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1 Abstract	  
 
In a exploratory case study I examine the impact of resent years (2009-2013) efforts to improve the 
legitimacy for wolf policy in Värmland County, Sweden. Using mainly interviews with grassroots 
activists in the environmentalist, farmers and hunters interest groups, but also taking in other data, I 
explore the themes that themes and perceptions that can account for the low degree of legitimiacy 
and high degree of conflict.  
 
In the theory chapter the study addresses policy legitimacy and co-management. Elaborating on a 
model for policy legitimacy I end up with a three-part categorization of the legitimacy concept. Co-
management it is broken down to decentralisation, deliberation and policy learning. 
Decentralisation is redefined as deconcentration when it transfers authority to lower administrative 
units and devolution when it transfers authority to hybrid government structures.  
 
In chapter six the results are presented. The study focuses on whether there have been 
decentralisation, arguing that there is some deconcentration but not, as would be expected for co-
management, devolution. Secondly it addresses the stakeholder organisations role in legitimating 
policy, finding that while membership in an organisations with a clear position is an important way 
for citizens to express their opinion about wolves this does not mean that such organisations are 
necessarily enabling members further participation on the issue and that there might be flaws in 
information dispersion. Thirdly the study addresses what type of legitimacy flaw that is exhibited in 
different stakeholder groups. Using the theoretical model for legitimacy the study concludes that 
there are problems with both expressed consent, legal validity and justifiability in terms of shared 
beliefs.  
 

2 Swedish	  summary	  
Denna uppsats är en explorativ fallstudie över legitimiteten för vargpolitiken och de åtgärder som 
har införts för att höja legitimiteten mellan 2009-2013. Fallstudien tittar på Värmlands län med 
hjälp av intervjuer av gräsrotsaktivister från miljörörelsen, jägarkåren och lantbrukare, men också 
med hjälp av annan data. Kärnpunkten för uppsatsen är att utforska de teman som i sin tur förklarar 
varför legitimiteten för vargpolitiken förblir låg. Utöver detta studeras också om grundintentionen i 
den beslutade politiken har implementerats som tänkt.  
 
I teorikapitlet adresseras konceptet policy legitimitet samt samförvaltning. Studien vidareutvecklar 
en modell som definierar och samtidigt förklarar policy legitimitet som ett tredelat koncept. 
Samförvaltning å sin sida bryts ner till beståndsdelarna decentralisation, deliberation och policy 
learning. Decentralisation omkonceptualiseras till dekoncentration när makt flyttas till lägre 
administrativ enhet och som devolution eller hybridisering när makt överförs till kvasi-offficiella 
organ bestående av en mångfald av intressen.  
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I kapitel sex presenteras resultaten. Studien finner att det finns små spår av dekoncentration men 
däremot inte av devolution vilket borde vara fallet som fattade beslut om samförvaltning hade 
verkställts korrekt. Någon samförvaltning verkar inte finnas att tala om i Värmland. Vidare tittar 
studien på intresseorganisations roll i att legitimera vargpolitiken och finner att medlemskap 
visserligen är ett viktigt sätt för medborgarna att uttrycka sin åsikt men detta innebär inte 
nödvändigtvis att organisationerna möjliggör vidare deltagande i frågan på så sätt som eftersträvas i 
samförvaltningsmodellen. Studien finner också att det finns brister i hur information sprids och 
kommunikation förs. Slutligen tittar studien på vilka legitimitetsbrister som uppvisas hos olika 
intressenter. Utifrån en teoretisk modell konstaterar studien att det finns problem både med uttryckt 
samtycke, legal validitet och försvarbarhet i termer av delade åsikter och värderingar men vilken 
typ av brist och vilka teman som tas upp under dessa skiljer sig åt mellan intervjugrupperna. 
Slutligen finner studien att det finns flera icke-studerade sociala och samhälleliga aspekter av frågan 
som är av stor betydelse att belysa i vidare forskning. Utifrån resultaten är det föga förvånande att 
legitimiteten har förblivit låg och konfliktnivån mycket hög.  
 

3 Understanding	  the	  wolf	  conflict	  
It is no understatement that the most conflictual and the only truly politicised wildlife management 
issue at the national arena in Sweden is the issue of wolf policy. Issues of how many wolves there 
should be, in what areas and how far local inhabitant may go to protect themselves and in particular 
their animals awakes strong sentiments among certain segments of the population. Yet our 
knowledge on many political aspects of this conflict is unsatisfying. Particularly recent policy 
evaluation studies are lacking. Here my study attempts to contribute.  
 
This thesis places its focus on exploring the themes that explain the failure to gain greater 
legitimacy for Swedish wolf policy trough means of local participation and decentralized decision-
making. It thus aims to make a contribution for understanding the circumstances under which such 
decisions-making arrangements has beneficial effects on policy legitimacy. In proposition 
2008/09:210 and 2012/13:191 the government has made clear that local inhabitant’s possibilities for 
engaging in the political process needs to be enhanced if the polices are to be accepted and hence 
successfully implemented. Yet the few recent studies conducted that have looked into the issue of 
perceptions of wolf policy have not shown any real improvement, although the licenced hunting did 
entail a slight rapprochement in hunter/government relations. Aggregated opinions of wolves 
remain the same and there is a low degree of trust for government agencies, namely The County 
Administrative Board (CAB) and the Environmental Protection agency (EPA), in rural areas 
(Solevid & Berg 2011; Ericsson et al. 2013; Sjölander-Lindqvist & Cinque 2010). Hence the 
attempt to gain legitimacy has failed. But in a theoretical light this is surprising because research in 
democratic theory shows that there is a clear causality between participation or deliberation on the 
one hand and legitimacy on the other (Esaiasson et al. 2012; Schultz et al. 2011; Niemeyer 2007; 
Carpini et al. 2004). Participation fosters a sense of responsibility and respect for the outcome and 
instils a feeling of control in the participant. Deliberation, on its part, can foster a consensus and 
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bring about more effective policies. Similar results are found for co-management, a recent trend in 
natural resources management in which the state cooperates with local stakeholder groups to reach 
multiple societal goods (Zachrisson 2009a; Armitage et al. 2008; Kofinas 2009; Jentoft 1989; 
Sandström et al. 2009; Pellikka & Sandström 2011). It may be that the Swedish case goes against 
established knowledge in the field but weak legitimacy may also result from incomplete 
implementation or a poor policy processes. We thus need to understand more about the conflict 
before asserting if the Swedish wolf case deviates from established knowledge.  
 
This essay will try to shed light on why, in spite of efforts for increased legitimacy, the conflict 
does not appear prima facie to have lessened. This overall research question of why the conflict 
remains an open wound is broken down into lesser parts. Have public policy been implemented as 
intended? What is the stakeholder organisations role in legitimising wolf policy? What type of 
legitimacy problem is expressed in different stakeholder groups? Is it mainly an input or output 
problem? Research into these questions can help improve the situation by gaining clarity of the 
conflict and makes a modest theoretic contribution into the research of co-management and 
legitimacy gains by stakeholder involvement in public management. The essay starts with an 
account of the historic and political background as well as the opinion and attitude studies that have 
been conducted. Thereafter the theoretical chapters review theories of policy legitimacy, co-
management and the foundation of co-management. After an extensive theoretical section the 
method and results are presented and discussed. 
	  

3.1 The	  history	  of	  wolves	  in	  Sweden	  
The conflict has long historical roots. In medieval times there were many thousands of wolves 
compared with today’s approximately 3801. Just as today, there was a widespread fear of wolves 
and from 12th century provincial laws proscribed that each adult should participate in wolf hunting, 
so called “vargskall”2. At the mid 1600 the state took an even more active part in the official 
eradication of the “wolf pestilence” by offering a bounty. Official Swedish efforts to eradicate the 
                                                
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 Estimates of actual numbers are a source of conflict. The pro-wolves group estimates fare less and the anti-wolf groups 
estimates far higher but around 380 is the result of inventories done by SLU 
2 Wolf bark 
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wolf did not stop until 1947. At this time there were only a few individuals left from previous tribes 
and the specie was classified as “functionally extinct”3. 1965 the specie was given protection by law 
(Sjölander-Lindqvist 2006, p.10). The reintroduction of wolves happened in 1983 in Nyskoga, 
Värmland county, when a successful litter was observed from a wolf that managed to immigrate 
from the Russian-Finish population (Rovdjurscentret 2004). At the time this awoke more curiosity 
than hostility and opinions towards wolves were rather positive (Williams et al. 2002; Ericsson & 
Heberlein 2003). It was thought that if the wolves re-established themselves they would do so in the 
scarcely populated mountain region of Sweden, not in the Mid-West. The recent hostility has partly 
been explained as an effect of the unexpected population site of the tribes, partly of the threat they 
pose to traditional hunting practices and partly with the long historical human-wolf conflict 
(Williams et al. 2002; Sjölander-Lindqvist 2006).  
 
The growth of the wolf tribes formidably exploded in the late 1990´s and early 2000 
(Naturvårdsverket 2013). This made the human-wolf conflict rekindle. When the former Social 
democratic government recognized a need for a reform in policy they presented prop 2000:01/57. 
While the proposition has been considered to serve the interest of Hunters and Sami people (Klason 
2000), it did not make any larger changes to the way nature resource policy and wildlife 
management was structured. Duit et al. (2009) argues that while deconcentrating some decision-
making power to sub-national administrative organs, it still remained on the whole top-down 
organization ruled by experts. 
 
