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PART III 
 
Chapter 4. Protecting the forest through partnerships 
 
Ulrika Widman 
Department of political science, Umeå University, Sweden 
 

Introduction 
The importance of forest ecosystems for human welfare is of increasing concern as 

forests provide multiple resources for environmental, economic, cultural and social 

values (Reynolds et al 2007). Multiple uses of these resources have contributed to the 

need to establish institutions, i.e., rules and norms, (Pejovich 1998) through 

international agreements and conventions to manage and protect forests sustainably 

(e.g. the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro, the Forests Elements of the Convention 

on Biological Diversity, the Helsinki Agreement on Sustainable Forestry).  

Several of these conventions have been ratified by Sweden, which is thus committed to 

comply with these requirements. The government has, for example, promised, in 

accordance with the Nagoya-commitment from 2011, that by 2020 Sweden will have 

increased the amount of formally protected areas from the current 12 percent to 17 

percent of terrestrial areas and inland water and 10 percent of coastal and marine areas 

should be protected (EPA and SFA report 2012). Yet, only 1.8 million ha (6-7 percent) of 

the total forest land (28.3 million ha) in Sweden is protected. There are, therefore, 

debates of how forest protection can increase from today’s 7, 5 percent of formally 

protected forest land, particularly because the government only owns 17 percent of the 

forest while a large part of the forest (51 percent) is privately owned4 (SCB 2010).  

Private land must therefore be set aside in order to fulfill national and international 

commitments to preserve biological diversity (SFA 2011a).  

To fulfill the goal, the Swedish government has established a number of forms of nature 

protection: national parks, nature reserves, Natura 2000, habitat protection area and 

voluntary nature conservation agreements. The last form, which is in focus in this study, 

is a form of public-private partnership, (PPPs, i.e., processes initiated by the 

                                                             
4 The remaining forest land is owned by private forest companies (25 percent), other private owners and 

other public owners (8 percent) (Swedish Forest Agency 2011a). 
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government), in which private actors are engaged in authoritative decision-making for 

restructuring and building new social relationships  to create a more sustainable 

management practice (Glasbergen 2010 and 2012, Glasbergen and Visseren-Hamakers 

2007). In practice it is a contract based upon civil law between the Forest 

Agency/County Administrative Board (CAB) and Non-Industrial Private Forest Owners 

(NIPF) with the objective to preserve, develop or to create areas with high values (SCB 

2010). These partnerships, which falls within the framework of cooperative and non-

binding agreements, i.e., new policy instruments (NEPIs) (Jordan et al 2003), were 

introduced in the 1990s as a complementary method for nature reserves and as a 

general consideration for protecting forest land (NCA report 2010). They were also 

created in part to counter a general dissatisfaction with top-down approaches, and the 

normative ideals of decentralization in society. NEPIs are as such also part of the 

governance trend in society (Jordan et al 2003, Kooiman 1993). 

Even if nature conservation agreement has a more cooperative approach- compared to 

other protection forms the implementation level among NIPF owners’ has been rather 

low. Despite these governmental attempts for increasing interest for forest protection 

among NIPF owners`- only 24 200 ha of forest land were exempted through nature 

conservation agreements in 2010, which means that the target area for nature 

conservation agreements was achieved with only 48 percent (NEQO portal 2012a). This 

lack of cooperation  indicates that not only top-down steering matters, but other factors, 

such as the high economic costs related to protection and restoration of productive 

forest land must be included- especially, since these costs include the NIPF owners’ 

constitutional right to compensation. Studies from Finland indicate that resistance from 

NIPF owners can be linked to socioeconomic reasons such as the value of property 

ownership and the level of compensation. Economic reasons can also be linked to how 

NIPF owners’ regard the protection process as legitimate or not (Juttinen et al. 2007). 

In addition, the different motives to own forest due to new categories of NIPF owners 

need to be considered (Nordlund and Westin 2011). Institutional explanations must also 

be included such as the level of legitimacy and trust between the government and the 

NIPF owner in the process (see Bergseng and Vatn 2009, Bäckstrand 2006). 

Participation in a protection process indicates how legitimacy relates to trust as 
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participation could legitimize the process for NIPF owners and thereby build trust 

(Heidenpää 2002).  

Due to this lack of accomplishment of the forest environmental objectives, there is a 

need for solutions for both NIPF owners and the government. Solutions are needed that 

can accommodate the stated needs to meet defined goals for setting aside forest land 

and at the same time make it possible for NIPF owners to make a living in rural areas, 

both of which are often seen as conflicting goals (Tandoh-Offin 2010). Solutions for 

increasing trust and legitimacy could perhaps be establishing partnerships because they 

are contracts between partners- the NIPF owner and the government. In order “to 

contribute to increasing the use of nature conservation agreements and raising the level 

of interest among landowners in contributing to the safeguarding of natural assets” the 

government decided to establish the Komet Programme (The Komet Programme report 

2011:10). In contrast to the traditional NCAs, the agreements established within the 

Komet Programme are based on NIPF owners own interest in forest protection (Komet 

Programme report 2011). The Komet Programme could perhaps be viewed as an 

attempt by the government to establish a quasi-market with NIPF owners (see Bergseng 

and Vatn 2009, Gren and Carlsson 2012). This market approach could further be related 

to the emerging interdependence between urban and rural areas, which generate 

opportunities as well as obstacles for economic development in rural areas (Tandoh-

Offin 2010).  

