water quality (Bell et al., 2019). In contrast, a member of a local environmental stewardship group
involved in planning consultation argued on behalf of restoring the river to the surface:

It’s not a helpful approach for the planning system to take that the quality of the water has to reach a
certain level before you de-culvert or daylight because the whole point of this one in this park was,
if we open this up, then there will be pressure to improve the water quality […] the whole point is
you open it up and then the debate happens because it’s open.

Recalling the experience with daylighting the Moselle in the Lordship Rec urban park, this inter-
viewee anticipated the way in which residents are likely to negotiate the under-delivery of environ-
mental improvement at the site of the planned Wood Green development: forming ad hoc
environmental publics when river restoration projects produce problematic urban natures, residents
demand the improvement of surface water quality through public works.

The interviewee’s account troubles a narrowly instrumentalist framing of the value of BGI that
would see residents benefitting from the ecosystem services a daylighted Moselle might deliver. In
the eyes of the interviewee, it is dissatisfaction with the disservice a daylighted river is liable to do to
residents, rather than prospective benefit, which drives further environmental improvement efforts.
When daylighted rivers turn out to smell of sewage, their water covered with unsightly fungus, then
local residents experience BGI as a nuisance rather than as benefitting their wellbeing. Seizing on a
problematic nature surfaced by river daylighting, local environmentalists enact a public that
demands funds for further environmental improvement.

Advocacy III: river rewilding
Some members of environmental stewardship groups publicize their environmental values when
promoting river rewilding in social media posts, podcasts, and newspaper op-eds. Using digital
and print media as fora of public address, such media practices enact publics by drawing strangers
into the environmentalist discourse of river rewilding (Staeheli et al., 2009). Rewilding incorporates
a commitment to the autonomy of non-human nature, foregrounding the capacity of ecosystems to
sustain themselves without human intervention as the restorative aim of conservation practice
(Jørgensen, 2015; Lorimer et al., 2015; Prior and Ward, 2016). During interviews with members
of environmental stewardship groups who actively produce media, these environmentalists empha-
sized their non-instrumentalist regard for rivers as places that offer habitat to wildlife and that
should occasion responsible practices toward an autonomous nature holding intrinsic worth.

For instance, a retired engineer living in suburban North London published an op-ed in a
borough circular that pleaded with homeowners to prevent pollution by checking for private
pipe misconnections. A volunteer engaged in the restoration of a local brook, he described rewild-
ing as a landscape intervention that would benefit wildlife through restoring human access to the
watercourse. Whereas wilderness is traditionally imagined in the West as a space separate from
society and devoid of human activity (Cronon, 1995), this volunteer imagined a rewilded river
as inviting human activity. Restoring the brook meant to him re-engineering its course and the ripar-
ian zone in order to create ‘a natural course of meanders and sloping sides’. Importantly, he sees
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removing the concrete walls and fencing, which currently prevents access to parts of the brook, as a
precondition for promoting responsible practices toward the natural environment because

If the river was more obvious, if it was rewilded and brought into the open, if people were encouraged to
go paddling in it and see if there is any insect life in it and all the other things you do when you’re a kid
with rivers, then it would be more in people’s consciousness and they wouldn’t be so willing [to pollute]

Figure 3. A section of the daylighted Moselle in a London park.
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A similar sentiment was expressed by an interviewee campaigning on behalf of rewilding a dif-
ferent North London brook that empties into the river Lea. A co-convenor of a local environmental
stewardship group, this environmentalist podcasted and regularly posted about the local water
environment on social media platforms. Placing a high value on ecological quality and the presence
of wildlife in the brook, she emphasized the autonomous capacities of non-human nature. As she
pointed at the concrete canal within which the brook currently flows through a local public park, she