The absence of local influence coupled with continued growth in wolf population made the 
discontent grow during the early twenty-first century. Stakeholder organisations claiming to 
represent the countryside’s interest, mainly the Swedish Hunters Association (SHA) and the 
Federations of Swedish Farmers (FSF), complained about the lack of local influence and 
consideration for traditions and customs. In 2009 the new right-wing government tried to meet the 
demands by proposing a new or rather, in their words, “stronger” regionalization of wildlife 
management policy concerning carnivores (Wolf, Bear, Lynx and Wolverine). Prop 2008/09:210 
became a highly debated controversy because of the decision to introduce licensed hunting. The 
proposition (and latter prop. 20012/13:191) was divided between the commitment to biodiversity 
                                                
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3 The specie did not have the opportunity to reproduce although some few individuals still remained.  
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declared in national statements and international treaties on the one hand and the need to concede to 
demands for diminished wolf tribes on the other. The goal of 20 litters and approx. 200 individuals 
remained yet the government felt compelled to deliver on their promises made to rural voter (Prop. 
2008/09:210; Prop. 2012/13:191). 
 
More than any other party the Centre party has stood out as the champion for the interest of hunters 
and farmers. Now in power in the departments of environment, agriculture and rural affairs they 
were bound to deliver. In essence, the proposition 2008/09:210 introduced the option of licenced 
hunting and gave the EPA authority to delegate decision making power over protective and licenced 
hunting to the county administrative board. In latter statue (SFS 2009:1474) the government set up 
Wildlife Management Delegations (WMDs) under each CAB. Previous there had been informal 
Regional Large Carnivore Committees (RLCC) made up of involved stakeholder organisations 
which acted as arenas for debate and collaboration. The WMD where very similar to these RLCC 
but the WMD got a formal standing as consultative organ in some issues and de jure decision–
making powers in other. The RLCC were thus replaced by the WMDs. A major difference between 
the RLCC and WMDs are that the later has a responsibility for all wildlife species, most 
importantly the moose. The WMDs were a means to introduce adaptive co-management into the 
carnivore policy.  
 
From 2009 onwards the wolf conflict has mainly been about licensed hunting. It might be that the 
many turns of events from 2009 up till date have been difficult for many citizens to understand. If 
coupled with low understanding for how normal governmental proceedings work4 this could be 
expected to have led to a growing flora of misperceptions that may have affected the perceived 
legitimacy negatively. In order to identify when a respondent may have got the facts wrong, which 
indicates an information failure, it is therefore wise to try and sort out the facts early on.  

There have been four decisions on licenced hunting. All of which has been taken by the EPA 
(Naturvårdsverket 2009; 2010; 2013a; 2013b). Hunting was carried out in 2010 and 2011. The 
decisions in 2013 was stopped by the administrative court of appeal who found that the decision 
breached the specie- and habitat directive after World Wildlife Foundation (WWF), the Swedish 
                                                
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4 Due to low education or limited experience with governmental agencies. 
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Society for Nature Conservations (SSNC) and the Swedish carnivore Association (SCA) jointly 
appealed in lower instances and argued for inhibition5 (Administrative Court of appeal Nr 746-13 
2013-02-06; Administrative Court Stockholm Nr 2428-13 2013-05-02; WWF Sweden et al. 2013).  

There has also been strong critic made from the EU Commission after complaints were made by 
WWF, SCA and SNNC in 2010 (WWF Sweden et al.  2010). The commission has criticized the 
Swedish government for not adhering to the requirements of the Specie and habitat directive and an 
Infringements proceeding were initialized in 2011 (EU-commission 2011a). That same year the 
commission gave a reasoned opinion, the final stage before taking a member country to EU court 
(EU-commission 2011b). As an effect of this the Swedish government suspended all hunting until 
2013 through a change in the bylaws (SFS 1987:905). The case was thus suspended and therefor 
never made its way to the EU court. Here it is important to note that the EU has not in any way 
punished Sweden. The hunting was first stopped because of the threat to be taken to court and then 
stopped by the Swedish juridical system. Yet for a layman it may be difficult to differentiate 
between the EU commission, the EU Court and the Swedish administrative court system. This 
difficulty provides fertile ground for misconceptions, mistrust and blame game, particularly if the 
involved actors have other motives than to provide objective information.  
 
As a result of this period of conflict with the EU the government realized the need to review and 
clarify the intent in proposition 08/09:210. This was done in prop 2012/13:191. There they stated 
that; 
a) Judgement on preservation status was to be taken by the Parliament rather than EPA as had been 
the previous praxis. In contrast to the assessment made by the SOU 2012:22, who found the wolf to 
be endangered, the proposition 12/13:191 stated that the wolf had reached “favourable 
preservational status”  
b) The goal of having continuous favourable preservation status for wolves could be achieved in the 
interval of 170-270 wolves 

                                                
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5 Inhibition is a decision to suspend the execution of decisions made by lower instances in waiting of the courts final 
decision. 
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c) All CAB, not just those that had a permanent population of predatory animals, which where the 
case before, should have a WMD. More decision-making power should also be moved from the 
EPA to the WMD. 
      

3.2 Opinion	  and	  Attitudes	  towards	  wolves	  and	  wolf	  policy	  
The official goal of current public policy has been to reconcile a commitment to preserve a 
sustainable wolf population, as part the biodiversity goal included in the government’s 16 national 
environmental goals6 (Naturvårdsverket 2012) while gaining the support and approval of rural 
inhabitants. Yet this is no simple matter because research shows a clear and strong division in 
attitudes towards wolf reintroduction. A small majority (55%) supports the presence of wolves but 
only very few support an increase from present numbers (17%) (Ericsson et al.) However, there are 
great regional variations which have caused scholars to speak of an rural-urban polarisation 
(Solevid & Berg 2010; Solevid & Berg 2011; Sjölander-Lindqvist 2006; Ericsson et al. 2013). 
Inhabitants in rural areas populated by wolf are significantly more negative towards wolves’ than 
urban citizens. In wolf counties support7 drops from the national 61% to 40% among locals8 and 
continues down to 24% among hunters in wolf areas (Ericsson & Heberlein 2003). Hunters more 
negative attitudes are explained by the traditional use of hunting dogs, which were made possible 
only through the historical extinction of wolves. Hunters also have good reason to fear for their 
dogs. 80% of all dogs that are attacked by wolves are involved in hunting activates (Karlsson et al. 
2006). Attacks on dogs not used in hunting do occur but are far rarer. Not only do rural and urban 
inhabitants have different substantial opinions on wolves but there they also value the issue very 
differently. Residents in urban areas rates, not surprisingly, wolf issues as less important than do 
residents in rural areas9. If negative attitudes was thought to be derived from a lack of experience 

                                                
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6 These have for decades been a central instrument in Swedish environmental policy and are backed up by all 
established parties. 
7 Question surveyed is whether they like or dislike wolves. The score for “like” is here used as indicator of support  
8 Locals excluding the hunting population 
9 36% of Swedish non-hunters Nationwide had no strong feelings towards the issue compared with 30% of hunters 
(Ericsson & Heberlein 2003) 
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and knowledge one needs to rethink in light of recent research which has found that more direct 
experience with wolves does not improve the attitude, rather the other way around.  
 
We found, as did Kellert and HBRS (1990), that those groups who knew the least about wolves also 
had the most positive attitudes. Hunters living in areas with wolves had the most accurate objective 
knowledge but consistently the most negative attitudes (Ericsson & Heberlein 2003). 
 
All statistical data indicates the same thing, there is a very real dived between those living in 
proximity to wolves and those living far away, between those with high and low education and 
between the young and the old. But there is also a dived in expressed values. The pro-wolf groups 
emphasises different environmental values such as beauty, the thrill of seeing a living wild wolf and 
the ethical right of wolf to exist in their natural habitat. Anti-wolf groups on the other hand 
emphasises utilitarian and anthropocentric values such as the effects wolf presence has on life 
quality and feelings of security and on the incompatibility of wolves in cultural landscapes. Wolves 
are rather seen as belonging to the wilderness, something that does not exists in Scandinavia 
(Sjölander-Lindqvist 2006; Ekengren 2012). The effort of creating acceptance for wolves are thus 
fighting an uphill battle since these values are if not direct opposites then at least very far apart.  

4 Theory	  
The theoretical framework is made up of two parts. First part deals with legitimacy. What is 
legitimacy? How and why are legitimacy bestowed upon political decisions? Theories of policy 
legitimacy are discussed and there relation to input/output legitimacy explored. The second 
theoretical part is on co-management. As an influential theory of resource management that is the 
bedrock of the government’s intention in bill 2008/09:210 and 2012/13:191 it is explored and 
exemplified.  Lastly I sum up the theoretical stance I have made and formulate hypothesises on 
what to expect in my case study. 
 

4.1 Policy	  Legitimacy	  
Political science and political theory has long paid attention to the importance of political 
legitimacy. Legitimacy is the reasons why citizens should regard political decisions as valid and 
morally binding. Debate about legitimacy usually concerns the legitimacy of the political system or 
regime. Legitimacy deficit has for example been used as an explanation for the low interest and 
trust in the EU and for the collapse of the Soviet system (For instance Matti 2000). But until 
recently there has been no effort to apply the concept to policies.  
 