So far, few studies have investigated how public-private partnerships have worked in 

practice in Sweden, despite the growing political interest in establishing NEPIs. There is 

also a research gap in studying partnerships from an actor- and institutional focus (Hall 

1999, Kumar and Vashisht 2005, Sabatier et al 2005), in this case NIPF owners, forestry 

associations and decision-making authorities, and the institutional framework for 

protection on private forest land. Studies of the Finnish forest partnership METSO, 

which the Komet Programme is based on, indicate that to increase the participation rate 

in voluntary partnerships information should be targeted on NIPF owners who 

emphasize financial investment, have positive attitudes towards nature protection or 

own large amounts of forest property (Mäntymaa et al. 2009). However, research in 

Sweden on nature conservation agreements and the Komet Programme is rather absent. 

This dissertation aims as such to reduce this gap by widening the knowledge of how 
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actors are involved and how nature conservation agreements and the Komet Programme 

function in practice.  

Aim and research questions  

The central theme in my dissertation is according Glasbergen’s (2010) theoretical 

framework the Ladder of Partnership Activity study the development of partnerships as 

a process, where actors restructure and build new social relationships to form a more 

sustainable management practice, with a particular focus on trust and legitimacy 

(2010). While Glasbergen’s (2010) focus is on market-based partnerships, my 

theoretical aim is to contribute with new knowledge of PPPs such as nature conservation 

agreements and the Komet Programme. This objective will thus shed light on both 

nature conservation agreements and the Komet Programme’s partnership functions; 

such as how PPPs are negotiated between the government and the forestry associations 

(macro level); and how they are negotiated in practice between NIPF owners and 

CABs/Forest Agencies (micro level). How nature conservation agreements and the 

Komet Programme have functioned in practice; whether they are considered legitimate, 

and thereby increase trust among the involved actors will thus be revealed. The objective 

will be achieved through Glasbergen’s theoretical framework (2010) and semi-

qualitative interviews analyzed with qualitative text analysis inspired by thematic 

narrative analysis. The tentative research questions are: 

¤ What factors explain the lack of goal achievement regarding nature conservation 

agreements? 

¤ In what ways can the more volunteer based the Komet Programme contributes to 

sustainable development? 

¤ What role do forestry associations play as a collective mobilization force for increasing 

the interest for forest protection among NIPF owners? 

Paper outline 

In the first section below the empirical section is presented to give an insight into 

Swedish forest protection, and in the second section the theoretical framework is 

presented.  After that, in the third section the research design, choice of method, and 

tentative case study areas are discussed. In the final section a small discussion is present 

about tentative conclusions and questions regarding the research, which were raised 

during the PhD. course in Natural Resource Management. 
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Background 

Protection of forest in Sweden 

The Forestry Act from 1903 required forest owners to replant after forest felling, hence 

the first foundation for the Swedish forestry model was established. The Swedish 

forestry model is a model for protecting forest biodiversity through a combination of 

general conservation considerations (1979 §21) in day-to-day forest management and 

the designation of protected forest areas (Swedish Forestry Model report 2009).  During 

the last two decades, the importance of environmental concerns regarding forest land 

has further increased, when a new Forestry Act5 from 1993 made an important 

statement in declaring that environmental values were in parity with production goals 

(Anon.1992). The Swedish forestry sector is responsible for its own forest-

environmental policy (see Törnkvist 1995), however, the forestry and its associations 

have been making increasing investments since the 1990s in new ideas of management 

and environmental considerations (Angelstam and Andersson 2001) such as nature 

conservation agreements. The government has now stated goals for protected forest 

land in Sweden such as the national environmental quality objective (NEQO) 

Sustainable Forests interim target Long-term Protection of Forest land (the National 

Strategy report 2005).  

According to the National strategy for legal protection of forest land  (2005) the most 

important bases for protection in Sweden are the Environmental Code regarding area 

protection (SFS 1998:808), the Ordinance concerning Area Protection (SFS 1998:1252), 

the procedures for working with nature conservation agreements, 16 NEQOs adopted by 

the Swedish Parliament, the Natura 2000 EU directive, and the guidelines for area 

protection contained in the Swedish Government Bill: En samlad naturvårdspolitik 

(2008/09:214). The NEQO, Sustainable Forest needs a more thorough explanation, as 

its interim target Long-term Protection of forest land is used herin as an indicator of the 

low implementation level for nature conservation agreements. The NEQOs, established 

between 1992 and 2005, describe what state the Swedish environment should have 

achieved by 2020. During the period 1999 to 2010 all NEQOs had interim targets which 

                                                             
5 Since the Forestry Act from 1979 general consideration (§21) must be shown on all forest land 

concerning forest operations. 
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should have been reached by 2010. Yet, problems remain concerning protection of 

forest land, and according to the latest assessment report, this interim target will not be 

achieved in several counties by 2020, and the overall NEQO will not be reached within 

the stated timeline (NEQO portal 2012b).  

Formal protection regarding forest land in Sweden is made through nature reserves, 

habitat protection areas and nature conservation agreements (National strategy 2005).  

Nature conservation agreements, the focus of my dissertation, are constituted of a civil 

law contract (7 Ch. 3 §. Code of land laws) and were first mentioned in 1993 as a 

complementary instrument for the other protection forms for forest land (nature 

reserves and habitat protection areas). The purpose of the nature conservation 

agreements is to preserve and/or strengthen biological values in one or more high-value 

core sites. Nature conservation agreements imply that the NIPF owner must refrain 

from some management of an area and/or tolerate that nature preservation and other 

measures are taken. However, the land ownership and hunting rights are not restricted. 

