
http://www.diva-portal.org

This is the published version of a paper published in Landscape Online.

Citation for the original published paper (version of record):

Carlsson, J., Lidestav, G., Bjärstig, T., Svensson, J., Nordström, E-M. (2017)
Opportunites for Integrated Landscape Planning: the Broker, the Arena, the Tool
Landscape Online, 55: 1-20
https://doi.org/10.3097/LO.201755

Access to the published version may require subscription.

N.B. When citing this work, cite the original published paper.

Permanent link to this version:
http://urn.kb.se/resolve?urn=urn:nbn:se:umu:diva-142858



*Corresponding author. Email: Julia.Carlsson@slu.se

© The Authors. 2017. Landscape Online. This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms 
of the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0), which 
permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is 
properly cited. 

ISSN 1865-1542 – www.landscapeonline.de – http://dx.doi.org/10.3097/LO.201755

Page 1RESEARCH ARTICLE

LANDSCAPE ONLINE 55:1-20 (2017), DOI 10.3097/LO.201755

Julia Carlsson1*, Gun Lidestav1, Therese Bjärstig2, Johan Svensson3, Eva-Maria Nordström1

1 Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, Dep. of Forest Resource Management, Skogsmarksgränd, SE-90183 Umeå, Sweden
2 Umeå University, Dep. of Political Science, SE-90187 Umeå, Sweden
3 Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, Dep. of Wildlife, Fish and Environmental Studies, Skogsmarksgränd, SE-90183 
Umeå, Sweden

Abstract

As an integrated social and ecological system, the forest landscape includes multiple values. The need for a 
landscape approach in land use planning is being increasingly advocated in research, policy and practice. This 
paper explores how institutional conditions in the forest policy and management sector can be developed 
to meet demands for a multifunctional landscape perspective. Departing from obstacles recognised in 
collaborative planning literature, we build an analytical framework which is operationalised in a Swedish 
context at municipal level. Our case illustrating this is Vilhelmina Model Forest, where actual barriers and 
opportunities for a multiple-value landscape approach are identified through 32 semi-structured interviews 
displaying stakeholders’ views on forest values, ownership rights and willingness to consider multiple values, 
forest policy and management premises, and collaboration. As an opportunity to overcome the barriers, 
we suggest and discuss three key components by which an integrated landscape planning approach could 
be realized in forest management planning: the need for a landscape coordinator (broker), the need for a 
collaborative forum (arena), and the development of the existing forest management plan into an advanced 
multifunctional landscape plan (tool).
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1 Introduction

1.1 The landscape concept

The landscape as a concept and approach is 
evolving in research, policy and practise, in Sweden 
and elsewhere around the world. Landscapes are 
increasingly being understood as multifunctional and 
dynamic entities of social and ecological systems; 
that is, spatially and/or temporally defined entities 
where multiple functions and values associated with 
natural, cultural and societal values are integrated in 
the interests of both existing and potential land users 
(Angelstam et al. 2015; Bolliger et al. 2010; Brandt 
& Vejre 2004; de Groot 2006; Gallent et al. 2004; 
Selman 2012; Termorshuizen & Opdam 2009). Many 
critical landscape functions are affected by human 
interactions with natural processes (Termorshuizen 
& Opdam 2009), such as climate change mitigation 
and adaptation, biodiversity, economic productivity, 
energy security, public health and wellbeing, social 
cohesion and aesthetic beauty (Bolliger et al. 2010; 
Brandt & Vejre 2004). Consequently, policy-makers, 
scientists and practitioners have raised arguments 
for a landscape perspective in land-use planning and 
management where values, interests and needs are 
integrated. The development and ratification of the 
European Landscape Convention (Berlan-Darqué et 
al. 2008; Jones & Stenseke 2011; Secco et al. 2014) is 
an example in this direction. 

From a biophysical point of view, a landscape is a 
continuum  of land cover types, (e.g. forest,  agricultural 
land and water bodies) and the transitions between 
them (Svensson et al. 2012). Spatial and temporal 
perspectives on multiple scales are especially 
important under changing premises caused by 
climate change, new land use policies or changing 
demands on natural resources since adaptation, 
mitigation and sustainability opportunities rely on 
holistic approaches (cf. Svensson et al. 2012). Since 
the values of the forest landscape are interrelated 
and interacting, it is logical to promote coherent and 
comprehensive planning to secure and benefit the 
provision of multiple values for multiple purposes 
and objectives. However, it can be challenging to 
apply a landscape approach in practical land-use 

planning, since a landscape is an entity whose 
geographic scale depends on what type of land use 
that are in focus in a planning process (Bettinger et 
al. 2009; Jørgensen et al. 2016). Furthermore, when 
several components (e.g. habitats) and demands on 
landscapes are considered simultaneously, land use 
conflicts may occur (Bolliger et al. 2010; Monroe & 
Butler 2015). Since planning processes are dependent 
on social structures of institutions and systems (Roe 
2007), a feasible integrated landscape planning (ILP) 
approach could provide an inter-sectoral framework 
by functioning as an “umbrella” that connects 
demands and planning tools from different sectors 
(Brandt & Vejre 2004; Carvalho-Ribeiro et al. 2010; 
Cullotta et al. 2015; Dolman et al. 2001; MacFarlane 
2007). It has been clearly expressed at high political 
levels – e.g., the key policy messages adopted by FAO 
for achieving the sustainable development goals – 
that improved coordination (key message no. 5) and 
integrated land-use planning (key message no. 8) are 
critical planning aspects that need to be developed 
(FAO 2016).