Figure 4. Safety warning posted by the local authority along the Moselle.
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argued that ‘rivers try and cure themselves like everything in nature, they’re always trying to work
to restore themselves and we keep stopping them’. In her view, the public good would be best
served by aiding the actualization of an autonomous potential of nature to heal itself from the
human infractions of pollution and straitjacketing within concrete channels. Combined with the
construction of wetlands, a rewilded river would be capable of ‘cleaning the water naturally,
purely natural and no chemicals or barriers’. However, this interviewee was aware of the potential
conflicts between her own and other residents’ ideas about the public good with respect to rewild-
ing. While walking through the park, she recounted conversations with local park users who had
expressed ‘shock’ about the way in which the park had changed over their lifetime from ‘all
mown lawns and green space’ toward a ‘wilder’ appearance. Against the background noise of a
park-keeper mowing the lawn, she pointed at a part of the riverbank where neatly mown lawn
turns into a section of tall grass adjacent to the canalized river, imagining herself persuading the
park-keeper of ‘leaving some [grass uncut] and bits can be accessible and then bits can be for wild-
life’. Such remarks disclose river rewilding as reaching for a new distribution of urban space that
would restore wildlife habitat as valuable in its own right.

Publicizing their views about river rewilding, members of environmental stewardship groups
make a case for human responsibility towards the natural environment that is rooted in respect
for its autonomy and intrinsic value. Such enactments of environmental publics serve to demon-
strate local demand for projects that improve the ecological quality of London’s rivers. Voicing
their views while responding to pollution incidents, participating in urban planning, and creating
media, members of environmental stewardship groups enact PiP (Michael, 2009). These publics
render judgments of worth about the urban water environment that express their constituents’ non-
instrumental values with respect to nature.

Must SuDS ride on PiGs? Matching investment with local demand
In contrast to the non-instrumentalist values promoted by local environmental publics, the institu-
tional context of public administration requires the demonstration of instrumental, economic ben-
efits in order to justify expenditure on BGI. This results in a mismatch between the benefits driving
investment into BGI and the kind of environmental improvement which local publics advocate.
Consequently, technical experts face a challenge: tasked with delivering BGI projects that
respond to local demand, technical experts have to resolve a mismatch between the local publics
advocating for environmental improvement and the general public recognized by funders.
Whereas the former locate the public good in the responsible stewardship of an intrinsically valu-
able nature, the latter require a quantification of nature’s contribution to the public welfare. As a
result, SuDs ride on PiGs. That is to say, technical experts have to enact a PiG when creating a busi-
ness case designed to persuade a funding body to invest in SuDS.

Misalignment between different publics and their values links into a lack of funds for improving
environmental quality. An article on SuDS by professional body Chartered Institute of Water and
Environmental Management laments that ‘funding gives priority to tackling flood risk over improv-
ing air and water quality’ (CIWEM, 2020). A drainage engineer employed by a local authority
concurs, pointing out how the water quality improvements demanded by local environmental
publics can be difficult to justify with established appraisal practices:

You can’t really monetize water quality at the moment. What is the value of a clean river? Because if
you talk to members of the public, everyone agrees that rivers shouldn’t have pollution in them, but it’s
crazy that you can’t really get money.
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The lack of resources for improving surface water quality is exacerbated by the difficulty of dem-
onstrating that the general public benefits in economic terms from the interventions which local
publics desire. The drainage engineer recalled using the B£ST software to appraise several local
SuDS projects with the result that the monetary value estimated for water quality benefits turned
out to be negligible compared to the value of the benefits pertaining to flood risk mitigation,
amenity value, and public health. A similar picture emerges from the project examples on the
website promoting the software tool (SusDrain, 2020a).

Some technical experts have developed tactics for working around this misalignment. These
tactics, too, turn on the performativity of the public good. While no less material in their effect
of releasing funds, such performative practices are more consciously theatrical when technical
experts stage some benefits of SuDS in the foreground while backgrounding others. Whereas advo-
cates of SuDS stress their multiple benefits (SusDrain, 2020b), in practice their development tends
to be led by a primary benefit. Appraising BGI projects, technical experts have to weigh public
demand for water quality improvement against the multiple policy agendas of different funders
and select which demonstrable benefits should drive project implementation (cf. Dobson and
Dempsey, 2021; Horwood, 2011; Willems et al., 2021). Rather than directly responding to the
demands of a local public, the primary benefit leading SuDS development depends on appraisal
practices that match the evaluative metrics of different available funding streams with the calcula-
tive capacities of tools such as the B£ST software.