The current form for nature conservation agreements were established in 2010, and 

have been developed in accordance with the government`s assignment found in the 

Swedish Government Bill En hållbar naturvårdspolitk (2008/09:214). Nature 

conservation agreements have now been made more flexible for NIPF owners and the 

compensation level has increased. Yet, in the Government Bill En hållbar 

naturvårdspolitik (2008/09:214) it is emphasized that national parks, nature reserves 

and habitat protection areas constitute the basis for formal protection. Nature 

conservation agreements should primarily be used for areas that need protection for 

fulfilling the environmental objectives.  At the same time, the government states that 

nature conservation agreements are a protection form that considers the NIPF owners’ 

interest in nature conservation, thus the implementation of nature conservation 

agreements must increase (NCA report 2010). 

The Komet Programme 

The EPA and the Swedish Forest Agency (SFA) presented in 2008 the governmental 

assignment, Complementary methods for protection of valuable nature 

(Kompletterande metoder för skydd av värdefull natur). The background to the 

assignment was that several of the NEQOs were estimated difficult or not possible to 

achieve. The EPA and SFA submitted fourteen proposals in the report, which together 
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should have complemented and improved existing working methods. In the proposal 

categorized as Complement to existing working methods the foundation to the Komet 

Programme was found (Komet Programme report 2011). The Komet Programme was 

strongly influenced by the Finnish METSO Programme, with its dialogue based 

approach to increase forest protection in Sweden (EPA and SFA report 2008). The 

intention was primarily to increase the use of nature conservation agreements and 

enhance the interest among NIPF owners in nature conservation. The EPA, SFA and 

Skåne’s CAB were assigned during the autumn 2009 by the government to work with 

complementary methods for protection of forest land in five larger geographical areas, 

so called Komet Districts. The Komet districts consist of: Västerbotten County’s coastal 

areas, the southern parts of Hälsingland, Kronoberg County, Dalsland and Skåne 

County’s eastern parts. The areas have been chosen because of their biogeographic 

representation and that they are characterized by mainly private landownership. The 

Komet Programme was officially initiated in May 2010 (The Komet Programme report 

2011). 

The remit has been so far carried out in project form with a national project working 

group, a steering group and a reference group. The work is managed in collaboration 

with regional Forest agencies districts and CABs, and stakeholder organizations such as 

forestry associations. The aim is to increase the interest in formal protection among 

NIPF owners through broad information dispersal where the forestry associations have 

an active role. The costs of the Komet Programme in 2011 have totaled SEK 8.5 million 

(Komet Programme report 2011).  

Theoretical framework  

New policy instruments  

Traditionally, developing environmental management plans such as the protection6 of 

forest has been performed by trained experts. This top-down approach has often led to 

failures as these experts rarely have detailed local knowledge, which generates an 

absence of community support (Fraser et al. 2006:126). However, the UNCED summit 

                                                             
6 The policy process in the establishment of protection of private land is here defined as “… a social 

dynamic, determining who gets what and how” (Lasswell 1970).  
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in Rio de Janeiro 1992, adopted a framework for sustainable development, which stated 

that a fundamental principle for achieving sustainable development is through local 

decision-making (Agenda 21, ch.23-32). Since then local participation has seen an 

upsurge. Farrell et al. (2005) states, “Sustainable development is a political concept 

replete with governance questions”, (my emphasis; 2005:143). What governance 

implies is rather vague, but I find Kooimans (1993) definition useful: “the patterns that 

emerge from the governing activities of social, political and administrative actors” 

(Kooiman 1993:2). Sustainable development is still a contested concept; Connelly notes, 

“…there is still no consensus over the societal goals that would count as sustainable 

development” (2007:259). Glasbergen (2012) argues for seeing sustainable development 

as a context-specific concept. He thinks that sustainable development brings up new 

questions such as who needs to take the initiative and thus implies that governance 

becomes a means to structure the relationships of actors involved around a public issue 

(Glasbergen 2012). This could partly explain why top-down interventions in the 

environmental sector are increasingly being combined with governance arrangements 

such as cooperative and legally non-binding agreements between public and private 

actors (Eckerberg and Baker 2008), so called NEPIs. NEPIs thus contrast in comparison 

to traditional policy instruments, which rely upon the authority of the government 

(Jordan et al. 2003).  

Disagreement among researchers exists whether NEPIs can decrease power imbalances 

and create equal participation by promoting participation for all actors. Mouffe (1999) 

argues, for example, that the consensual focus of NEPIs cannot solve dissatisfaction 

with democratic institutions as the concept in itself erases the very structure of a 

pluralistic democracy. Furthermore, even in a consensus-based process some actors will 

always have more power than others (Emerson et al 2011). In accordance with 

Eckerberg and Baker (2008), I would argue that these dilemmas with NEPIs makes it 

even more interesting to study them, and to understand  governance processes in a 

wider political context.  

Partnerships 

NEPIs are increasing in diverse forms in rural areas (Connelly et al. 2006), such as 

sustainable partnerships among private companies, volunteers and public actors 

(Glasbergen 2010), sometimes framed as the new rural paradigm (Connelly et al. 
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2006). This paradigm change in rural areas is related to the far-reaching changes rural 

areas have undergone in past years (Connelly et al. 2006). Due to new technologies and 

transport innovations the earlier distinctions between urban and rural has profoundly 

changed. How rural sustainable development should be achieved is hence of increasing 

concern both for urban and rural actors (Tandoh-Offin 2010), and as a response to these 

challenges, partnerships have emerged in the rural arena (Connelly et al. 2006). 