1.2 Effects of a sectorial planning tradition

The European Landscape Convention stresses the 
importance of enhancing awareness and knowledge 
exchange on landscapes as socio-ecological systems 
(Mikusinski et al. 2013). However, in Sweden, as in 
many other countries, the sectorial responsibility-
frame is deeply rooted in the system of public 
administration. This has resulted in a planning 
paradigm where the regulatory authorities act 
independently of each other (Andersson et al. 
2013; Beland Lindahl et al. 2017; Hysing 2009) and 
thus where the multifunctional components that 
characterises, e.g., rural planning (Gallent et al. 
2004), are reduced or absent. Consequently, forestry, 
agriculture, infrastructure, nature conservation, 
energy production and reindeer husbandry sectors, 
which are dominant in northern Sweden, are planned 
separately without integration (Esselin 2014; 
Sandström & Lindkvist 2009). The sectorial planning 
paradigm in the Swedish forest sector has prevailed 
throughout the industrialisation era of the 20th 
century and resulted in a situation where a mono-
functional land use strategy has been adopted as the 
most economically efficient (Brandt & Vejre 2004). 
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“Sector responsibility” was formally introduced in 
the forest sector in 1988 and further strengthened 
as the biodiversity strategy was adopted in the 
early 1990s (Beland Lindahl et al. 2017; Bush 2010). 
Different authorities are responsible for various, 
often overlapping, components and functions of 
a landscape, and have unclear roles and mandates 
considering the landscape as a whole. This is 
particularly obvious on national and regional levels, 
in contrast to local level where municipality agencies 
are expected to exercise holistic considerations in 
their comprehensive plans (Andersson et al. 2013; 
Bjärstig et al. 2017). Furthermore, there is often an 
incoherency in how various sector policies interpret 
the concept of ‘landscape’ (Esselin 2014). Even 
though sectors such as forestry, agriculture or water 
management are increasingly including sustainable 
development objectives in planning, their separate 
spatial, policy and strategic foci hinders sustainable 
landscape management (cf. Svensson et al. 2012) 
across biophysical and jurisdictional borders (Farcy 
2004).

The large number of private non-industrial forest 
(NIPF) owners1 in Sweden is a contributing factor 
(Andersson et al. 2013; Angelstam et al. 2015; 
Forsberg 2012) to the sectorial “isolation” in the 
forestry sector. Although diversity in objectives 
and behaviour may be expected (cf. Simonsson 
et al. 2015), the NIPF owners commonly engage 
consultancy services and contractors for the 
forestry operations, which leads to streamlining 
of forest management implementation (Hokajärvi 
et al. 2009; Hujala et al. 2009; Kindstrand et al. 
2008). Consequently, the magnitude and diversity 
of NIPF ownersare not reflected in a higher degree 
of diversification on estate and stand levels, due to 
dominant logic of the industrial forestry (Holmgren 
& Arora-Jonsson 2015). 

Multifunctionality can to some extent be dealt with 
by laws and regulations. For example, the current 
Swedish Forestry Act states that environmental 
and social functions are to be considered equally 
important as production functions (goals). It can be 
claimed that current forest management plans have 
a multifunctional approach, since measures such as 

1 A total of 329541 persons, who own 50 % of the productive 
forest land in Sweden (SFA 2014)

nature conservation, water quality improvement 
(buffer zones), recreational interests and carbon 
sequestration are increasingly being considered 
(Beland Lindahl et al. 2017; Ingemarson 2004). 
However, with an apparent shift to more liberal 
forms of policy steering of the Swedish forestry 
sector during recent decades (Appelstrand 2012; 
Beland Lindahl et al. 2017; Simonsson et al. 2015), 
the implementation of equal importance to different 
functions and goals basically rests on voluntary 
measures by assigning forest owners “freedom with 
responsibility” in management decisions.

The past and present procedure of creating a forest 
management plan (FMP) for private owners has 
been thoroughly described by Brukas and Sallnäs 
(2012). The FMP works as a decision-support tool 
for the NIPF owner, but is also a policy instrument 
in which regulations, planning instructions and 
forest inventory methods are promoted by the 
Swedish Forest Agency as a management paradigm 
responding to the owner’s concerns. Timber 
production is usually prioritised. The FMP is non-
mandatory, and there is no data about how many 
Swedish NIPF owners that have a FMP. 

1.3 Collaborative processes – challenges and 
opportunities

Collaborative processes in forest and landscape 
governance, management and planning are 
increasingly being promoted to bring together 
diverse actors in dialogue to address complex 
problems (Appelstrand 2002; Berlan-Darqué et al. 
2008; Innes & Booher 2010; Jones & Stenseke 2011; 
Sandström 2015). It has been argued that “when local 
communities and other stakeholders are empowered 
through ongoing involvement in collaborative 
processes, participants can develop a sense of 
responsibility for the successful implementation 
of management plans and even govern their own 
actions to meet established goals”(Keough & Blahna 
2006, p. 1375). Collaborative planning has been 
defined as “an interactive process of consensus 
building and implementation using stakeholder and 
public involvement” (Margerum 2002, p. 237). The 
concept advocates the establishment of partnership-
based arenas as a way to reach mutually acceptable 
outcomes (Raitio 2012; Wondolleck & Yaffee 2000).
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Although it can be argued that Swedish forest policy 
is based on a long tradition of consensus-oriented 
deliberations between stakeholders (Schlyter & 
Stjernquist 2010), the range of actors who have 
formal rights or duties in the forest governance 
system is relatively narrow (Beland Lindahl et al. 
2017). Andersson et al. (2013) argued that there 
are several problems regarding the implementation 
of collaborative approaches in Sweden. On the 
local scale, there are few examples of formal for a 
where different stakeholders can meet regularly 
to discuss issues regarding land-use, planning and 
management of multiple forest values, across areas 
with ownership diversity. 

An interesting example of a landscape scale arena 
is the Model Forest concept. It was first developed 
in Canada and has resulted in the establishment 
of more than 50 Model Forests around the world 
(Bonnell et al. 2012; IMFN 2015). The Model Forests 
are voluntary initiatives linking forestry, research, 
agriculture, recreation, and many other land base-
generated activities within a given spatial entity 
(landscape) through an inclusive, collaborative and 
transparent stakeholder-driven organisational body. 
The economic, ecological and socio-cultural values 
and needs of local communities are combined for 
long-term sustainability on a landscape scale. The 
Model Forest concept focuses on communicative and 
collaborative approaches, mixing local, traditional, 
and scientific knowledge in a transdisciplinary multi-
stakeholder and multi-functional manor (Bonnell et 
al. 2012; Ho et al. 2014). Other landscape initiatives, 
such as the UNESCO Man and the Biosphere 
Programme (Esselin 2014; Richnau et al. 2013) have 
approaches that in similar ways encompass bottom-
up perspectives, transparency and collaboration.