It is now suggested that legitimacy constrains the freedom of action of governments in policy 
specific choices. Even if a citizen may regard the regime as legitimate he or she may not regard 
certain policy choices as legitimate. There is most likely a dynamic relationship between political 
and policy legitimacy. Illegitimate policies will spill over and adversely affect the legitimacy of the 
regime and likewise illegitimate regimes will most likely have a hard time gaining legitimacy for 
their policies.  
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The first steps towards developing theories of policy legitimacy were taken by Alexander George in 
an essay titled “Domestic constraints on regime change in U.S. foreign policy: The need for policy 
legitimacy”. For a significant period of time the idea of policy legitimacy did not gain scholarly 
attention. Lately this has changed and more scholars now explore the idea. The ones that do address 
policy legitimacy do so in different but closely related ways. Wallner (2008) conceptualises 
legitimacy consisting of two types; substantial legitimacy (resulting from alignment of values 
between policy, stakeholders and the public) and procedural legitimacy (resulting from a 
combination of policy incubation, public participation and emotive appeal in marketing of the 
policy). In a similar manner Pellikka and Sandström (2011) also conceptualises legitimacy as 
consisting of two types. But for them the division is between input legitimacy, that is being fair, 
accountable, transparent and inclusive, and output legitimacy, that is having an effective policy or 
getting things done. Clearly the two authors can agree on the importance of procedural factors. 
While filling the procedural category with slightly different content the intention is the same. Even 
though both versions are correct it does lack something. They lack the need for expressed consent. 
This, however, is found in the work of Simon Matti, who did his dissertation on belief-system 
correspondence in Swedish environmental policy. In the dissertation he developed the ideas of 
George and coupled them with the ideas of the leading theorist on political legitimacy, David 
Beetham. Beethams efforts has been to find a middle way between the subjectivist and normative 
understanding of legitimacy10, he did so by arguing that legitimacy can and ought to be 
conceptualised as consisting of three criterions each corresponding to an antithesis (See Table 1 
Legitimacy Criterions and their antithesis). 
 
 

                                                
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10 The subjectivist interpretation of legitimacy is well expressed by Max Weber who considered a regime legitimate 
when and if the people thought it to be so. Such an understanding has been criticised for not accounting for the reasons 
why people judge a regime to be legitimate. Against it a normative understanding has been raised which assess that a 
regime is legitimate if it can be thought of as morally justifiable. Although, the précis meaning of “morally justifiable” 
is usually vague.   

Table 1 Legitimacy Criterions and their antithesis  

Criteria Description Antithesis Description 
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Comment: Assembled with inspiration from tables in (Matti 2009) 
 
First, the citizens need to express their consent (or disapproval). Citizens should actively give 
support or withhold or withdraw consent. This could be through participating in the policy 
implementation (in this case, by signing up for licenced hunting or participating in WMD activities) 
or protesting against it (by petition and manifestations as well as through illegal hunting). 
Furthermore belonging to a stakeholder group with a clear position on the issue can itself be 
considered as giving or withholding support. Second, the regime needs to have legal validity, that 
is, they need to follow established formal and informal rules in acquisition and exercise of power. 
That is, in formulating and implementing new policy the government must conform to pre-existing 
rules, both formal (national and international legislation and treaties) and informal (legal praxis and 
social codes of conduct etc.). The more fundamental a rule is the more important it is to conform to 
it. For example, it is worse if a policy breaches constitutional law or basic human rights then if it 
contradicts a minor law or bylaw. The subjective perception of rule-transgression leads to policies 
being regarded as illegitimate. Third, the policy needs to be justifiable by corresponding to the 
values and beliefs in society (Matti 2009). Matti reverses the causality from Beetham and argues 
that in policy settings expressed consent is dependent on legal validity and justifiability in terms of 
shared values or beliefs. Hence expressed consent is the outcome rather than effect. 

Expressed 
consent 

Actively given support 
by the subordinate 

Delegitimatisation Consent is withdrawn or 
withheld 

    
Legal validity Acquisition and 

exercise of power  
within established 
formal and informal 
rules 

Illegitimacy Breach of formal or informal 
rules 

Justifiability in 
terms of shared 
beliefs and values 

Rules are acceptable 
by the subordinate  
by corresponding to 
shared beliefs and 
values 

Legitimacy deficit Weakly supported by societal 
beliefs or are deeply contested 
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In placing emphasis on the importance of value alignments Matti is far from alone. Recent writings 
of Wallner (2008), Fell (2006)  and Pellikka & Sandström (2009) indicates that there is something 
of a shift in scholar evaluation of policy. However, contrasting Matti with Wallner and Pellikka & 
Sandström, the procedural or input side of legitimacy becomes secondary to value alignment. He 
does state that legal validity can be thought of as a different terminology of the same operational 
indicators as procedural legitimacy (Matti 2009, pp.58–60), but the analysis in the later study does 
not make use of legal validity. I do however see great importance in using procedural legitimacy in 
this case. Within Swedish politics the informal practice stresses the importance of broad 
representation, collaboration and consensus building, making transparency and inclusiveness vital 
procedural legitimacy factors.11 Research on the possibility of realignment on an urban-rural 
cleavage based on the wolf-issue done by Ekengren (2012) also indicates the importance of 
questions of decision-making and representation, as part of the power struggle between different 
stakeholder organizations and thus making the inclusion of procedural factors in my case 
reasonable. However, as I find the legitimacy framework as expressed in Table 1 both theoretically 
sufficient and simple, I will use the term “legal validity” (in the positive form) or “illegitimacy” (in 
the negative form) in the analysis rather than input or procedural legitimacy.12 
 
While Mattis modified theory of policy legitimacy is highly relevant and will be used in this study, 
there are problems to be addressed. Both Beetham and Matti tend to view the values and beliefs that 
are to be shared as unitary. One set of values that ought to match between the government and the 
citizenry. This is a simplistic account that matches poorly both to the development towards 
ideological pluralism in postmodern societies and with my specific case. Previous literature on wolf 
policy issues in Sweden (Sjölander-Lindqvist 2006; Sjölander-Lindqvist & Cinque 2010; Ekengren 
2012) has made it clear that values and beliefs differ to such a large degree between stakeholder 
groups that the third criterion need to be adapted to reflect this plurality. I suggest a modification of 
the third criterion for the use in this study as follows.  
 

                                                
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11 That being sad it does not imply that fairness and accountability, often cited procedural indicators, would not also be 
important.  
12 Though reference to different factors contributing to legal validity will the accounted for.  
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A policy is legitimate to the extent by which its rules can be justified in terms of shared beliefs and 
values in issue specific stakeholder groups.  
 
The modification of cause complicates the study of legitimacy as it entails that a policy may have 
different legitimacy to different groups and each group needs to be studied separately. However, I 
do believe this to be the best and most correct way of applying policy legitimacy perspectives on 
such a highly contested area as wolf policy. In contrast with Wallner, who considers a policy to be 
legitimate if it corresponds to the values of both the general public and stakeholder groups, I 
disregard the public dimension. I do so partly for practical reasons but more so due to the fact that 
the public is largely uninterested in the issue. The value dimension of the general public should thus 
be expected not to impact the overall legitimacy of wolf policy in any significant ways. As for the 
term stakeholder I use a standard definition stating that “any person who has in interest in the 
activity” is an stakeholder (Crowther 2014). Here we have the involuntary or directly affected 
stakeholders (hunters, farmers and local inhabitants) and the indirectly affected stakeholders 
(environmentalists, animal rights activists etc.). The definition is intentionally left broad to capture 
all relevant individuals, groups and organisations. 
 
Yet the meaning of shared beliefs and values are a bit vague and not ready for application in 
scientific analysis. To Beetham the third criterion targets very broad and basic political and 
philosophical conceptions like good government or the common good. Matti argues that for the 
application in policy settings “less basic or goal-oriented beliefs [needs to] be considered” (Matti 
2009). To elaborate, shared beliefs in policy settings are according to Matti beliefs on how the issue 
is to be understood as well as which solutions are to be sought and by which strategies.  While 
remaining goal-oriented, Matti’s interpretation puts more weight on the content of policy. In this 
study values and beliefs are considered to be the framing of policy that different actors adhere to 
with particular emphasis on the goals, vision and outcomes sought. 
 

4.2 Co-‐management	  
 Co-management is a strong trend in natural resource management philosophies. There has been a 
lot of theoretical work done lately in this field. The core of co-management is that in managing 
natural resources the state should not be the sole actor in decision-making and implementation 
(Zachrisson 2009a; Jentoft 1989; Plummer et al. 2012; Schultz et al. 2011) Co-Management emerge 
partly as the realisation among practitioners grew that top-down, expert oriented management did 
not considered the fact that there were always people living in the areas of concern, in a global 
perspective often marginalized and poor indigenous people (Zachrisson 2009a). Without the 
acceptance and aid of these inhabitants no policy, however wise, would ever be fully effective. The 
emergence of Co-Management also coincides with new theoretic waves in scientific fields such as 
common-pool resource research and the deliberative turn in social science. Co-Management has 
been applied in areas such as fishery, water protection, forestry, nature reserves and hunting in both 
developed and developing countries (Ibid). As the challenges for its successes differ between stable 
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democratic states and those who still faces problems in creating a strong state research included in 
this chapter will mainly focus on the experiences in North America and Europe13. 
 
Figure 1 Co-Management actors 

 
 
Co-Management implies a two-part power division, a horizontal and a vertical. The horizontal 
division is the sharing of power between the state and the local actors. This could be between a 
central authority or local government. The vertical division is the sharing of power between 
different local stakeholders. An illustration of the different actors involved in Co-Management 
efforts is shown in Table 2. The composition of local stakeholders differs and in some cases, like 
the Co-Management of fishery in Lofoten Norway, the vertical division is absent (Jentoft 1989). 
While horizontal division is a necessary condition for one to be able to speak of co-management, 
the vertical division is not. When there is a vertical division the most usually evoked actors is 
commercial resource users, indigenous people, environmental interests and local non-commercial 

                                                
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
13 Non-stable democracies have yet to consolidate power making implementation of resource management philosophies 
difficult. Furthermore as these states are weaker they have a harder time resisting to external claims, resource usage is 
one such claim. Particularly the African political tradition of nepotism undermines the ability to compare CM efforts 
with North European experiences.  