As a result, technical experts tactically emphasize the multiple co-benefits of projects to different
funders. As the municipal engineer put it, when assembling different grants in order to match the
sum needed for realizing a SuDS project ‘you’ve got to be a bit of a salesman’. A report summar-
izing 20 years of river restoration work in Greater London echoes our interviewee. Lamenting the
‘difficulty in aligning funding streams to deliver multi-benefit projects’, the report subsequently
details the practice of dividing project goals into primary objectives, which can be explicitly quan-
tified and demonstrated to funders, and secondary objectives, which ‘incorporate anticipated ben-
efits supported by local knowledge but are not usually as easily quantified as primary objectives’
(Webb et al., 2020). When SuDS ride on PiGs, salient economic benefits such as flood risk mitiga-
tion and amenity are foregrounded while the surface water quality improvement advocated by local
publics remains off-stage.

Discussion
Our findings suggest that water sector professionals respond to local demand for improving water
quality by constructing a general public in economic terms in order to secure resources for SuDS.
Securing funds pivots on the ability of technical experts to enact a PiG which demonstrably benefits
from investment into BGI. When the values of local publics prove incommensurable with the eco-
nomic benefit to the general public, technical experts solve this problem by selecting economically
salient benefits for demonstration.

Local and general publics can be compared as performative effects: both advocacy and appraisal
involve speech acts with potentially binding consequences for others (Butler, 2019). While advo-
cacy practices are capable of successfully enacting their version of the public good in the water
management arenas of urban regeneration, daylighting, and rewilding, the arena of public invest-
ment requires enacting a different public good with different means, namely through appraisal.
The two publics we examined differ not only with respect to the pragmatics of their enactment
in a specific arena of water management, that is, who is the actor that enacts the public through
which performative practice, directing this speech act towards which audience, and for what
purpose. The two publics importantly also differ in the substance of their claims. Local environ-
mental publics claim a deontological ethics of moral duty towards non-human nature when
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valuing the improvement of urban water quality. In contrast, the general public is characterized by
an instrumentalist relation towards non-human nature that conforms to the utilitarian ethics under-
pinning the natural capital framework (Gómez-Baggethun et al., 2010). We summarize the prag-
matic and substantive differences between publics in Table 1.

These differences extend to the kinds of value which the two publics bestow upon the natural
environment (Tadaki et al., 2017), particularly whether value is embedded into social relations
and malleable or wholly subjective and given (Hodgson, 1997). The way in which members of
environmental stewardship groups value urban nature is embedded into their collective modes
of environmental engagement (Eden, 2017). Engaging urban streams through collective prac-
tices of learning and hands-on intervention, members of local environmental stewardship
groups invest their relationship with the physical landscape with non-instrumentalist values
of recognition of non-human nature’s intrinsic worth, responsibility towards its repair, and
respect for its autonomy. When enacting a local environmental public, they argue on the
basis of these values, appealing to others to examine their own evaluative regard of urban
nature. In contrast to the enactment of these socially embedded and malleable values, the eco-
nomic performativity of environmental valuation remains incurious about what might substan-
tively motivate or change subjective preferences, instead recording these preferences once as
price points and subsequently aggregating them as the environmental values of the general
public.

Substantive differences further exist with respect to the scope of the public. Local environmental
publics, or PiPs, encompass a particular social group comprising locally affected residents. In con-
trast, the PiG enacted through cost-benefit analysis claims to represent a social totality.
Accordingly, the two publics are enacted alongside different spatialities, namely the relational spa-
tiality of a shared environmental condition and the national territory, respectively. Finally, local
environmental publics consider BGI primarily as a site of restoration and stewardship, whereas
the PiG enacts the same BGI as a natural capital asset.

The enactment of a PiG responds to the institutional requirement to demonstrate the economic
value of BGI, which in the context of UK public administration involves conducting cost-benefit
analysis. Whereas funding and as a consequence monetary valuation were of importance to tech-
nical experts, members of environmental stewardship groups did not regard their local rivers as

Table 1. Pragmatic and substantive differences between PiP and PiG.

Public-in-Particular (PiP) Public-in-General (PiG)

Actor Members of environmental stewardship

groups

Technical experts

Practice Environmental engagement Economic calculation

Audience Local authorities

Property developers

Residents

Funders

Purpose Political demand Administrative appraisal

Ethics Deontological Utilitarian

Value Embedded and malleable meaning of

relationship

Subjectivist and fixed magnitude of

preference

Scope Affected collective Social totality

Spatiality Relational Territorial

BGI Site of stewardship Asset

Conservation

strategy

Restoration Natural capital
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economic assets. This divergence would attest to the contingency of the plausibility of environmen-
tal valuation methods on social context (Fourcade, 2011).