1.4 Objectives 

Departing from a general assumption that successful 
implementation of integrated and multifunctional 
landscape planning is not realised due to institutional 
barriers, we take an explorative route (cf. Hahn & 
Knoke 2010) to elucidate opportunities for advance. 
We address three commonly recognised barriers in the 
literature: the  need for participation, transparency 
and bottom-up input through knowledge-based 
facilitation; the need for a collaborative platform or 

forum where solutions may be tested, evaluated and 
communicated; and the need for a better planning 
framework by developing the traditional and well-
known FMP. Vilhelmina Model Forest, which was 
established as the first Model Forest in Europe in 
2004 (Svensson et al. 2012), is used as an empirical 
testing ground. 

2 Methods and analytical framework

2.1 Vilhelmina Model Forest – the case 

The Vilhelmina Model Forest (VMF) encompass 
the land base of the municipality of Vilhelmina, in 
northwest Sweden. The landscape area, in total  
850,000 ha, is dominated by boreal forest and 
the Fennoscandian mountains (Svensson et al. 
2012); 40% is subject to forest management, 21% 
is protected forested area (mostly non-productive 
forest), and 38%  is  non-forested area (Figure 1). 
Forest ownership in the area encompasses a mix of 
state and industry (64% of the productive forested 
land) and non-industrial private forest owners 
(36% of the productive forest land). According 
to demographic data from 2016, there are 2621 
NIPF owners, where of 1177 are residents in the 
municipality, corresponding to 17% of the inhabitants 
in Vilhelmina (SFA 2016). Vilhelmina’s population has 
decreased over the last few decades and currently 
numbers approximately 6800 inhabitants (Statistics 
Sweden 2016).

The diverse values provided by forests in the 
Swedish northern inland have been described by, for 
example, Sandström C. et al. (2011, 2016), Svensson 
et al. (2012), and Sténs et al. (2016). Historically, the 
municipality has been highly dependent on timber 
production. The last saw mill was shut down in 2013, 
which at the time was the largest private employer 
in Vilhelmina. Specific for northern Sweden, the 
indigenous Sami population has the reserved right 
to conduct the traditional livelihood of reindeer 
herding, which is taking place on the same land as 
forest production and other land use (Sandström P. 
et al. 2016).
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2.2 Semi-structured interviews

We conducted qualitative interviews, in total 32 
face-to-face interviews, to create an empirical 
basis of local forest stakeholder perspectives. 
The interviews were semi-structured with open-
ended questions that followed Kvale (1996). The 
participants were both men and women, resident 
and non-resident stakeholders, and of varying age. 
The following interest categories were represented: 
NIPF owners or forest owner organisations (22 
people); forestry industry and entrepreneurs (4); 
national, county level or local authorities (6); non-
governmental organisations (nature conservation, 
game management, geology, Sami people) (5); and 
one person representing education and research. 
Some participants represented more than one 
category, and all participants also had an interest in 
various outdoor recreation. The participants were 
contacted with help of the local Swedish Forest 
Agency office and the VMF network (Vilhelmina 
Model Forest 2016).

The interview questions aimed to capture the 
stakeholder participants’ understanding of the role 

of forest values in the landscape, ownership rights, 
forest policy and management premises, and actor 
networks and collaboration, focusing on governance 
challenges from a NIPF ownership perspective. The 
duration of the interviews was around 90 minutes 
(60 to 120 minutes). All interviews were recorded 
and transcribed. The transcripts were analysed and 
coded following grounded theory (Charmaz 2006). 
The codes were grouped into four broad thematic 
areas: 

1) Ownership and forest landscape values; 

2) Forest policy and management premises; 

3) Sectorial planning tradition; 

4) Collaboration and the need of a landscape 
perspective (see also Table 1).

The original interview language was Swedish, so all 
of the interview excerpts presented here are the 
authors’ translations into English. Confidentiality was 
maintained throughout, which is why no references 
to the representation are made after the quotes, as 
the interview persons would then be easy to identify. 

 
Figure 1: The location of the Vilhelmina municipality and Vilhelmina Model Forest in Sweden, indicating the largest 
villages, roads and railway and the distribution of land cover classes: Dark green – forest; yellow – mires and agricultural 
land; blue – water; light green – mountain birch tree-line forest; white – high alpine without woody vegetation.  

Map made by Camilla Thellbro.
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2.3 Analytical framework 

By departing from identified obstacles in 
collaborative planning literature (e.g. Healey 
1997; Innes 2016; Margerum 2011), we created 
an analytical framework that was operationalised 
in a Swedish municipal context to examine the 
possibilities for using a collaborative landscape 
approach (Opdam et al. 2015). Following Margerum 
(2002) as one illustrative and practically oriented 
example, we perceived collaborative planning as 
an interactive process of consensus building and 
implementation using stakeholder and public 
involvement. However, the practical implementation 
of collaborative planning often confronts a range 
of significant obstacles involving compositional, 
contextual, operational, organisational and 
ideological aspects, as well as power and capacity 
(Margerum 2002). In this study we addressed all 
of these aspects. The compositional aspect refers 
to the degree of stakeholder inclusiveness; the 
ideological aspect may be obstacles in terms of 
differing perceptions of problems; and contextual 
considers for example societal-level dynamics, 
technical complexity and historical obstacles. 
The operational aspect refers to availability of 
adequate resources (financial, knowledge, time  
etc.)  as well as  to  the facilitation of the process 
(for example a trained facilitator, consensus among 
stakeholders). The organisational aspect concerns 
factors such as political and organisational cultures 
and organisational disincentives. Lastly, the aspect 
of power and capacity refers to the capacity to 
manage, influence and understand processes and 
mobilise for action, and consequently reflects that 
stakeholders have such skills and are able to use 
them with trustworthiness and respect.

Along the lines of Margerum (2002) but more 
applied, Andersson et al. (2013) identified three 
main problems regarding the implementation of 
collaborative approaches on the municipality level 
in Sweden: 

(1) the lack of skills in developing collaboration;

(2) a lack of initiative that integrates relevant 
stakeholders to address sustainability issues; and

(3) a lack of information on status and trends for 

sustainability that cover entire landscapes available 
to stakeholders. 