Central government 

Commercial 
private sector 

Local Government 

Civil society & Local 
communities 

Co-management 

 Comment: Carlsson and Berkes 2005 through Zachariasson 2009 
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resource users. Early in the history of co-management research it tended to focus solely on local 
commercial resource users. The vertical dimension corresponds to the conceptual development that 
has occurred in recent years. Scholars such as Jentoft add other stakeholder group users as well as 
research institutions. Yandle in turn adds market actors as yet another part in the power-sharing 
constellation (Through Zachrisson 2009). For the use in this study Co-Management can be defined 
as the sharing of power and responsibility between state and/or local government on the one hand 
and one or more local stakeholder groups on the other. My definition corresponds well to the work 
of Zachariasson (2009a) and Jentoft (1989), while leaving out more modern definition of adaptive 
co-management.14 
 
Co-Management can take on many different forms. Sometimes there is a delegation or committee 
set up with representatives of different stakeholders. But there are other ways too, the government 
can partner with a stakeholder organisation or local community and delegate to them responsibility 
for the issue. In Lofoten, Norway the fishermen are organised in district committees representing 
different gear groups. These committees are given extensive freedom to make their own decisions 
on fishing times, gear restriction, quotas etc. While changes have been made this system now has 
almost 100 year of mostly positive experience behind it. Yet this system does not allow for 
participation by environmental groups, recreational fishermen or tourism interests. A less successful 
attempt was set up in the Bay of Fundy, Canada. There a cooperative was established which also 
had a marketing function. They were allowed to distribute quotas to members from a total fleet 
quota reserved for the cooperative by the government. But they also had to control that the quotas 
was respected which meant policing their members, gathering statistical data to share with the 
government and distributing surplus quotas among the fleet. Scholars such as Kearny has argued 
that the system, which failed after a few year, could not keep up because of a general decline in 
fishery which made it difficult to enforce the regulation set up and because of the large 
administrative burden the cooperative had taken on (Jentoft 1989).  
 
In creating nature reserves the Swedish governments has moved from a centralized top-down 
position to a more inclusive approach. Zachariasson studied the designation of Fulufjället national 

                                                
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
14 This is done for the simple reason that the adaptive element in adaptive Co-Management do not contribute to this 
study given the research question and case selected. 
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park as an example of successful co-management of nature reserves. There are two aspects of the 
designation that makes scholars and government officials speak of this case as co-management. 
Firstly the “dialog process” and the negations regarding the management plan of the park (which 
includes restrictions on human activities there in) and secondly the promise to set up an advisory 
board to oversee the management of the park. Yet Zachariasson (2009b) argues that  
 
“Decentralisation elements” were used in the process as a pure means to implement national 
policy and overcome local resistance. When decentralisation is a result of political-economic 
calculations rather than democratisation efforts, it starts to resemble manipulation and co-optation.  
 
Clearly, co-management efforts need not only arise from democratic government intentions. 
Government intentions (strategic calculations versus democratisation) with co-management 
instrument should be considered as affecting the overall legitimacy of the project through 
government credibility and trustworthiness as the intervening mechanism. 
 
As made clear by several scholars, Co-Management is more than mere decentralisation of decision-
making power. In co-management regimes local actors has been given authority to manage a 
resource and enforce the decisions made. In the case of wolf management, while WMD, CAB and 
EPA has to various degree the decision-making power they do not themselves implement. This 
managerial task has since long been outsourced to hunters associations. This of cause sets demands 
for a good collaboration between hunters and the state and gives the hunters a more powerful 
position vis á vi other stakeholders15. However, when a single community based organisation or 
stakeholder organisation takes on managerial tasks this have costs. Jerntoft (1989) argues in his 
account of co-management efforts in fisheries that this places new difficulties and costs for 
fisherman’s organisations which sometimes proves to be so great as to cause the organisation to 
prefer to remain on the outside, lobbying politicians and government officials instead.  
 
A more serious problem for cooperative organizations is internal conflicts 

                                                
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
15 As hunters are also responsible for managing other form of wild life besides carnivores, for example tacking down 
traffic injured game.  
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and disputes which may arise among members or groups…Fishermen’s cooperative organizations 
are usually established to provide various benefits to their members. Assuming additional 
responsibility for fisheries regulations means that restrictions on member’s behaviour have to be 
enforced (Jentoft 1989, p.12) 
 
It is thus not a given what strategy a community or stakeholder organisation will take to gain greater 
consideration to their preferences. For self-preservation reasons it may be a good idea to leave the 
managerial tasks to the government. 
 
Describing the Swedish wolf policy as a case of Co-Management is neither new nor controversial. 
The first explicit application of Co-Management was done by Sandström and Pellikka (2009) in 
their study of the new patterns of carnivore management in Scandinavia. Previous studies like Duit 
et al. (2009) comes close in their description of changing structures and goals but does not use the 
term explicitly. Several official papers discussing the reformation of Swedish wolf policy do 
however explicitly draw on Co-Management experiences. The bill 2012:191 states that  
 
The wildlife management delegations are instituted to contribute to co-management on a regional 
level of game as a joint resource. Co-Management entails that all affected should be present when 
the goal of the management is set (page 57, in translation) 
 
Furthermore the governmental inquiry that preceded the bill stated that current research all indicates 
that Co-Management has good chances of solving the conflicts by introducing deliberative forums 
and tools. One of the researchers frequently quoted was Anna Zachariasson, who writes that  
in management situations where there are numerous conflicts between stakeholders with different 
interest, co-management is particularly suitable, since it leads to formalization of the process, 
providing actors with a forum where issues can be thoroughly discussed and disputes settled (2009, 
p.26)While this does lend support to the high expectation placed on co-management, scholars also 
agree that ACM is not a panacea.  
 
There have been serious concern raised that co-management will not lead to ecologically 
sustainable outcomes. Kellert et al. (2010) found that when natural resource management are 
expected to lead to other societal goods as well, such as economic development, sustainability is 
often forced to stand aside. This worry has been echoed in the wolf conflict by some 
environmentalists who believe that the hunters’ strong grip on local societies and the WMDs would 
lead to a disaster for the wolf if the decentralisation were fully implemented.  
 
Until today there are no scientific publications that review the newly created WMDs. However, 
there are on-going research projects and a few that study the WMDs predecessor RLCC. The need 
for evaluative studies is thus left empty; this study could partly be seen as filling such a need.  
However, the limitation of this study requires a larger degree of humility to the possibilities of 
generalising the conclusions. Studies of this type with large data sets are needed to confirm the 
findings of this paper. Yet the uniqueness in research question and data sources gives this study 
scientific relevance as an exploratory study.  
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4.2.1 The	  Foundations	  of	  Co-‐management	  
 
The idea of Co-Management as a 
beneficial and efficient resource 
management strategy rests on three basic 
principles, Deliberation, decentralisation 
and policy learning (See fig. 2). Without 
these the collaboration will have a very 
small chance of successful reaching its 
goals. All pillars contribute to the 
legitimacy of the policy but in different 
ways. The first two creates input 
legitimacy while policy learning creates 
output legitimacy. It is assumed that by 
being close to the real life experiences 
and by having an openness to revaluate 
positions, co-management participants 

can “learn by doing” there by generating more efficient policy. Efficient policy in turn leads to 
legitimacy gains. However, policy learning is not addressed here for two reasons. Firstly, because it 
seems obvious that the wolf policy area has not yielded efficient policy outcomes and secondly 
because the design of the WMDs stressed the input legitimacy, which should hold no matter how 
inefficient the output is. 
 
Deliberation as a means to heightened legitimacy has been heavily debated in recent year, scholars 
such Dryzek, Habermas and Page among other (Carpini et al. 2004; Niemeyer 2007; Dryzek 2014; 
Dryzek 1992) have argued that deliberation fosters a number of positive outcomes on collective and 
individual level. It has been assumed that on the individual level people that deliberate gains an 
increased understanding of others views and thus a larger tolerance and that they become more 
active in civic and political matters. In deliberation of environmental issues it has also been argued 
that it has an moralising effect (Niemeyer 2007). On the collective level, partly as a consequence of 
the change taking place among the individuals, people set aside their differences, making 
deliberation an often-sought tool when solving disputes. It is furthermore suggested that the 
legitimacy of the democratic process increases as people becomes empowered and feels trusted by a 
government “by the people for the people”. Such massive benefits ought to be enough to gain 
substantial attention from researcher and practitioners alike. Yet direct empiric research on the 
suggested benefits of deliberation is thin. In a large scientific review on these matters Carpini et al. 
(Carpini et al. 2004) finds that there is empiric evidence for some of the suggested benefits on civic 
participation but most importantly that this evidence is contextual. As suggested by critic’s 
deliberation can in some cases have negative effects. Critics have focused their attention to three 
risks. First, that of deliberation as “just talks”. Second the risk of deliberative efforts to reproduce 

D
eliberation 

Co-Management 
 Policy-Learning 

D
ecentralisation 

Collaboration 
 

Comment: The figure shows the founding ideas behind the co-
management philosophy and have been assembled in my own 
design with inspiration from Zachariasson (2009a) 