There are in particular a large number of partnerships in the field of forest biodiversity 

conservation (Glasbergen and Visseren-Hamakers 2007), such as the METSO 

Programme in Finland (Mäntymaa et al. 2009). These forest partnerships are 

considered useful for building more integral approaches, which take into account the 

different threats for forest biodiversity, and to make it possible for actors to create and 

maintain strategic alliances. According to Glasbergen (2012), there must be certain 

responsibilities in partnerships such as democratic norms, enough support from the 

government, and the ability to develop a policy framework that give partnerships a 

logical place in governmental policies. The importance of these responsibilities can be 

linked to the notion that successful partnerships create legitimacy through an open 

decision-making process, are inclusive and are closely linked to scientific working in the 

field (Glasbergen 2012). At the same time, Visseren-Hamakers and Glasbergen (2007) 

states that forest partnerships increasingly choose less inclusive approaches towards 

sustainability. The less powerful actors, who needs more inclusive approaches are either 

excluded from the partnership or decide to leave themselves. Difficult issues are 

therefore often neglected (Glasbergen and Visseren-Hamakers 2007), which indicate 

that the whole process needs to be taken into consideration for how all actors can be 

involved in the process, to find out why certain actors leave or are neglected in the 

process, and what participation really implies in forest partnerships.  

The Ladder of Partnership Activity 

There is a research gap in the study of partnerships as interactive processes; especially 

lacking is clarification how to analytically understand the evolution of partnerships for 

sustainable development, and more specifically, how different components and 

elements in a partnering process emerge and relate to one another (Emerson et al. 

2011).  
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When studying partnerships I have used Glasbergens (2010) Ladder and Emerson et 

al’s (2011) collaborative framework, because these are theoretical approaches where 

both actor and institutional incentives are considered important. Van Huijstee et al. 

(2007) also emphasize the importance of integrating an institutional and actor 

perspective to understand the link between partnerships and sustainable development. 

Van Huijstee (2007) implies that institutional focus in partnerships is related to 

partnerships’ role in the global or national society as policy instruments to solve 

governmental problems. This argument can be interlinked to the second perspective to 

study partnerships, according to Glasbergen, where partnerships are viewed as 

instruments for deliberative societal change (Glasbergen 2010, Brinkenhoff 2002). 

Regarding the actor perspective, Van Huijstee (2007) argues that the actor perspective 

views partnerships as policy instruments for problem solving among actors. Glasbergen 

(2010) argues in the same direction, when he presents the first perspective for studying 

partnerships as single, collaborative arrangements. Partnerships are hence studied for 

their potential for intersecting collaboration (Glasbergen 2010).  

Glasbergen’s definitions of what institutions consist of are rather vague, therefore I use 

Pejovich’s (1998) more explicit definition:” administrative and custom made 

arrangements for repeated human interaction”, whose “function is to increase the 

predictability for human acting” (1998:23). Institutions are as such the very creation of 

what Glasbergen (2010) refers to as a “rule system”, which facilitates the management of 
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protecting forest for involved actors. The definition of actors includes both non-state 

actors and state actors (Glasbergen 2010); actors are defined as single individuals (NIPF 

owners) and groups (decision-making authorities and forestry associations). Below, I 

present the different ladders in Glasbergen’s theoretical framework, to explain how 

actors and institutions continuously integrate and interrelate with each other in the 

partnering process. 

Trust 

Partnerships are studied due their potential for intersecting collaboration. To explain 

intersecting collaboration among actors, the ladder’s first core level trust is useful 

(Glasbergen 2010). Trust is often referred to as a necessary factor for creating a dialogue 

with actors and explaining the outcome concerning the establishment of protected areas 

(Zachrisson 2009, White et al 2009, Walker & Daniels 1997). Yet, a main problem when 

establishing a protected area is that local actors tend to view problems and respond to 

them differently than actors closer to the top level (Schön and Rein 1994). This problem 

implies, for example, that whether the information and knowledge about protected 

areas is considered accurate, rather depends on whether the information and knowledge 

is socially acceptable and legitimate to all actors, than to the objectiveness of the 

information (Kyllönen et al 2006). Glasbergen (2010) emphasizes that trust can reduce 

this kind of resistance among actors because collaborative interaction can only take 

place in an atmosphere of mutual trust. Trust may as such enhance the quality of a 

protection process; with increased supply facilitating protection across properties 

(Bergseng and Vatn 2009). Creating trust for attempting collaboration with local actors 

is further advantageous, and indeed needed, for many governments (Wondolleck and 

Yaffee 2000). These attempts towards trust among public and private actors must be 

created in a process involving respect, patience and a willingness to understand each 

other (Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000). Glasbergen (2007) further emphasizes that 

achieving trust, which is necessary for collaboration to take place, should not be the 

main purpose. Trust should instead result in more or less formalized agreements within 

the partnering process (Glasbergen 2007). 

Nevertheless, trust as a necessary factor for creating collaboration needs to be 

problematized because trust is not always positively related to levels of participation 

(Sabatier et al. 2005).  However, Putnam (2000) argues that involvement in civic life 
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builds trust that enables disagreements to be dealt with. Collaboration, for example, in 

partnerships for protecting the forest may provide a solid base for local actor 

involvement and it can help rebuild trust in each other (Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000). 