We complemented the theoretical categorisation of 
obstacles identified by Margerum (2002) with the 
problems in a Swedish municipal context identified 
by Andersson et al. (2013) to create a framework 
for assessing theoretical and empirical findings 
reported in the literature in the context of local 
stakeholder perspectives in Vilhelmina. Where 
Margerum’s practice-oriented model operationalise 
organisational challenges on a general level, 
Andersson exemplify technical problems in 
development of collaboration. The grouping and 
correspondence of barriers between Margerum 
(2002) and Andersson et al. (2013) could be done 
in several ways, where we chose, in our opinion, 
the most clear connection to create an illustrative 
example (see Table 2), even though the barriers 
interact with each other.

3 Local views on integrated landscape 
planning

The NIPF owners are according to tradition and 
policy expected to consider multiple values and 
services in their management and other land-use 
on their land to satisfy both private individual and 
public goals – e.g., biodiversity, reindeer husbandry, 
recreation, tourism, hunting, water management, 
etc. This has resulted in a complex governance 
situation when considering the strong ownership 
rights tradition in Sweden. The ownership rights are 
regarded as crucial in “development, welfare and 
natural resource management, being deeply rooted 
in history, identity and local practice” (Ambjörnsson 
et al. 2016, p. 114). This matter is strongly reflected 
among the interview persons, who shared and 
represented several views on forest ownership 
objectives. Different typologies of forest owners 
can be found in the literature (Ficko et al. 2017). In 
this explorative study we were able to distinguish 
three types of views on ownership rights and forest 
management goals among our interviewees, at large 
corresponding with the forest owner typologies by 
Ingemarson et al. (2006), Nijnik& Mather (2008) and 
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Wiersum et al. (2005)2. First, the economist type, 
who regards the main forest goal as the production 
of saw logs and pulp wood for economic revenue. 
This group of forest stakeholders (14 interviewees) 
holds strongly on the fundaments of ownership 
rights and guard their exclusive “self-evident” 
right to determine the use of their forest property 
themselves (Table 1:1).

Second, the multi-objective type, promotes the 
timber production objectives and the importance 
of well-managed forests, but also acknowledges the 
demands of diverse high-quality values and products 
to meet market demands (Table 1:2 a-c). Interviewees 
advocating this view (11) displays insight in the need 
of a landscape perspective and multifunctionality. 
They support further development of multifunctional 
forestry serving several objectives by using natural 
variation and multiple tree species, protecting 
biodiversity, securing water quality, and promoting 
recreation values for leisure and hunting, etc. in 
the landscape. They see new business production 
sectors as alternatives to traditional saw logs 
and pulpwood products. For example, there is a 
pronounced interest in expanding nature tourism 
and negotiating contracts with specific forest users-
groups for financial remuneration of the products 
and services provided. 

Third, the conservationist type, expressed by three 
interviewees, focuses on the intrinsic value of nature 
as a common; maintaining and creating new areas of 
wilderness and ecosystem goods and services (Table 
1:3 a-b). 

Many of the interview participants described 
a strong public opinion and attachment to the 
forest resource in general. They all spend time 
in the forests pursuing leisure and recreational 
activities, hunting and fishing, etc. The willingness 
of NIPF owners to make considerations to multiple 
interests is a key issue regarding present constraints 
for implementing a landscape approach in forest 
planning. At the same time, the ownership rights 
are strongly acknowledged. In the interviews, the 

2 Some interview persons could be connected to several 
views, foremost both 2 and 3, but were added to the most 
pronounced one, and four of the stakeholders were not 
possible to categorise.

most frequent examples of what is experienced as 
intrusions on ownership rights are nature reserve 
establishments and registration of woodland key 
habitats3 in forest areas planned to be harvested, 
access for tourism or berry enterprises, adaptations 
to reindeer husbandry demands, and limitations in 
the use of continuous cover forest management4. 
NIPF owners often question their responsibility on 
behalf of other interests since they own the land, 
pay for the management, pay taxes and so forth. 
Several participants argued that the ‘freedom 
with responsibility’ results in a diversified forest 
management that meets several interests, but 
questioned whether it is possible to meet all the 
interests with financial means and if it is possible to 
determine an acceptable level of consideration and 
its costs (Table 1:4 a-b).

Several interviewees noted that political institutions 
and opinions have a large mandate to decide on the 
future forest management, but also that consumers, 
market prices, and not least the large-scale forest 
companies, as dominant players in the forest sector, 
are important drivers in decision making. Others 
argued that the market influence exceeds the 
political means (Table 1:4 c).

Furthermore, the interviewees expressed that 
decision-making is taking place too far away from 
the local area. There is a general feeling that it is 
difficult to influence political decision making, since 
that requires lobbying on a higher political level. In 
addition, many decisions have an indirect effect on 
forestry; e.g., concerning infrastructure, tax levels, 
and employer fees (Table 1:4 d).

Regarding the sectorial planning tradition, some 
of the interviewees raised critiques about the 
streamlined policy and management paradigm 
(Table 1:5 a). In addition to the sectorial planning 
tradition, the need to shift focus from estate levels 
to a landscape level and multifunctional perspective, 
was also expressed (Table 1:5 b).

3 Notification, but without formal protection status, of a 
demarcated area as a habitat with high nature conservation 
values; see e.g. Gustafsson et al. (1999).

4 use of silvicultural systems whereby the forest canopy is 
maintained at one or more levels without clear felling.
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Concerning collaboration and the need of a 
landscape planning approach, the challenges of 
sectorial planning and the diverse views on the 
objectives of forest management was highlighted 
through arguments for collaborative, participatory 
and knowledge and information exchange, as 
examples of governance means for securing rural 
development. Apparently, their association with 

VMF as a potential forum and arena has generated 
positive prospects for increased local consensus-
making and democracy (Table 1:6 a-c). However, 
there is also critique raised towards how the VMF has 
succeeded so far, highlighting a common challenge 
of participatory processes, namely the incentives 
for engaging voluntarily in demanding and time 
consuming meetings (Table 1:6 d).