Figure 2 Foundations of Co-Managment	  



21 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“gated democracy” only accessible to the richest and best educated citizens. The third risk is that of 
the masses in modern democracy not having the right prerequisites for deliberation. All deliberation 
theorists’ agrees that for deliberation to function, indeed for it to at all be deliberation and not just 
chatter or rhetoric it needs to adhere to some qualities. Frequent qualities invoked are individuals 
that are open-minded, tolerant and reason-cantered. Critics argue that this is qualities which most 
citizens lack and therefore deliberation of scale would do harm. While Carpini et al. does not find 
support for the critics arguments per se or themselves takes on a critical line on arguing, the critical 
arguments are made credible the fact that the outcome of deliberation is contextual to  
 
the purpose of the deliberation, the subject under discussion, who participates, the connection to 
authoritative decision makers, the rules governing interactions, the information provided, prior 
beliefs, substantive outcomes, and real-world conditions (Carpini et al. 2004) 
 
As for the legitimacy claim there are some research done. Esaiasson et al.(2012) do find that 
democratic practices that involve personal engagement such as participatory and deliberative 
democracy yields higher perceived legitimacy than representation or expert-rule. They used an 
experimental approach where a sample of high school classes where asked how to spend a sum of 
money under controlled settings. They got results that were similar to the results found by Olken. In 
his experimental study 49 randomly assigned Indonesian villages got to choose development 
projects through either direct-elected plebiscites or representative-based meeting. His the main 
finding were that “…direct participation in political decision making can substantially increase 
satisfaction and legitimacy” (Olken 2010, p.1) But neither of these studies looked at whether 
deliberation as such actually increases legitimacy. Olken’s study looked at participation, not 
deliberation. These are conceptually different, though related, phenomenon. Secondly, as co-
management does not imply direct participation in most cases the results are not necessarily 
transferable to the Swedish wildlife management case. The study by Esaiasson et al. did look at 
deliberation per se but expected legitimacy outcomes may differ pre- and post-deliberation. Once 
deliberation has actually been experienced its participants may be less satisfied than they expected, 
this is sometimes even likely since the expectation on deliberation as a panacea for all sorts of 
political ills are wound up high. These results while indicating that deliberation should be good for 
legitimacy are not conclusive proof thereof. However Niemeyer (2007) has looked at the 
environmental effects of deliberation by the use of citizens jury’s. The citizen jury model is a way 
to study deliberation under manipulated circumstances where the ideal (or near ideal) settings for 
deliberation can be imposed. His findings where that, under the terms of the model, deliberation 
moved away from “symbolic politics”, that is the distortion of the deliberative or public will by 
powerful interests. Quite promisingly for the case for co-management in wildlife issues, and 
contrary to the worries of Kellert et al., he also found that 
 
It enhanced the ability to engage in ‘central’ processing of the issue in all its complexity to arrive at 
more sophisticated perspectives that were consistent with environmental imperatives (Niemeyer 
2007, p.22 Italics added) 
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Moving on from the first to the second pillar of Co-management, there is a need to understand what 
decentralisation is in the case of co-management and why it is expected to deliver legitimacy gains. 
Sandström and Pellikka (2011), building on the work of Agrawal and Ribbot, distinguishes between 
three forms of “decentralisation”. Deconcentration (the limited transfer of authority to lower level 
administrative units), delegation (the transfer of decision-making power to local or regional 
representative bodies) or devolution (transfer of authority to hybrid governance structures). In my 
selected case all three could occur but if policy in prop 12/13:191 is correctly implemented we 
should see a pattern of devolution where the WMD have gained power. Alternatively the CAB 
could have gained power from the EPA without having empowered the WMD. Such an outcome 
would be consistent with deconcentration I argue, for even though the CAB are not technically 
“lower level administrative unit” (both the EPA and CAB answers directly to the government), they 
are however an administrative unit closer to the citizens. While deconcentration may not be the best 
term it is the best one at the moment.  
 
The structure of the WMD are based on an underlying idea that the citizen can be reached either as 
part of the general public through parties representing the public will or as an stakeholders through 
stakeholder interest organisations. The “Ordinary Citizen” may himself be a party member, as 
would be the case in popular movement oriented societies, or be reacted be party activists. Likewise 
information may diffuse in the same manner in stakeholder groups. Ordinary Citizens may 
themselves be stakeholders thus partaking in information through newsletters or magazines and by 
attending local meetings, lectures and conferences or may be reacted by information through 
stakeholder activists. Likewise information and discussion should ideally be able to flow in both 
directions. By gaining information from the WMD and by being able to give input to the WMD 
through selected channels the citizen is expected to view the process as legitimate. The closeness of 
having regional management simplifies the connection between citizens and WMD and thus 
strengthens the legitimacy. It is also implied that deliberation that occurs in the WMD is supposed 
to “sipper out” with the information channels and affect the opinions and attitudes of citizens. A 
visual representation of this model that I term the WMD legitimacy diffusion model is shown in 
figure 2.   
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Figure 3 WMD legitimacy diffusion model 

 

 

4.3 The	  theoretical	  framework	  –	  summary	  
Before going into the empiric part of the study it is helpful to recap the theoretic framework that has 
been built up throughout the theory chapter. Table 1 and figure 3 will be of particular importance in 
guiding the analysis of the results. To recap I use a three-part explanation of policy legitimacy with 
corresponding antithesis´ (see table 1).  Justifiability in terms of shared beliefs and values are 
redefined to be stakeholder specific, that is, a policy is legitimate to the extent by which its rules can 
be justified in terms of shared beliefs and values in issue specific stakeholder groups. A stakeholder 
is simply any person or group of people who has in interest in the activity. Shared beliefs are 
considered to be the framing that an actor adhere to with emphasis on goals and outcomes sought.  
 

Comment: The figure attempt to illustrate how legitimacy is theoretically supposed to trickle down from WMD to ordinary 
citizens through its design. Straight lines illustrates a communicative process. The double-hatched lines between member, 
citizens and organisations/parties illustrate the mass movement linkage.  
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In order to assess the degree to which implementation of policy has been achieved the theoretic 
framework needs to clarify the concept of Co-management and decentralisation.  Co-management is 
the sharing of power and responsibility between state and/or local government on the one hand and 
one or more local stakeholder groups on the other. 
 
The second concept is decentralisation. Decentralisation is distinguished as deconcentration when it 
transfers authority to lower level administrative unit or as devolution when it transfers authority to 
hybrid governance structures. If policy in proposition 08/09:210 and 12/13:191 is implemented then 
we should see evidence of devolution, that is the WMD should have been given an extensive 
mandate in manage wolves within their territory.  
 
The main question posed in this essay is why, in light of efforts to strengthen the legitimacy of wolf 
policy, it appears not to have improved. Breaking down the overall question the essay seeks to 
analyse three second order research questions; If there has been devolution or deconcentration, what 
the role of stakeholder groups are in legitimizing public policy and what type of legitimacy problem 
are expressed by different stakeholder groups. With solid ground in the theoretical chapter I 
conclude that there may be three answers to the first order research question. Legitimacy may 
remain low because; 

a) Implementation of public policy has not been fully achieved 
b) Content of public policy does not match the values of stakeholders 
c) The policy process is viewed as illegitimate 

I shall call them hypothesis A, B and C and in the last part of the result section address the issue of 
answering which hypothesis is most valid based on my results. One or a combination of these 
hypotheses should have explanatory value but at this point there is nothing in previous research or 
theory that clearly indicate which is most likely.  
 

5 Method	  
In this chapter I address the decisions made on the research design, such as selection of data type 
and sources, choice of analytic method etc. The chapter deals with methodological issues 
chronologically as they appear in the research process. The choice to do a case study was motivated 
by the desire to understand why wolf policy legitimacy has not changed. Qualitative studies in 
general are better suited for answering questions of how and why (Marshall & Rossman 2011). 
Case studies have the advantage of allowing the researcher to go in deep while not being restricted 
in what analytic method to use compared to other qualitative methods. Yin (2006) argues that case 
studies are ideal when the research question concerns how or why, when there is no need to control 
behaviour (as in experiments) and when the study focuses on recent or contemporary events. 
 
The selection of Värmland County as the site of the case study was done because Värmland is in 
many respects a typical countryside county, its population density is below the nation average (16 
people/km2) and demographic trends towards urbanisation is strong. Forests takes up 68% of the 
county’s areal and forestry is still a dominant industry. In agriculture, cattle farming are somewhat 
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more important than the production of crops (NE 2014) While being a typical midsize countryside 
county it has the highest population of wolves, along with Dalarna County, making the conflict 
between humans and wolves intense (Larsson 2004). Furthermore, as the centre of Sweden’s wolf 
territory it has housed wolves longer than any other county since the reintroduction of the specie 
(Rovdjurscentret 2004). 
 
With this being the case it should not come as a surprise that the strongest protests against the 
presence of wolves has come from Värmland and Dalarna. If mitigation of the conflict could be 
seen here, then it would cetris paribus be reasonable to find it elsewhere where the conflict has not 
been as strong. The similarity between Värmland and counties such as Dalarna makes it rather easy 
to make inferences which holds in other settings as well. In short, Värmland is ideal for doing a 
single case study. However, as the functionality of the WMD is supposed to affect the legitimacy 
counties will differ to the extent in which WMD differs in functionality.  
 