However, trust in each other is not the same as trust towards the government (Putnam 

1995). Ansell and Gash (2008) argue that when there is a history of conflict, a high 

degree of interdependence among the actors must exist or positive steps need to be 

taken to change the low levels of trust. What kind of positive steps needed to improve 

trust requires investigation; a suggestion could be the inclusion of more bottom-up 

approaches that focus on dialogue (Ansell and Gash 2008). The Swedish government’s 

intiative to introduce partnerships for protecting forest could be regarded as a way to 

improve trust among NIPF actors. Although, the government must recognize that 

building trust is a process that takes time and that the promises of partnerships need 

patience (Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000). Trust and cooperation thus seems closely 

interrelated, and it may be difficult (at this stage the study) to know if trust creates 

collaboration or vice versa. How trust should be defined in this dissertation is therefore 

not yet decided upon and requires further analysis. 

By focusing on trust as a necessary factor for collaboration, other factors for a 

partnership to take place are not excluded. The intention is also to find the intermediate 

variables leading towards trust. What is further interesting to find out is how and when 

trust influences (or prevents) participation in nature conservation agreements and the 

Komet Programme. Therefore, the system context must first be considered because it 

includes various influences such as political, legal, socioeconomic, and environmental 

that affects the lack of or existence of trust.  For the systemic context to create 

collaboration among actors, there must be, according to Emerson et al. (2011) certain 

drivers. The drivers are: leadership, consequential incentives, interdependence and 

uncertainty (2011:9). These drivers are referred as collaborative dynamics (Emerson et 

al. 2011). The question regarding nature conservation agreements and the Komet 

Programme is whether these drivers are fulfilled and the process characterized of 

collaborative dynamics or not.  

The first element within collaboration dynamics focuses on the participating actors and 

develops over time through four process elements. Discovery refers to the discovery of 

individual and shared interests, values and concerns, and also analysis of relevant 
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information. The definition process is about the efforts to build shared meaning by 

articulating common purposes and objectives.  Deliberation refers to logical, articulate 

communication, and depends on the support for different actors’ interest as well as 

effective conflict resolution mechanisms. Determination involves procedural decisions, 

for example, setting agendas, and essential determinations such as reaching final 

agreements. The initial outgrowth of these interactive processes is trust (Emerson et al. 

2011). These elements could be related to the underlying attitude of NIPF owners and 

have as such the ability to influence their management activities (Ingemarsson et al. 

2004). Forest protection may be understood differently between the NIPF owner and 

decision-making authority undertaking protection processes as attitudes are related to 

the cultural context. Different attitudes may therefore prevent or obstruct 

communication in the process (Bergseng and Vatn 2009). Furthermore, ownership of a 

forest property entails not only monetary benefits for the NIPF owner as many have the 

property as a family project (Berlin et al. 2006, Törnkvist 1995). Decision-making 

authorities must thus consider not only the compensation level, but also how the NIPF 

owner identifies him/her as an owner. Research shows that generally environmental 

preferences among NIPF owners can reduce payments under voluntary conservation 

agreements (Gren and Carlsson 2012). NIPF owners are also more positive towards 

protection of the forest if they have more knowledge about forests, hence knowledge is a 

factor to consider (Uliczka et al 2004, Serbruyns and Luyssaert 2005). However, 

compensation claims will in general be higher for protection of forest land; this is 

particularly true for protection imposed by decision-making authorities (Bergseng and 

Vatn 2009). Even ecologically motivated NIPF owners tend to raise compensation 

claims above their true opportunity costs (Mäntymaa et al. 2009). This strategic 

behavior could be related to the fact that financial benefits for NIPF owners to take more 

environmental responsibility in Sweden are relatively small (Lönnstedt 2011). Another 

problem regarding the compensation level concerns what form compensation should 

take (Bergseng and Vatn 2009) Changes in forest ownership and the new demands on 

forestland for conservation have further spurred interest in forest owners’ attitudes 

(Berlin et al 2006). Gender and whether NIPF owners are non-resident or residents will 

also affect attitudes (Nordin and Westin 2011). For example, residents tend to consider 
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monetary benefits as more important than non-resident, which tend to value non-

monetary benefits such as recreation (Berlin et al. 2006).  

Collaborative advantage 

Within partnerships the partners distribute risks, thereby collaborative advantage is 

needed, something that cannot be reached by the partners alone. Collaborative 

advantage focuses on what participating actors gain and strive for within a partnership. 

Creating collaborative advantage is according to Emerson et al. (2011) generated 

through the relational elements, trust, mutual understanding, internal legitimacy and 

shared commitment. Mutual understanding, internal legitimacy and shared 

commitment need further explanation as key factors for participation in partnerships. 

Mutual understanding simply states that each and every actor understands and respects 

other actors’ perceptions of the problem (Emerson et al- 2011); in this case concerns 

regarding protection of forest land. It should be an attempt to reflect upon different 

values and opinions of the forests as a common good. By internal legitimacy I refer to 

the partnership process and whether it conforms to procedural demands such as 

accountability, transparency and representation of affected actors, i.e. input legitimacy 

(Scharpf 1999). Legitimacy as a concept needs a more thoroughly presentation as it is a 

necessity for any system of democratic government that allows the exercise of power 

without coercion (Connelly et al. 2006). Yet, legitimacy needs to be maintained and 

reproduced by the power structures it in turn legitimates (Connelly et al. 2006). In 

networks, such as different types of partnerships, legitimacy then has to be enhanced 

through indirect accountability mechanisms (Bäckstrand 2006). Legitimacy is as such 

often debated and criticized with respect to partnerships. Opponents to partnerships 

argue, for example, that national interests must be protected and environmental 

concerns should not be overshadowed by local economic concerns.  These and other 

dilemmas such as accountability and representativeness concerning in particular input 

legitimacy are discussed (Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000, Connelly et al 2006, Bäckstrand 