Table 1: Example of statements in the interviews. The quotes are sorted by the thematic codes and are referred to 
in text by the numbers in the second column (first theme has three numbers for each owner type). The quotes are 
connected to potential solutions as to how improve ILP through (broker, arena and/or tool) in the end right column.

Themes No Quotes from interviews Solution 

Ownership 
and forest 
landscape 
values 

1  The economic interest is the largest, regardless of whether you 
are a large-scale or small-scale forest owner.  

Broker 

2 a We must look broadly at forestry; that is the key. An area can 
vary so much. It fosters multiple uses of the land, to maximise its 
utility. Then, it is the economy of the owner that rules.  

Broker, 
Tool 

2 b I want to perform highly active forestry and use the potential of 
all kinds of values – timber production, tourism values, nature 
values, recreation.  

Tool, 
Arena 

 2 c There seems to be a larger openness to variation in management. 
People think forward – how do I want to manage my estate, what 
values to produce, use alternative cutting methods, consider 
climate change adaptation. 

Tool 

 3 a If I happen to own a piece of land, then I have almost unlimited 
possibilities to do what I want. I have a hard time accepting that. 
In a society, everyone is dependent on the land and on the 
climate and environment. 

Broker 

 3 b I think it is very good to make reserves, very good indeed. It is not 
reasonable that I should be able to harvest all. I am very happy 
that one has limited that kind of forestry. /…/ I want to 
contribute to the protection of unique nature. But as we protect 
it for the benefit of all, it is not reasonable that I should bear the 
costs alone.  

Broker, 
Arena, 
Tool 

Forest policy 
and manage-
ment 
premises 

4 a There are so many stakeholders that want to use the forest land: 
tourism enterprises, snow mobile drivers, mining and hydro 
power companies, hunters, nature conservationists, reindeer 
husbandry, berry enterprises. It is putting enterprises against 
each other. To me, it is fine that the public spend time in the 
forest, but when it comes to enterprises it is another matter. 
What does the tourism industry pay to me as a forest owner? 
Where did the ownership rights go? We should maintain the 
Public Rights of Access, but there are customs for what is 
allowed. 

Broker, 
Arena, 
Tool 

 4 b As kids we joined the reindeer separation, it [reindeer 
husbandry] was closely related and we had a lot to do with them, 
but today I feel injustice from an entrepreneur perspective. I 
have to pay consideration to their enterprise in my forest 
management, but their enterprise does not need to consider 
mine. It is important to look at it from both perspectives. We 
have to reach consensus.  

Broker, 
Arena 

 4 c One can surely find and develop new conservation strategies that 
allow us to still use the land. It could be possible to conduct a 
careful selective cutting in a nature reserve, making it possible to 

Broker, 
Arena 
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Themes No Quotes from interviews Solution 

Ownership 
and forest 
landscape 
values 

1  The economic interest is the largest, regardless of whether you 
are a large-scale or small-scale forest owner.  

Broker 

2 a We must look broadly at forestry; that is the key. An area can 
vary so much. It fosters multiple uses of the land, to maximise its 
utility. Then, it is the economy of the owner that rules.  

Broker, 
Tool 

2 b I want to perform highly active forestry and use the potential of 
all kinds of values – timber production, tourism values, nature 
values, recreation.  

Tool, 
Arena 

 2 c There seems to be a larger openness to variation in management. 
People think forward – how do I want to manage my estate, what 
values to produce, use alternative cutting methods, consider 
climate change adaptation. 

Tool 

 3 a If I happen to own a piece of land, then I have almost unlimited 
possibilities to do what I want. I have a hard time accepting that. 
In a society, everyone is dependent on the land and on the 
climate and environment. 

Broker 

 3 b I think it is very good to make reserves, very good indeed. It is not 
reasonable that I should be able to harvest all. I am very happy 
that one has limited that kind of forestry. /…/ I want to 
contribute to the protection of unique nature. But as we protect 
it for the benefit of all, it is not reasonable that I should bear the 
costs alone.  

Broker, 
Arena, 
Tool 

Forest policy 
and manage-
ment 
premises 

4 a There are so many stakeholders that want to use the forest land: 
tourism enterprises, snow mobile drivers, mining and hydro 
power companies, hunters, nature conservationists, reindeer 
husbandry, berry enterprises. It is putting enterprises against 
each other. To me, it is fine that the public spend time in the 
forest, but when it comes to enterprises it is another matter. 
What does the tourism industry pay to me as a forest owner? 
Where did the ownership rights go? We should maintain the 
Public Rights of Access, but there are customs for what is 
allowed. 

Broker, 
Arena, 
Tool 

 4 b As kids we joined the reindeer separation, it [reindeer 
husbandry] was closely related and we had a lot to do with them, 
but today I feel injustice from an entrepreneur perspective. I 
have to pay consideration to their enterprise in my forest 
management, but their enterprise does not need to consider 
mine. It is important to look at it from both perspectives. We 
have to reach consensus.  

Broker, 
Arena 

 4 c One can surely find and develop new conservation strategies that 
allow us to still use the land. It could be possible to conduct a 
careful selective cutting in a nature reserve, making it possible to 

Broker, 
Arena 

take out high-quality timber, to make it economically sustainable. 

 4 d Those with power are not here, neither for reindeer husbandry, 
forestry nor nature protection. Not even on the municipality 
level. The real power is to be found at the state level through 
directives, etc.  

Broker, 
Arena 

Sectorial 
planning 
tradition 

5 a Within the near future, in one or two decades, I think the main 
actors will remain to be the forest companies, which do almost 
whatever they want. The authority will “walk in their leash”. They 
will think in the same way, production and rationality, the 
economic aspect superior of all other values. 

Broker, 
Arena, 
Tool 

 5 b As regards final felling, there must be a certain responsibility to 
put a holistic view on the landscape, across estate borders. If 
several land owners clear-cut at the same time, large areas are 
impacted overall. One has to consider that. There are many 
values to handle; high nature values, cultural heritage, reindeer 
husbandry, social values. What is missing in general is the 
landscape perspective. It is difficult, even at the forest agency, 
even though it is demanded in documents by both managers and 
politicians. Just defining what a landscape is… [is challenging].  