The main data source is interviews. Interviews as a method of data collection have many strengths. 
It is a direct and focused way of gaining an insight into the individual perceptions of the issue. The 
subjective nature of legitimacy studies further necessitates that research is done in close proximity 
to those whom it concern. Here my focus on grassroots in established stakeholder organisation 
makes a substantial contribution. With the exception of Sjölander-Lindkvist (2006) I have not 
encountered any study that researches the perceptions of ordinary citizens. Some, like Pellikka & 
Sandström (2011), do study legitimacy of elite groups with the use of qualitative interviews. But 
this is rare. Most studies does not use qualitative interviews or addresses ordinary citizens, therefore 
my study is a good complement to the previous statistically oriented research done in this field. As 
most Swedes are uninterested in wolf issues it is also more relevant to specifically study issue 
groups. The focus on stakeholder organisations was mainly done for the practical reason of finding 
relevant people to interview. Given more time, money and better networking it would have been 
possible to find relevant people to interview without going through stakeholder organisation. 
However, I do think such an approach would not have yielded different results (as most people with 
an interest in wolf issues are members in some issue group) and it would have been practically 
impossible within this projects limitation.  
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The interviewees are divided into two types of interviews, Informant interviews and respondent 
interviews. The informant interviews were conducted with members of the WMD and are more, but 
not exclusively, fact oriented. Due to low participation willingness16 the results from this part 
should not be over stated, even more so since no one on the “other side” of the conflict (hunters or 
farmers representatives) has chosen to participate. In order to lessen the problem of bias in results 
from the WMD interviews the only answers sought is whether the delegation has been given de 
facto rather than de jure mandate to make decisions. Analysis from protocols however will also look 
into type of communicative process17. The respondent interviews on the other hand are conducted 
with members in the stakeholder organisations. The stakeholder respondents are the main data 
source and targets how the interviewee interpret current events, rates different actors and thinks 
about the politics of wolves. They differ in degree of involvement. Some are passive members and 
bystanders in the process while other is active in the local or regional level of their organisation. As 
such their level of knowledge differs. This difference is to be considered strength rather than 
weakness for it allows me to make observations on the diverse difficulties in reaching active and 
passive members with information. 
 
The selected stakeholder organisations are made up of organisations that have a predominant 
position in the debate and frequently are part of the WMDs in other counties than my case. It has 
also been important to choose stakeholder organisations that have representation in the WMD that I 
have studied to follow information flows from the WMD to the grassroots. As the WMD according 
to the statue SFS 2009:1474 is made up of representatives of interests, there are many different 
organisations belonging to each interest. The nature conservation interest for example is in 
Värmland represented by SSNC, SCA and Birdlife Sweden. Yet only one (SSNC) has a regular seat 
in the delegation. The same is the case for the other interests. I have thus been forced to exclude 
many organisations from the study. Hopefully the principles behind my selection have been sound 
enough for it not to spoil the conclusions, but as each organisation has a different internal life 
selection of different organisation could have generated different conclusions.  
 

                                                
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
16 Out of 28 representatives contacted trough repeated mail (and telephone conversations on specially targeted groups 
(my three stakeholder groups) only four people showed interest and only 3 eventually participated.  
17 More on that later  
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Table 2 Tabel over interviewees 

Categorisation Organisation Type of interviewee Number of interviews 
WMD member SSNC Informant 1 
WMD member Political rep. Informant 2 
    
Stakeholder  FSF Respondent 6 
Stakeholder SSNC Respondent 5 
Stakeholder SHS Respondent 8 
Comment: Distribution and numbers of interviewees. 
 
The stakeholder organisations included are SSNC, SHS and FSF (See table 2) and the numbers of 
respondents are relatively well balanced between them, although it has been considerably more 
difficult to find willing respondents within SSNC Värmland18. The numbers of interviews were 
rather small yet theoretical sufficiency19 did occur in all three respondent groups. However, as this 
is an exploratory case study working with a very small number of interviews in each stakeholder 
group other types of answers cannot be ruled out nor does the study claim that the answers given by 
the different stakeholder groups are representative of that group.  
 
The interviews were conducted over the phone for about 20 to 50 minutes. The questions were 
semi-structured with prepped questions in three themes, excluding background questions (See 
APPENDIX B) There were several follow-up questions, both clarifications and elaborations. These 
follow-ups were of cause not pre-planned and differed with each interview. Some might have 

                                                
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
18 This could be due to problem reaching out to members but large efforts have been made to reach as many members as 
possible. A suspicion could be that pro-wolf individuals feel uncomfortable to speak about their opinions.  
19  Theoretical sufficiency entails that the types of answers given by respondents starts to form a pattern and that the 
inclusion of more data, that is more respondents in this case, does not add new types of answers. Theoretical sufficiency 
or saturation as it is also referred to as, is often used as the criteria for when a researcher should or could stop adding 
more data. Saturation is a more common term but Marshall and Rossman prefers sufficiency as saturation implies a 
complete knowledge of the Truth which is rarely if ever the case in qualitative research, as I agree on these comments I 
shall also use sufficiency instead of saturation. Note that theoretical sufficiency is a subjective assessment made by the 
researcher based on sound judgement and experience, as such there is no guaranty that the perceived saturation has 
actually occurred (Marshall & Rossman 2011). 
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preferred an unstructured or informal interview, while this might have its strengths the limitations 
of time, the respondents unfamiliarity with being interview and the limitations of doing phone 
interviews made the semi-structured interview method the most appropriate (Rapley 2001; Marshall 
& Rossman 2011). There were difficulties in asking direct questions on perceived legitimacy, which 
has not been done on other similar studies (Pellikka & Sandström 2011; Ekengren 2012). The 
respondents often seemed to interpret the question as an issue of preference correspondence (if they 
liked the content of public policy) or of government support (if they liked the government’s actions 
in this area). While initially believing this phenomena was a problem (certainly it was not the sort of 
answers I had in mind) I would now argue that it is a strength or at least non-issue for it allows a 
deeper insights into the respondent’s own narrative. In several cases much of the themes the 
respondent brought up on this question where repeated at some point latter on in the interview, 
indicating that this question were a good “gate opener” that allowed the respondent to reason freely 
on the wolf issue.  
 
The interviews were recorded and transcribed with aid of computer software, with the exception of 
WMD interviews that were only transcribed in parts the other interviews were transcribed in full.  
Participants have had the possibility of reading the transcription prior to the analysis and will be a-
mailed a copy of the finished report, thus adhering to good exiting ethics according to Marshall & 
Rossman. 
 
A second data source is a table comprised of keywords searches in media databases (See 
APPENDIX A). I searched in Mediaarkivet for certain keywords and combinations of words and 
tabulated how frequent these keywords appeared in different sources over the period of 2009-2013. 
The goal of this is to have a triangulation material when it comes to information spreading. It helps 
to answer questions of the importance as information spreaders of different kinds of newspapers to 
different groups of people. I selected one morning newspapers (DN), one tabloid (Aftonbladet), one 
regional newspaper (Värmlands folkblad) and the membership magazines of SSNC (Svensk Natur) 
and FSF (Land jordbruk). As Svensk Jakt has not been connected to Mediaarkivet for this period 
they are not included. 
 
A third data source is the protocols from the WMD meetings. These are collected for the period 
2009-2013. They are used to answer if WMD in reality have had power over wolf issues and what 
type of discussion that has taken place (is it real deliberation or merely information). These too are a 
triangulation material. 
 
A fourth source is a data table showing known causes of death for wolves during the period 2009-
2013. This is used to assess the claim that illegal hunting has increased. This table is shown in 
APPENDIX D. 
 
There are also mail correspondence from knowledgeable personal at the CAB and EPA used as 
factual material. These are shown in sources under personal communications.  
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The analysis of the transcriptions is done in the following steps. First I emerged myself into the 
material through re-reading it several times. Then I did thematical coding, using NVivo software, 
with both in vivo and theoretically generated codes. (See APPENDIX C). The codes were applied to 
single words, phrases or whole paragraphs as they where applicable. Thirdly, also with help of 
NVivo, I looked for clusters, patterns and central themes. Lastly I compared the outcome with the 
theoretical explanations and hypothesis (expressed in chapter 4.3). The choice of analytical method 
is well described in the literature by Marshall & Rossman (2011) and Yin (2006).  For the analysis 
of data source two, four and five I obviously did no coding, but looked for patterns and how this 
might relate to my study. On data source three (protocols) coding were done, but with a different, 
simpler coding schedule (shown in APPENDIX D).  
 

6 Results	  	  
In the results chapter of the essay the analysis is dived into subchapters based on the second order 
case study questions. Under each subchapter I account for all collected material relevant for that 
question. Under the last heading (6.4) I turn back to the hypothesis laid out in section 4.3 and 
answers the million dollar question with the use of the results presented in 5.1-5.3.  
 

6.1 Has	  there	  been	  deconcentration	  or	  devolution	  in	  the	  way	  wolf	  issues	  are	  
handled?	  

The outset of this essay was that the government has sough to strengthen legitimacy through 
decentralisation. Yet as well known in political science, the making of a decision does not insure its 
correct implementation. Therefor the first task of any study of legitimacy must be to evaluate if the 
intent in parliamentary decisions has been achieved.  
 
Available data indicates that the WMD have not been empowered to make decisions since its 
inception. As we know that the perceived legitimacy remains low this might not be chocking news. 
In the interviews done with members of the WMD they stated that the mandate where either unclear 
or to weak. In the interview with WMD 2 when asking how he/she perceived the delegation to be 
functioning the informant said; 
 
Well, it function pretty much as you can expect. It doesn’t have anything to say. It´s just  advisory 
and any decision made can be overturned at the next meeting. There is no influence at large. 
 
Similar statements where made by WMD 3; 
It does not feel like one makes any decisions really, its more information on what happens and then 
I understand it as if it is expected that we shall spread this information onwards in our 
organisation. 
 
The picture given by the informants is of a weak organisation still struggling to find its role; this fits 
well with the results of the protocols. The dominant theme to emerge from the protocols where of 
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the WMDs as information diffusion channels. For example, representatives where sometimes asked 
to anchor documents handed out to them in there organisations (For example Protocol 13/10/10). It 
was not clear however if the delegation as a whole had any influence in crafting the documents or if 
there where any possibility in addressing points of views raised in the aforementioned anchorage 
process. This could be due to lack of data or weaknesses in the written protocol, but it could also 
indicate that the informant’s views are factually correct. 
  