2006). When actors in a collective endeavor are trustworthy, and hold a shared 

commitment, this legitimizes the internal process and motivates collaboration 

(Emerson et al 2011). Heidenpää (2002) further emphasizes the correlation between 

trust and legitimacy as he notes that trust depends on who represents public interests in 

the process. According to Bergseng and Vatn (2009), many NIPF owners tend to feel 
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that they are not heard in a protection process or involved at all. This implies that there 

seems to be a conflict of values regarding input-legitimacy. NIPF owners can be aware 

that they are considered as legitimate and formal participants, but for some reason or 

another they do not participate (Bergseng and Vatn 2009). Input legitimacy concerning 

partnerships is hence more revolved around issues such as trust and representativeness. 

Indeed, legitimacy is a key factor when discussing the concept of sustainability in 

relation to another debated policy area: protection of forest (for explaining the process, 

i.e., input legitimacy as well as the outcome. i.e., output legitimacy, see p.18-19).  

Shared commitment reflects a shared goal (Emerson et al. 2011) such as protection of 

the forest. Protected forest are something that concerns every citizen, but actors working 

on a daily basis with forests often have different opinions of what the forest should be 

used for. Formalization of nature conservation agreements and the Komet Programme 

are not likely to take place if the actors are not united in the management and view of 

the policy instruments (Ingemarsson et al. 2004). Therefore attitudes on how 

sustainable forest protection is defined and legitimatized among involved actors can 

reveal the probability of these partnerships’ long-term survival. 

Constituting a rule system  

Glasbergen (2010) emphasizes that the formation of partnerships through trust and 

collaborative advantage depends on the ability for self-reflection of the partners and 

their ability to develop a mutual relationship. When this happens, a new kind of social 

contract can be the result, leading the way into the third ladder constituting a rule 

system (Glasbergen 2010, Emerson et al. 2011). In collaborative processes such as 

partnerships, the existence of a legislative framework is needed, in particular since 

multiple and often conflicting rules exist at the same time. Therefore actors need to 

decide which rules to apply in certain situations. However, institutions are not only 

interpreted, they also affect, for example, the structure of a program such as (Raitio 

2007) the Komet Programme. Therefore it is necessary to explain what a rule system 

implies, which can be done by using the political contracting framework developed by 

Lubell et al. (2002). The political contracting framework views forest resources as 

characterized of collective action problems, similar to Ostrom’s (2009) Institutional 

Analysis and Development (IAD) framework. In the political contracting framework 

various actors agree on a set of institutional rules to govern, for example, how forest 



85 

 

resources are managed. After an agreement, the actors collaborate to implement those 

rules (Lubell et al. 2002). According to Sabatier et al (2005) the main problem for 

political contracting is the three factors of transaction costs: the information search 

required to estimate the costs of alternatives, negotiating about which of the alternatives 

will be implemented into the final agreement, and control congruence with the 

agreement and sanctioning of breaches. If the parties invest a considerable amount in 

the initial costs of partnership formation, e.g. grant money and personnel, the formation 

will be made possible (Sabatier et al. 2005).  

Changing a market  

Glasbergen’s (2010) fourth step of the ladder: changing a market concerns external 

interaction over time. However, my focus on forest protection also needs a discussion of 

adaption (Emerson et al. 2011), because it is crucial for partnerships to adapt to 

prescribed and forthcoming circumstances. Adaption of partnerships may occur as a 

result of changes in the context or directly in response to the perceived effectiveness of 

actions and impacts (Emerson et al. 2011). The impacts that Glasbergen (2010) suggests 

depends on the context and the actors in charge. Emerson et al’s (2011) definition of 

policy impacts is hence useful: “Impacts result from the actions spurred by collaborative 

dynamics. Impacts are intentional (and unintentional) changes of state within the 

system context…” (2011:18). The long-term impacts of partnerships are therefore 

challenging to verify, but through investigation, if they have created trust and are 

considered legitimate, their eventual influence can be found. The desired impacts need 

close attention as this concerns output legitimacy; have the different actors’ objectives 

been fulfilled? For the government, the objectives are clear; create cooperation with 

NIPF owners as they are the holders of the forest as a resource, which the government 

wants to preserve to maintain biodiversity. Yet, the outcome effectiveness is hard to 

assess since the very implementation of sustainable development is a long-term process. 

Effectiveness concerns here the environmental and social outcome of the agreement; 

whether the objective is attained and whether the agreement is effective or not in 

addressing the problem it intended to solve (Bäckstrand 2006), i.e., increasing nature 

conservation agreements and the interest for nature conservation among NIPF owners.  

The exchange of services between the government and the NIPF owners’ has yet not 

succeeded, which could be linked to factors such as compensation levels and failures in 
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creating a dialogue with NIPF owners. However, more and more researchers tend to 

suggest market-line solutions to reduce conflicts about protected areas. Furthermore 

there are ongoing efforts in the Nordic countries in this direction (Bergseng and Vatn 

2009). Interesting to note here is the active role forestry associations have in the Komet 

Programme; to spread information among NIPF owners’ about the program. This 

involvement of new actors with clear market interests, such as forestry associations in 

the protection process, needs further investigation. Earlier research indicates that 

members in a forestry association7 tend to place greater importance on ecological 

aspects than non-members (Rickenbach et al 2004), which may be linked to the fact 

that forestry associations are important for changing attitudes among NIPF owners ( 

Kittredge 2005, Wiersum et al. 2005). Yet, according to Berlin et al. (2006) it appears as 

if members in forest associations tend to serve a certain type of forest owners; those who 

are interested in gaining income from their forest. This holds true for both non-

residents and residents that are members in a forestry association (Berlin et al. 2006). 