Broker, 
Arena, 
Tool 

Collaborati-
on and the 
need of a 
landscape 
perspective 

6 a It all concerns how to use the common nature resource. If we 
could come closer to the core values through VMF, it would 
enable large changes in the local community and lift the issue to 
another level; to have the courage to problematise and focus on 
the importance for future survival. To build and develop a 
stronger local society while at the same time as preserving and 
maintaining values – that’s where the MF can contribute. 

Arena 

 6 b But in the long term one could hope that there are those working 
to establish another kind of decision-making with more 
involvement of other forest and land stakeholders, where the 
social and cultural, and not least the ecological values are 
incorporated. One could hope that, in the long term, a more 
deepened participation based forest management will develop. It 
is not only the forest owner who should decide what he wants. 
The MF has this ambition; it is reasonable in all sorts of ways.  

Arena 

 6 c A problem is that people have too little knowledge, that they do 
not understand each other’s interests. In VMF people are 
beginning to talk and understand, see visions; I believe in that.  

Arena 

 6 d I think it is a failure that so few people know what VMF is. It was 
supposed to be something so interesting that people would like 
to engage and contribute, based on voluntarism. However, 
people do not have the energy, time or resources to engage, 
especially if you cannot make it economically feasible for land 
owners. 

Broker, 
Arena 
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4 Opportunities for integrated landscape 
planning 

The empirical material has contextualised the 
institutional conditions in Sweden in general, and 
Vilhelmina in particular. Based on the interviews, 
we discuss three potential solutions that correspond 
to the obstacles and problems regarding the 
implementation of integrated landscape planning 
(ILP) identified and exemplified by Margerum (2002) 
and Andersson et al. (2013); these are summarised 
as barriers for ILP in Table 2.

Departing from Andersson et al. (2013), the key 
questions are: how to develop facilitation and 
leadership skills for enabling collaboration; how to 
stimulate knowledge and information exchange; and 
how to assist stakeholder initiated arenas where an 
integrated landscape planning can be nourished. 
The interview study revealed constraints imposed 
by sectorial planning, the ability of local forest 
stakeholders in Vilhelmina to consider the wider 
forest landscape, and highlighted the potential for 
Model Forests to act as arenas for collaborative 

stakeholder engagement. Below we suggest and 
present three opportunities for making forest 
planning more collaborative and inclusive of multiple 
landscape values.

4.1 The broker – neutral coordination and mediation

There is a need for legislative changes to foster 
the implementation and training of collaborative 
techniques (Carr et al. 1998). Effective involvement 
of forest stakeholders requires institutionalised 
participation on all levels of governance, from policy 
formulation to local-level planning (Raitio 2012). 
Clear administrative responsibilities and more 
harmonised policies between pan-national, national, 
regional (county) and local (municipality) levels are 
needed in order to make the governance situation 
transparent and efficient in landscape management 
and planning (Svensson et al. 2012). 

Working infrastructure and communication routines 
to inform land-use actors need to be established in 
order to ensure collaboration and understandable 
outcomes (Boon 2000; Innes & Booher 2010; 
Wondolleck & Yaffee 2000), as well as coordinated 
and comprehensive information about ongoing 

take out high-quality timber, to make it economically sustainable. 

 4 d Those with power are not here, neither for reindeer husbandry, 
forestry nor nature protection. Not even on the municipality 
level. The real power is to be found at the state level through 
directives, etc.  

Broker, 
Arena 

Sectorial 
planning 
tradition 

5 a Within the near future, in one or two decades, I think the main 
actors will remain to be the forest companies, which do almost 
whatever they want. The authority will “walk in their leash”. They 
will think in the same way, production and rationality, the 
economic aspect superior of all other values. 

Broker, 
Arena, 
Tool 

 5 b As regards final felling, there must be a certain responsibility to 
put a holistic view on the landscape, across estate borders. If 
several land owners clear-cut at the same time, large areas are 
impacted overall. One has to consider that. There are many 
values to handle; high nature values, cultural heritage, reindeer 
husbandry, social values. What is missing in general is the 
landscape perspective. It is difficult, even at the forest agency, 
even though it is demanded in documents by both managers and 
politicians. Just defining what a landscape is… [is challenging].  

Broker, 
Arena, 
Tool 

Collaborati-
on and the 
need of a 
landscape 
perspective 

6 a It all concerns how to use the common nature resource. If we 
could come closer to the core values through VMF, it would 
enable large changes in the local community and lift the issue to 
another level; to have the courage to problematise and focus on 
the importance for future survival. To build and develop a 
stronger local society while at the same time as preserving and 
maintaining values – that’s where the MF can contribute. 

Arena 

 6 b But in the long term one could hope that there are those working 
to establish another kind of decision-making with more 
involvement of other forest and land stakeholders, where the 
social and cultural, and not least the ecological values are 
incorporated. One could hope that, in the long term, a more 
deepened participation based forest management will develop. It 
is not only the forest owner who should decide what he wants. 
The MF has this ambition; it is reasonable in all sorts of ways.  

Arena 

 6 c A problem is that people have too little knowledge, that they do 
not understand each other’s interests. In VMF people are 
beginning to talk and understand, see visions; I believe in that.  

Arena 

 6 d I think it is a failure that so few people know what VMF is. It was 
supposed to be something so interesting that people would like 
to engage and contribute, based on voluntarism. However, 
people do not have the energy, time or resources to engage, 
especially if you cannot make it economically feasible for land 
owners. 

Broker, 
Arena 
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planning processes, decisions and consequences 
for the stakeholders and the natural values in forest 
landscapes. Such transparency is a prerequisite for 
effective collaboration among different societal 
sectors and levels of governance (Adger & Jordan  
2009; Borrini-Feyerabend 2004).