Scholars of public participation in urban infrastructure planning emphasize the importance
of recognizing the varied and non-instrumentalist ways in which actors render their infra-
structural practices meaningful (Johnson et al., 2020). In our study, local residents valued
water quality. In contrast, the general public of project appraisal bestowed negligible eco-
nomic value on water quality. As a result, requiring that BGI investment be justified by dem-
onstrating economic benefits effectively effaces the diversity of values animating
environmental engagement and infrastructural practices. Cost-benefit analysis forecloses
value pluralism, forming a barrier to an inclusive approach to hydro-social water manage-
ment that ‘does not seek to translate different value systems into a common metric’
(Sharp, 2017: 15). Whereas the assessment of environmental outcomes lies outside of the
scope of this study, our findings suggest that appraising BGI as natural capital assets poten-
tially selects for projects with environmental objectives that have salient and readily demon-
strable economic value, for example, relating to flood risk mitigation for property owners. On
the flipside, the non-instrumental values on whose grounds local environmental stewardship
groups advocate for improving ecological quality are at risk of being crowded out of hydro-
social water management.10

Conclusion
Our main ambition has been to shed light on the misalignment between local environmental publics
and the general public of welfare economics in applied water management. Interviewing partici-
pants in BGI planning in London, we found that technical experts enact a general public and its
attendant utilitarian notion of the public good for the purpose of justifying public expenditure.
Interestingly for our case, this requirement to enact an exclusively economic notion of the public
good frustrates attempts by water sector professionals to deliver the water quality improvement
which local residents demand. While water management in England operates under putative
public engagement mandates, the non-instrumental values animating local publics remain illegible
to institutions requiring cost-benefit analysis for project appraisal. Current appraisal practice forms
a crucial barrier to achieving value pluralism in water management. Nevertheless, the practical
enactment of plural publics and their diverse values can be observed across different arenas of
water management. As the state of the water environment continues to stir local publics, decision-
makers should consider which notion of the public good besides economic benefit may justify
taking action.

Highlights

• Both BGI project appraisal and environmental advocacy involve performances of the public.
• Project appraisal requires performing a utilitarian public that benefits from ecosystem services

such as flood risk mitigation and amenity.
• Local advocates create demand for improving water quality by stressing environmental

stewardship.
• Whereas appraisal justifies public expenditure, it also renders environmental stewardship

illegible to funders.
• Current appraisal practice leads to a misalignment between investment and demand and frus-

trates value pluralism in participatory water management.
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Notes

1. Other calculative practices capable of performing a PiG include accounting and polling (Law, 2004;
Osborne and Rose, 1999).

2. The notion of environmental stewardship groups aligns with Eden’s (2017) argument that people’s spe-
cific relationships to the particular environments shape their knowledge and opinions.

3. On-site interviewing contributes to understanding the meaning of place (cf. De Wit, 2013).
4. In the context of local government such appraisal is seen as particularly important by the technical experts

we interviewed since members of the opposition are liable to investigate whether public funds have been
spent in a prudent fashion.

5. Scotland and Northern Ireland operate under different regimes.
6. Similar arguments continue to be made in favour of natural capital accounting (cf. Helm, 2015).
7. Akin to the way in which economists model society as an aggregate of individual preferences, liberal

democratic theory casts the democratic public as a social totality comprised of individual actors who
aim to satisfy their preferences through participation in the political process (Mouffe, 2005). Formally
modelling the preferences of citizens and customers alike, the calculative work of environmental cost-
benefit analysis mediates between the domains of politics and economics (Barry and Slater, 2002).

8. The national scale comprises England and Wales.
9. The EUWater Framework Directive requires public participation in the management of water resources at

the catchment level which, in England andWales, has been implemented in the form of catchment partner-
ships including government, the private sector, and environmental stewardship groups (Defra, 2013).

10. The ecological economics literature describes a similar phenomenon of motivation crowding
(Gómez-Baggethun et al., 2010).
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