What this paradox in members’ attitudes implies also needs more investigation, but one 

indicator could be the changing ownership structure (Berlin et al. 2006, Nordin and 

Westin 2011, Törnkvist 1995).  

For changing a market, Glasbergen (2012) thus argues that partnerships must be 

considered a logical policy instrument in the political sphere. Furthermore, whether 

nature conservation agreements and the Komet Programme intend to change the 

management of protecting forest or not, according to Glasbergen (2010), can relate to 

how well leadership is developed within these partnerships. Clear leadership is needed 

to influence how resources are disseminated. The government, deciding on financial and 

material resources, could partly claim leadership for nature conservation agreements 

and the Komet Programme. However, in the Komet Programme, the NIPF-owners share 

leadership together with the government, because the NIPF-owners take the initiative 

for forest protection. The leaders in the Komet Programme are not clearly defined on 

                                                             
7 I use Berlin et al’s (2006) definition of forestry associations:”…a means for the individual private forest 

owners to increase their benefit from forest ownership by offering them forestry-related information and 

assuring a market for their forest products” (Berlin et al. 2006:85).  
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paper, hence I will have to accurately identify relevant actors to be able to discuss their 

influence and claim on leadership.  

Changing the political order 

The last step of the ladder refers to the ability to formalize a collective responsibility for 

sustainability issues, i.e., changing the political order. For explaining how nature 

conservation agreements and the Komet Programme will be received at the local level 

focus must thus be on output legitimacy concerning the compensation level. Output 

legitimacy revolves around the effectiveness and problem-solving capacity of 

partnerships. A policy or partnership may be perceived as legitimate if the goals, the 

measures, the implementation methods and the management structures are consistent 

with the actors’ normative beliefs (Kaan and Liese 2009).  It is particularly interesting to 

find out whether the measures to achieve these goals are regarded as legitimate and if 

the way of implementing nature conservation agreements/the Komet Programme is 

seen as equitable by all actors.   

The idea that partnerships are already partly governing society as political power has 

been disseminated among private and public actors (Glasbergen 2010). Glasbergen 

(2010) suggests social power as a useful concept when analyzing partnerships’ 

processes ability to change the political order, although he also notes that too much 

focus on private discretion could obstruct public policies. Social power is defined as 

“…the ability to influence the outcome of societal processes relevant for the solution of 

public issues, independent of political institutions” (Glasbergen 2010:9). Social power 

can, as such, help to explain the outcome of nature conservation agreements and the 

Komet Programme. Whether collective responsibility can be formalized or not in society 

can in particular be explained by considering some of the specific dilemmas that 

concern partnerships. Most partnerships tend to represent current power imbalances 

instead of changing them, and often bring a non-representative set of actors together. 

From a democratic and legal view, it is crucial that citizens decide on public issues, but 

partnerships focus more often on capacity-enhancing functions than on outcome-

oriented management (Glasbergen 2010). Additionally, partnerships usually take on a 

process-oriented view on sustainable change. This pragmatic focus implies that some 

topics are neglected and partnerships could therefore legitimize practices that are, in 

essence, not sustainable (Visseren-Hamakers and Glasbergen 2007). Partnerships could 
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at the same time have a potential to create a new arena for discussing sustainability 

issues. Within this framework it may be possible to analyze the eventual structural 

changes partnerships could have in the political order. Innes and Booher (1999) argue 

that when partnerships are implemented on a broader scale, they have the possibility to 

change the direction of a complex situation and lead society towards higher levels of 

sustainability. However, partnerships exist in a world where they are dependent on 

governmental actors and the success of partnerships is connected to specific 

government policies. What is clear from the perspective of social power is that when 

partnerships are a part of the political structure one can find out if partnerships are 

receptive to ideas such as good forest governance, (in the sense of representativeness), 

of local actors in decision-making forums, non-discriminatory laws, transparent public 

agencies, accountability for decisions by public officials and devolution of resources to 

local levels (Ros-Tonen et al. 2008).  Good forest governance is as such focused on input 

legitimacy. However, output legitimacy is also vital for explaining the effects with 

partnerships on the political agenda. The correlation between input and output 

legitimacy shows that both legitimacy aspects interrelate and depend on each other 

(Bäckstrand 2006). 

Operationalization of theoretical framework 

Focus  Activities  Collaborative Dynamics  

 Actor input   

Actor  

 

 

 

Institution  

 

 

Structure 

Building trust  Generated through interactive processes of discovery, definition, 

deliberation and determination 

Creating collaborative 

advantages  

Generated through trust , mutual understanding, input 

legitimacy, shared commitment 

Constituting a rule system  Generated through procedural/institutional arrangements, 

leadership, knowledge, resources  

Changing a market  Generated through implementation on a broader scale, 

acceptance as an alternative  

Changing the political Generated through impact on the political order , policy change  
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order  

 Structure output  

Adapted version of the ladder (Emerson et al 2011, Glasbergen 2011, Zachrisson 2009). 