The European Landscape Convention states that 
protection, management and planning of landscapes 

are most effective if responsibility is entrusted to the 
competent authorities closest to the communities 
concerned (Jones & Stenseke 2011). Andersson et al. 
(2013) also pointed out that functional collaboration 
requires the competence of communicators or 
facilitators in order to develop a successful process. 
The implementation of participatory approaches 
is a challenge, especially as it may be unclear 
how administrations should adopt multi-purpose 

Institutional conditions 

Forest ownership structure; Sectorial planning tradition; Forest policy and management premises 

Barriers for ILP Opportunities for ILP 
Analytical framework 

Margerum (2002) 
Andersson et al. (2013) 

Interviews Solutions 

Operational 
Lack of skills  
to develop 

collaboration 

- Lack of landscape-level 
governance and 
administration 
- Lack of communication 
between sectors and 
stakeholders 
- Different views on ownership 
rights 

Landscape Coordinator 
 

“The broker” Power and 
capacity 

Organisational 

Lack of initiative 
/arena 

- Varying possibilities and 
resources to take part in 
collaborative processes 
- Lack of communication and 
knowledge exchange 

Vilhelmina Model Forest 
 

“The arena” 
Compositional 

Contextual 

Lack of 
information 

- No coordination between 
neighbouring estates 
- No coordinated overview or 
consequence analysis of 
multifunctional values on 
landscape level 
- Short planning horizon (10-
20 years) 
- Lack of consideration of 
social values  

Enhanced forest 
management plan 

 
“The tool” 

Ideological 

 

Table 2: Departing from the institutional conditions, this table illustrate how we synthesise the barriers for ILP from 
obstacles and problems described in the analytical framework, and from highlighted challenges in the interviews. To 
overcome those barriers, we suggest three thematic solutions.
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planning, inter-sectoral coordination and manage 
conflict resolution (Böhling & Arzberger 2014). In 
situations where collaborative processes involve 
negotiations for what could be uncertain goals 
and outcomes, there is a need to institutionalise 
stakeholder participation and create organisational 
cultures that can facilitate such processes (Reed 
2008). 

One suggestion that has been raised in the VMF 
(Jougda, former VMF general manager, 2015, 
personal communication), is the concept of a 
‘landscape coordinator’ (landskapslots in Swedish). 
The landscape coordinator should act as a broker and 
pilot to guide, mediate and close the gap between 
decision makers and those that are affected by 
decisions, as well as assist in ‘interpreting’ scientific 
knowledge and legislative policies into practical 
advices. This suggestion of a broker corresponds with 
arguments brought forward in similar concepts, such 
as the landscape node (Esselin 2014), the landscape 
connoisseur (Arler & Mellqvist 2015), the landscape 
representative (Hammer & Siegrist 2016) and the 
demand for strong leadership in collaborative 
processes and planning (Bjärstig & Kvastegård 2016; 
Emerson et al. 2012). Albert & Vargas-Moreno 
(2011) argued for how such an “expert-facilitator” 
role could mediate and advise in the complex debate 
of land resource planning between multiple actors.
The broker will contribute to improved consultations 
between different actors who are using the 
landscape and advocate the landscape perspective 
in different decision-making processes. By having 
a coordinated and holistic view, and ensuring that 
relevant stakeholders and areas of interests are 
included, local and regional collaboration will be 
strengthened. The broker should act as a neutral 
third party and arrange meetings, initiate dialogues 
and chair various processes to build confidence 
and trust among involved stakeholders as well as 
securing quality evaluation and monitoring of the 
processes. In accordance with Margerum (2002), 
this broker will have the operational capacity to 
handle the process and give all stakeholders some 
influence, regardless of their formal power. To foster 
resilience and decrease vulnerability, the landscape 
coordinator could be a group of people rather than 
relying on one single person’s responsibility and 
presence.

4.2 The arena – a landscape case study for 
collaboration, testing and demonstrating

As Svensson et al. (2012), among others, have 
argued, there is a need to develop better strategies 
and tools that are able to balance multiple interests, 
and to improve infrastructure and communication 
routines between land use actors, decision makers 
and the public in Sweden (see also Bjärstig & 
Sandström 2017). There is a clear need for networks 
that connect horizontal and vertical links between 
different partners, actors and stakeholders (Berkes 
et al. 1998; Elbakidze et al. 2010). Integration within 
and across sectors is required in order to deliver an 
increased pool and diversity of landscape values 
(Angelstam et al.  2015). Mora et al. (2013) argued that 
a landscape approach requires local fora for aligning 
ecosystem goods and services, territorial dynamics 
and sectorial relationships. In order to incorporate 
landscape planning in practice, increased knowledge 
sharing and interaction between actors must take 
place, accompanied by improved consultation 
processes and tools to handle the administrative, 
political and governance challenges. 

A number of cases or concepts have been initiated 
in Sweden and elsewhere to promote a landscape 
approach fostered by participation and dialogue. 
Examples include the EU Leader programme (Ray 
2000; Swedish Board of Agriculture 2016), the Natura 
2000 (SEPA 2016), the Biosphere Reserve (Richnau 
et al. 2013), the river catchment-based planning 
within the European Water Framework Directive 
(Hammer et al. 2011; Lundmark & Jonsson 2014), 
and the Model Forest initiative (Bonnell et al. 2012; 
Ho et al. 2014). Most of those landscape approaches 
aim to reach sustainable resource management 
and development of social capital, democracy and 
dialogue (Esselin 2014). One example that has been 
brought forward in VMF to facilitate understanding 
between different actors and forest management is 
demonstration areas and hiking trails where relevant 
information is displayed for the public. Esselin 
(2014) also stressed the importance of increasing 
the exchange of experiences between the above 
mentioned landscape initiatives.

The diversity of opinions among the public and other 
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stakeholders in sustainable use and management 
of the natural capital should be seen as a resource 
for creating new ideas and prospects. However, 
further exploration is required of what benefits and 
outcomes that can be generated in a collaborative 
planning process. One way would be to further 
explore the possibilities to develop and work with 
the Model Forest-concept. The purpose of a Model 
Forest is to foster sustainability and reflect the values, 
needs and management and governance challenges 
of stakeholders in the local community through 
knowledge sharing and transparent governance (Ho 
et al. 2014). During its time of existence, the VMF has 
generated a network that is able to connect people, 
stakeholders, research projects, international 
exchanges and demonstration examples. Following 
Margerum (2002), there are organisational aspects 
of e.g. power, inclusiveness, and influence, that 
work in favour of a collaborative planning process. 
According to our understanding, VMF holds potential 
in this respect as a forum for different actors to 
discuss conflicting views and interests, with the aim 
of achieving high-quality participatory processes in 
the future.