In several protocols the points of order addressing wolves started with a briefing by a public 
official expert either in CAB itself or in the EPA. This was then followed with a report on decisions 
already taken in this policy area. Issues ranged from political decisions taken elsewhere to updates 
on inventories. (For example protocol 11/12 2012, 19/4 2010, 29/9 2011) The very structure of how 
the issues is addressed in meetings set the stage for information diffusion, although there is noting 
prohibiting a deliberative process. Indeed, in a few cases there seems to have been traces20 of a 
deliberative debate, particularly on drafting of some policy papers like Preventative measure for 
predatory animal attacks or the regional management plan. (Protocol 2010-07-13; 2011-05-24; 
2012-06-05; 2013-04-09) More than seeking discussion internally, the protocols give a picture of an 
organisation aspirating for discussion with superior authorities. Requests for representatives of the 
EPA or the environmental department to participate at the WMDs meeting are frequent (For 
example protocol 2012/11/12; 2012/13/1; 2011/05/25). To some extent this desire has also been 
meet, indicating that there is a communicative process between governmental agencies (For 
example 2012/01/11; 2013/04/09). 
 
However the where very few direct decisions taken. Since 2010 I could only find evidence of three 
such instances in the protocols (Protocol 29th of Sep 2011 and 4th of April 2013). Out of these, two 
where substantial decisions on such things as guidelines for dealing with unfearful predatory 
animals or where to place genetically important puppies, one where a more procedural decision of 
the formation of a taskforce. As these results where somewhat chocking I did a word frequency 
search to explore the material further21. “Information” was the third most frequently used word in 

                                                
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20 This could be discussions held in ”bee-hives” or opportunity to give input into drafting documents  
21 The search used NVivos word frequency search function and looked at the 100 most frequently used words (and 
similarities of such words) with a minimum length of 8 characters. As the technical settings does not allow for searches 
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the protocols appearing 24 times22. “Informed” appeared far less (only 7 times) but still fare more 
then “discussion” and “anchor” which appeared only 4 times. Words one might expect given the 
political decisions taken by parliament like “decision” or “delegated” did not appear in the search at 
all. These results substantiated my findings, there are some minor traces of deliberation but mainly 
the WMD acts as a powerless informational platform that are very much like their predecessor 
RLCC. 
  
At the same time there are other pieces of data indicating that there has been some transfer of 
power. After contacting the EPA and CAB in Värmland it became clear that the CAB in Värmland 
county has been delegated the right to make decisions on protective hunting since 2010 and on 
licensed hunting since 2013. (Hamplin 2014/09/4; Ek 2014/12/11) Power has shifted more towards 
to CAB in Värmland County but it is not unconditional. Each decision on delegation is time-limited 
to one year. Further more the EPA has a responsibility to oversee the execution of the CABs 
mandate. Yet there is no denying that the public officials at CAB Värmland have been somewhat 
empowered.  
 
Yet for the perception of legitimacy it is not what has actually transpired that matter most, but what 
impression the individual has gotten. Therefor the perceived decentralisation of respondents is of 
importance. Looking into the perception of respondents on whether the regional level have been 
given more power it early on became clear that the WMD has lived a quiet life so fare, rarely 
entering the minds of ordinary citizens, if it does it is rarely connected to wolves although some 
hunters possesses such knowledge. Some quotes from the interviews can serve to illustrate my point 
 
Do you know of the wildlife management delegation? 
Yes, they processes management plans for wolves, they are working on it in Värmland 
Hunter 2 
 

                                                                                                                                                            
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
of less than entire files the search could not be restricted to only parts dealing with wolves. This affects the results but 
an educated guess is that it does not affect the general pattern. Even without such a restriction the search can be used as 
an indicator among many. 
22 The first and second where County Administrative board and Värmland. 
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Do you know of the wildlife management delegation? 
Not the much. That I haven´t really.. I don´t not that much about it. 
Environmentalist 4 
 
I´ve heard about them in connection to moose hunt and such thing yet I don´t really know that they 
actually do and don´t do. 
Farmer 1 
 
The degree of knowledge varies between respondents from no knowledge at all to fairly good 
knowledge. The most likely explanation for this is degree of proximity to the policy process. Yet to 
explain why there is no wider knowledge among all respondents as could be expected one needs to 
look for other answers. 
 
Perhaps the chief reason for this can be found in media reporting on the wolf issue. As can be seen 
in appendix A the national media has made no mention at all to the existents of WMD and in the 
regional newspaper Värmlands folkblad only 1% of the articles on wolves made any mentioning of 
the WMD, compared to between 8-39% for the CAB and 9-18% for the EPA. Due to this it is not 
surprising that most citizens don´t know anything about this newly created organisation, and so can 
have no impression of the ambition to strengthen the regional management.   
 
It is believed that NGO in the field would be better at spreading information and so booster 
legitimacy, my findings questions this assumption. The main internal channels by which respondent 
tended to rely on for information was the NGO magazine and webpage. In the keyword search 
however, they were no better then other media channels to cover the WMD. SSNC´s magazine 
Sveriges Natur has made no mention of the WMD and FSF´s magazine land has never mention 
WMD in relation to wolves. As no search of news posted on their websites has been done nor any 
checks for internal newsletters there are of cause a possibility that this rather dark image are de 
facto somewhat brighter. But it does at least begs the question, are NGO´s really better information 
diffusers to interested citizens then ordinary media? And if not, what implication does this have for 
the likeliness of boosting legitimacy?  
 
The interview quotes above only targets whether they know of the WMD yet respondents have 
occasionally also expressed the more general belief that the regional level has not been much 
empowered, often as part of the overall dissatisfaction with the governmental ability to carry out its 
politics.  
 
Do you experience that the policy of the government has as an ambition to take larger 
consideration to local interest than before? 
No, I´m very hesitant to that. It its so that the majority of the members of parliament comes from 
Stockholm, Gothenburg and Malmö. It the majority that lives in conurbation. The less contact one 
has with the countryside the less you understand it.  
Hunter 4 
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Do you experience that the policy of the government has as an ambition to take larger 
consideration to local interest than before? 
No, I don’t think so. Not locally. They go out and say this and that. I don’t think they care 
specifically about Värmland. That I don’t. There are probably very Stockholm-cantered. That I´ll 
have to agree with the hunters about.  
Environmentalist 4 
 
Do you experience that the decision-making process has become more locally anchored? 
No, what I experience is that one says that one will move to a local level but it doesn’t happen 
rather the other way around. It becomes more centralized and central managed.  
Farmer 5 
 
With all these pieces of the puzzle the changes in wolf management made doesn’t meet the 
reqirments for devolution as outlined in the theory chapter. Thus the co-management effort has 
failed. However, as the CAB has been empowered, although very recently, there could be reason for 
describing it as an instance of deconcentration, that is the movement of decision-making power 
from higher to lower administrative unit. There are at this stage no way to ascertain why the co-
management efforts failed or what the implication of the recent deconcentration will be. It may be 
that the deconcentration of power is a first step towards co-management, but unless the WMD has 
actual decision-making power it won´t live up to the requirements for co-management.  

6.2 What	  is	  the	  role	  of	  stakeholder	  organisations	  in	  legitimizing	  wolf	  
policy?	  

Stakeholder organisations can through there actions either help to strengthen the legitimacy for 
public policy or torpedo it further. The mere official support or critic of the organisation is not 
enough to understand stakeholder organisations role in legitimisation processes, a deeper 
understanding is necessary. The stakeholder organisations means of distributing information, 
possibility for enabling participation and acting as a platform for discussion between stakeholders 
are investigated here as information, participation and discussion are theoretically seen as key 
features of any legitimisation process. There are numerous findings on stakeholder involvement. 
First I present results relating to individual organisations, then more general findings involving all 
organisations and how they interact.  
  
One of the more remarkable finding is the relative uninterest or unwillingness displayed by local 
SSNC organisations to engage in the issue. As SSNC has a strong position in the issue it could be 
thought that wolf issues would be a major local SSNC issue in wolf territory, but this is not the 
case. Respondents report that local organisation either don´t want to or don’t dare to engage in the 
issue locally.  
 
R: Locally we have chosen not to interfere that much in order to not get into the conflict. We do not 
act much locally… 
I: Do you think there might be other local associations in SSNC that has taken the same approach? 
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R: I think there might be, yes. 
Environmentalist 5 
 
A possible reason for the unwillingness could be the fear of harassment as expressed by a “pro-
wolf” respondent from the farmers group. 
 
I: Have you expressed your opinion politically anytime and if so in what way? 
R: No, I haven’t and the reason for that is that because I have a real estate, a cabin in Värmland. 
Its because I’m afraid that if a where to express my onion and have a bumper sticker on my car or 
something, I would be the target of harassment. 
I: Okay. Do you know if others that has expressed their positive opinion on wolves has been 
harassed? 
R: Yes, that I know. They have gotten into trouble. That’s why I´ve protected myself, I´ve been 
undemonstrative with how I express myself.  
Farmers 1 
 
The same line has been echoed when trying to find willing interviewees in the SSNC group, local 
chairmen answered in e-mail correspondence that their association did little in wolf issues which 
might account for the low response rate when sending out calls for interviewes. As the conflict 
bears strong rural-urban tensions the decisions of local SSNC organisations, however 
understandable, may actually have exaggerated the problem. If the SSNC leaves it mainly to the 
national organisation to fight the battle than this might confirm the feeling among anti-wolf groups 
that it is “city-folk” that wants wolves in “their” territory, thereby reinforcing a already strong 
conflict dimension. Taking up local debates might help ease some of the tension by showing that 
there is also local inhabitant that want wolves.  
 