Method  

Research design  

My ambition is to analyze, from a macro-and micro perspective, partnerships in 

connection to private forest ownership in Sweden with a qualitative approach. This 

objective is explored through a focus on nature conservation agreements and the Komet 

Programme, and aims further to refine Glasbergen’s (2010) and Emerson et al’s (2011) 

theoretical framework with a particular focus on trust and legitimacy. For research 

objectives with explorative ambitions, and to develop theories, an optimal choice is in-

depth case studies (George and Bennett 2005). Case studies are not that strong in 

evaluating how much something matters, but this is not a particularly weakness for my 

dissertation, as focus is on how and why certain variables matter (George and Bennet 

2005) such as trust, legitimacy and knowledge.  

The theoretical phenomenon is how nature conservation agreements and the Komet 

Programme work in practice and my case represents how trust and legitimacy is created 

within them. There are numerous independent variables, that are all interrelated and 

they concern different aspects relating to the context, the actors, and the processes. By 

analyzing how such aspects influence the process of nature conservation agreements 

and the Komet Programme, the role of trust and legitimacy can be explained. Different 

views on sustainable protection will need to be considered regarding the trust and 

legitimacy level, since Glasbergen (2010) notes that for achieving sustainable 

partnerships actors must find “common ground for action” (2010:5).  

Sample of informants and case study areas 

I will base my selection of case study areas on items within the Statistical yearbook of 

forestry, particularly to find data regarding protection forms and ownership structure. 

The ownership structure is important to consider as the character of NIPF owners are 

changing, which research shows affect the opinions on protection of forest (Nordlund 

and Westin 2011). When studying nature conservation agreements, I will base my 
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sample on NIPF owners that have established nature conservation agreements since 

1999; the year when the interim target Long-term protection of forest land was 

introduced. I will in particular focus on what has happened since 2010, when nature 

conservation agreements were reformed with the aim to make them more flexible for 

NIPF owners (NCA report 2010), in order to investigate eventual attitude changes. 

Thereby the sample must include NIPF owners that have implemented nature 

conservation agreements after the reform, to study if this reform change has eventually 

influenced opinions regarding nature conservation agreements.  

According to Juttinen et al. (2007) it is difficult to generalize results from voluntary 

agreements because of several context specific factors. Therefore, I must choose case 

study areas that give an overall picture of the Swedish forest and its actors, in order to 

be able to discuss and make general assumptions of nature conservation agreements/the 

Komet Programme. The selection of case study areas will also aim to map out crucial 

determinants to explain the process and outcome (Eckerberg 1987) of nature 

conservation agreements and certain Komet areas. I will make much use of SFA’s 

publications of data on payments and areas of protection regarding nature conservation 

agreements since the start in 1998. The data set shows the area, costs and number of 

nature conservation agreements implemented for each county and year from 1998 (SFA 

2011b). 

Semi-qualitative interviews and qualitative text analysis 

Semi-structured interviews have been chosen as its strategy captures nuances and 

different approaches in attitudes and actions (Kvale and Brinkmann 2009). Interviews 

will be performed with NIPF owners, forest associations, responsible decision-making 

authorities, and also national authorities like the EPA, which has the main responsibility 

for nature conservation agreements. I will, in advance of the interviews with NIPF 

owners, ask about their forest management plans, since information about area of 

productive forest land, type of forest, etc., can be linked to attitudes and values about 

protection of forest (Appelstrand 2007). The interviews will be complemented with text 

documents as the use of multiple resources is crucial when performing case studies to 

construct validity (Merriam 1994). I will attempt to find units of information in my 

empirical material (Merriam 1994), i.e., the interviews, which can be linked to the 

chosen theoretical framework. I am also inspired by narrative analysis because I find 
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reconstruction of events (Williams 1984) interesting for facilitating the revelation of 

underlying patterns.  

Discussion 

From the literature study performed during this course, I found the urban/rural 

perspective and its linkage with the increasing use of partnerships intriguing.  The 

introduction of partnerships can perhaps be viewed as a result of the increasing 

dependency between rural actors and urban actors uses of private-owned forest.  

Different perceptions regarding productivity and protection of private- owned forest, 

hence, seem unavoidable. The enhanced focus on recreation and biodiversity values in 

the Swedish forest perhaps tend to place more focus on the urban populations’ 

perceptions of what the forest should be used for.  New categories of NIPF owners such 

as non-residents that live in cities could further spur this development, which some 

would refer to as a post-productivism development (Mather 2001). The post-

productivism perspective could thereby be useful for my research objective, not least to 

help shed light on the development that Swedish forestry sector has gone through 

during the last decades. 

It must anyway be stressed that many NIPF owners have always viewed their forest as a 

family project (Törnkvist 1995), hence economic values has never been their only 

priority.  However, it is clear that the government is trying to find new ways to promote 

cooperation with NIPF owners, particularly since the government has expressed 

environmental goals. Yet, apparently partnerships, such as nature conservation 

agreements with their dialogue approaches, do not led to the desired outcome, despite 

changes in their formation since 2010 such as increased compensation level and more 

flexibility for the NIPF owners. I would argue that this could indicate a larger and more 

complex dilemma that revolves more around how urban and rural values are clashing. 

This could indicate that I should emphasize more the conflict perspective regarding 

private-owned forest in my dissertation. The picture of private-owned forest in Sweden 

is clearly diverse and multi-faceted, where questions about productivity and protection 

are fiery and the introduction of new actors into the protection process raises questions 

about who the forest belongs to and what will happen when protection must adapt to 

market interests.  
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