4.3 The planning tool – developed forest management 
plans

We argue that the forest management plan (FMP) 
can be developed in several ways to become a tool 
for enabling a multifunctional landscape perspective 
in forest planning and supporting collaborative 
processes. We argue that there is a good chance 
that this can be achieved by employing and building 
on the existing FMP system, which is established 
in policy and is well known to NIPF owners, forest 
practitioners and other forest stakeholders (Beland 
Lindahl et al. 2017). Even though the FMP capacity 
to include forest social values is undeveloped, 
we foresee that it should be possible to build on 
the stand-level classification on production and 
biodiversity consideration (Angelstam & Andersson 
2001) for a coherent and holistic mapping of 
economic, ecological and socio-cultural forest 
values. The current FMP can be criticised for 
being rather short-sighted without making any 
consequence analysis of how management activities 
on one estate influence neighbouring areas or 

the landscape as a whole (Angelstam et al. 2015). 
However, by including a consequence analysis on 
how different forest management activities may 
influence diverse landscape values, as well as how 
these values in turn influence the objectives of the 
NIPF, the FMP may have the potential to advance into 
a more comprehensive planning tool. The detailed 
description of an estate that is included in the FMP 
could be complemented with a description of the 
surrounding land and how different parts of land 
and management activities interact with each other 
to put the estate in a landscape context. It would be 
relevant in such work to consider landscape character 
analysis tools (Brabyn 2009; Butler & Akerskog, 
2014; Jellema et al. 2009). Conditions of the diverse 
ownership behaviour express that planning should 
be complemented and strengthened by reaching 
across ownership borders and embracing a landscape 
planning perspective (Forsberg 2012).

The interviewees emphasised respect for ownership 
rights. It is important to underline that the forest 
management decision rights belong to the owner 
and that any management suggestions made beyond 
the estate borders have no legal support. However, 
by extending outwards into surrounding land, if only 
as an idea, a catalogue of prospects can be created 
for future advice and opportunities.

In order to make this kind of collaborative and 
multifunctional forest planning feasible, it is crucial 
that forest policy makers find a way to organise 
consultancy, agreements and compensation routines 
between stakeholders. This argument is supported 
by Widman & Bjärstig (2017), who have studied 
public-private partnerships in the form of voluntary 
Nature Conservation Agreements (NCAs) regarding 
forests with high recreational values,as an example 
of agreements between authorities and NIPF owners 
where the ownership rights are not interfered with.

The Heureka forest planning system (Wikström et 
al. 2011) is a potentially powerful tool for integrated 
analysis of forest management on multiple estates. 
Heureka is currently being used by all large forest 
companies in Sweden, as well as a number of NIPF 
owners with estates of varying size (Heureka 2016) 
for long-term planning of timber production but 
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also for ecological landscape planning. This points 
at an opportunity for integrated landscape planning 
involving multiple stakeholders and multifunctional 
values. For instance, Heureka could be used to 
analyse the consequences of managing a landscape 
as one entity rather than as separate forest estate 
entities. This would elucidate the benefits and 
costs for each NIPF owner as well as the potential 
advantages of a common and coordinated strategy 
for, e.g., nature conservation (Hoen et al. 2006); 
The output of various types of forest ecosystem 
values and functions over time can be forecasted 
in Heureka. Another advantage of using Heureka to 
create separate as well as aset of combined FMPs 
is the capability of the system to generate long-
term plans for 50-100-year time horizons that still 
consider the potentially shorter time horizon that is 
of interest to the forest owner. The time horizon of 
current FMPs is 10-15 years, which is rather short 
from a landscape perspective. In this way, using 
Heureka to create and analyse FMPs could help 
forest owners, policy makers and stakeholders to 
understand what ecosystem services the forest 
can produce under different circumstances and the 
consequences of various management strategies. 
This would provide a base for knowledge and 
information sharing that can promote constructive 
dialogue between NIPF owners and with other 
stakeholders and support decision making. Referring 
to Margerum’s (2002) identified ideological and 
contextual obstacles, the use and development of 
FMP as a communicative tool, as well as a planning 
tool, can help overcome differing perceptions of 
problems among stakeholders, while Heureka can 
display societal-level dynamics, technical complexity 
and historical barriers, and in so doing facilitate ILP 
in the future.

5 Concluding remarks

Identifying obstacles and problems as those re-
ported by Margerum (2002) and Andersson et 
al. (2013) proved to be a useful approach for this 
explorative study. By addressing the barriers to 
ILP in a Swedish context, we have been able to 
show how collaborative planning and a landscape 
perspective are crucial for developing sustainable 
forest management plans into the future. 

As international fora and conventions emphasise 
sustainable development and increased 
collaboration concerning land use issues and 
among forest stakeholders and local citizens, the 
cross-sectorial governance of landscape planning 
and forest management needs to be raised on the 
political agenda, both nationally and internationally. 
There is an evident need to elaborate on 
collaborative governance methods to handle the 
complexity of forest values and stakeholders as 
well as to incorporate a landscape perspective in 
planning. In line with this we have put forward 
a solution consisting of three components – the 
broker, the arena and the tool – that we believe 
have the potential to help fortify ILP if adopted. We 
suggest the need for a landscape broker to facilitate 
collaboration processes between stakeholders, 
preferably through something like the Model 
Forest arena; an arena that is already established in 
Vilhelmina but lacks clear leadership and facilitator 
positions. We also see potential in developing the 
FMP into a multifunctional landscape planning tool, 
which can enhance the collaborative dimension by 
leveraging different perspectives and stakes among 
the involved stakeholders. 

For future research, we conclude that it is 
important to develop common definitions, tools 
and measurements for ILP and to investigate how 
to handle trade-offs between values and interests 
in the landscape. Well-functioning collaborative 
conditions and willingness for dialogue needs to 
be further examined and tested in other local, 
political and administrative systems. More concrete 
descriptions and detailed steps in the development 
of the three components needs to be investigated 
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further, depending on the local context. Overall 
however, the broker, the arena and the tool, when 
treated together as complementary and interacting 
opportunities, provide prospects and capacity for 
integrated landscape planning.  
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