As for the internal life of the SHA three themes emerge quickly. Firstly, that the SHA have been 
challenged by National Hunters Association who has a much more radical opinion23 and has taken a 
lot of the SHA´s members. Secondly, that of the SHA gradually clearer policy position in the matter 
and larger attention the issue. Respondents said that at the national level as a response to the critic 
                                                
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
23 Unlike the SHA, they are opposed to ”freeranged wolves” in Sweden (National Hunters Association 2012) 
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coming from wolf territory, they have sharpened their policy stance and have become more vigilant 
in wolf issues. Thirdly, the collaboration with the government in management issues meant that the 
SHA could not adopt any policy position desired but where restricted to such positions that where 
“credible” and meant a continued trust from the government.  
 
Since nothing has happened the SHA has been given part of the blame for it and we know that many 
member has left. The National Hunters has gotten more (members) even though they are rabid in 
their approach.  
Hunter 7 
 
At the same time the SHA sits on a mandate from the government to manage this like a wildlife 
agency, one has a task from the government and parliament simply and that means that one can not 
be however brutal in ones statements and opinions about wolves, one walks a brinkmanship of 
cause. Whiles the National Hunters have been considerably more tuff in their statements and that 
has made many members to jump over from SHA to them. 
Hunter 5 
 
Response given by hunter 5 elegantly ties together the first theme with the second and third. 
The changes within SHA can be seen as a sign of polarisation, and as such it makes if more difficult 
to achieve any form of deliberation with counterparts. The polarisation could itself be seen as 
delegitimisation as it is a sign of withdrawn support. However, it can also be seen as realignment on 
a value dimension where the SHA moves towards larger internal unity.  
 
The citizens means of participating should ideally according to the WMD legitimacy diffusion 
model exists in the members possibility for giving input into the WMD (and through their 
stakeholder organisation into the wider policy process). The results of the interviews shows that 
while it was common for respondents to feel disempowered, with little real means of influencing 
policy, it was however a commonly held belief that membership in an organisation with a clear 
position is one of the chief ways for citizens to express their opinion and so to influence policy. On 
the question “Have you ever tried to express your opinion politically?” two respondents answered 
 
No, not more than that I´m in SSNC and we talk about animals, predators and such in our meetings. 
But really no. 
Environmentalist 2 
 
No, not directly I haven´t. It hasn’t really been any protest lists floating around here either. Its 
trough the hunter organisations that I express my opinion in any case.  
Farmer 2 
 
And another respondent gave a similar statement. 
Do you experience that you know how you can formally influence the decision making process?  
Not…that jag can influence is by being a member. That I´m in SSNC and we are rather many.  
Environmentalist 4 
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This finding, if substantiated by quantative studies, means that stakeholder organisations at least 
partly lives up to their role as platforms of participation. Whether citizens once having become 
members are given tools for remaining active within or outside the organisation is another matter. 
When it comes to the WMD the anonymity of the organisation and the stale-mate that has 
characterized the wolf situation the past years has made some WMD members opted not the use the 
feedback routine “in waiting for something to happen”. 
 
I usually report to the regional board, we had made plans that once the regional management plan 
was done I was supposed to go out into different local chapters and inform abut the plan. But we 
decided just last week that it´s really not that much meaning to do so at present since… well the 
stale-mate that exists.  
VFD 3 
 
By extension this could also mean that the communicative process between members and WMD 
representatives shuts down. Countering this picture, it has been a common belief among farmers 
and hunters (who are active members) that their organisations have an active internal debate.  
  
Does the SHA discuss wolf policy internally? 
Yes, we do to a large extent. Not a day goes by without it being discussed since its so controversial. 
If you look at Bear, Lynx or Wolverine, its very little around that since we have a management there 
today. 
Hunter 5 
 
Does FSF discuss wolf policy internally? 
Yes, when we have member meetings its always someone who is touched by the issue so it comes up.  
Farmer 4 
 
This contraindicates the need for a communicative process lead or initiated by the feedback from 
WMD representatives. However, the WMD members interviewed did not come from the farmer or 
hunters group, only the locally inactive environmentalist group and not surveyed political 
representatives. Therefore little can be said about the routines for spreading information from the 
WMD as there is a mismatch of data. To further complicate the matter, it was not many who had 
gotten any feedback from their representative in the WMD in all three interview groups, and those 
who did mainly stated that it had come through unofficial channels by having “the right contacts” 
 
Moving from the issue of participation to the issue of information, the questions we should ask 
ourselves is do stakeholder members have access to sufficient information about wolf policy issues? 
From what sources do they collect their information? Are they content with the amount and quality 
of the information being delivered? 
 
Early on in the interview process I started to notice a potential pattern with regard to information 
sources that could potentially have significant impact on legitimacy opinions and attitudes towards 
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wolves. The figure shown below (fig. nr 4) is an analytic model for describing the different sources 
that were mentioned. The figure has two axis’s, internal versus external information and “audited” 
or reviewed sources versus “un-audited” sources. If the informational process works as expected by 
the WMD legitimacy diffusion model, stakeholder members should get at least some information 
about wolf policy in general and the WMD in particular from internal sources. The ideal is for 
heavy reliance on the upper field with equal division between right and left, and no reliance on 
bottom right (as this is most likely to contain urban legends and unreliable information). In the 
background I wondered whether choice of information channel affected the respondents opinions, 
the thesis being that 1) channels that has to check the facts and their sources reduces the reliance of 
and spreading of urban legends and myths if and only if the reader trusted the channel. 2) Reliance 
on more channels would increase the sophistication of the reader’s opinions and attitudes. However, 
though I find this line of inquiry fascinated, current data does not allow any definitive answers. As 
this is a quantative study with limited numbers of respondents no clear pattern can be found. The 
same goes for satisfaction with information provided but to speculate I hypothesis that level of 
involvement affects degree of satisfaction as well as source of information. To elaborate; more 
involved members are able to access more information and using more sources thus being more 
satisfied and refined in their opinions. 
 
 
Figure 4 Informational Sources 

 
 
 
When asking about whether the media reporting was considered balanced a small group of 
respondents raised a potentially very problematic theme. They tended to believe that “balanced 

Comment: This figure 
shows the type of 
informational source the 
respondents mentioned.  
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reporting” meant “not to positive”, stating that it would be problematic for newspapers to have to 
favourable reporting as people would then stop buying it in protest. 
 
But in general a local paper should beware because if one has done a real blunder… they live off 
the people that lives and works in the county and they subscribe on their paper so if the paper comes 
with pure idiocy the people that are engaged will of cause feel that the paper is not of much 
relevance. If one is to write in a local paper in Värmland than one should not be to darn critical of 
those that doesn´t like wolves or they will loose subscribers and money rules in that industry as 
well.  
Hunter 3 
 
If it is so that local or regional newspapers are in fact not free to publish what they desire out of fear 
of loosing at lot of subscribers then there is a large problem. As media reporting are found to be 
informational staple diet, particularly of the less engaged, restrictions on media de facto freedom to 
report and write what ever chronicles the want, risk thwarting both the objective information that 
reaches citizens (thus creating a bias in public opinion) and undermining the health of public 
discussion. Further studies on media in relation to wolf are recommended.  
 
One of the perhaps most vital role of stakeholder organisation, and most certainly of the WMD, is 
the ability to act as a forum for discussion with ones opponents. This has been found to be difficult 
in the case of wolves, and indeed to deteriorate during past years.  
 
It feels like one can´t… there is no level were one converses rather it's all very loudly 
Environmentalist 2 
 
Do you feel that there is a dialog between the different interests? 
No, it has been but it fades away more and more because of what I said before about the 
argumentation and discussion.  
Hunter 3 
 
There could be two parts to the explanation for this. One the one side, in line with previous research 
by Sjölander-Lindkvist (2006, 2008) and Ekengren (2012), the basic description of reality are 
highly polarised. Ideas about how many wolves there are, if there is a problem of inbreeding, if 
wolves becomes shyer by licenced hunting etc. are all contestable “facts” and so discussion and 
compromise are difficult. Respondents tended to relate to their lived experiences when making 
factual statements. Hunter said that “We use to see wolf tracks perhaps once a month now its every 
other day” while Environmentalists said that “While being in nature daily I have never seen a wolf, 
there is simply no wolves where I live.” The polarisation of how to describe the situation relates to 
the third legitimacy criterion, where “framing of policy that different actors adhere to with 
particular emphasis on the goals, vision and outcomes sought” does contain the at least some 
minimum of factual framework that individuals use. The polarisation of how to describe the 
situation is thus an indicator of a polarisation on the value dimension. However it says nothing on 
the matching between these values and the values expressed in policy. 
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The other reason for the breakdown of inter-stakeholder discussion is that there is “no need”. I find 
that there has emerge that might be called “institutional allies” to both sides of the conflict. As such 
the conflict has simply moved from stakeholder competition lobbying the authorities to a battle 
between public institutions.  
 
They´ve had some success then when the government opens up to take their side so there is no 
reason to talk to anyone and compromise 
VFD1 
 
Hunters and farmers who felt that the government and CAB in Värmland had taken or at least 
where sympathetic to their side are contrasted with Environmentalists who felt that the EU 
championed their interests. The two sides also expressed the view that the other side had its own 
champion. Environmentalist confirmed that the government champions the hunter’s interest and 
hunters/farmers confirmed that the EU championed environmentalist’s interests. If one wants a co-
management then it might be counter effective to also have institutional actors supposedly working 
for the common good that are understood as the champions of a certain stakeholder interests. Such 
alliances do not give stakeholder organisations any incentive to deliberate with their counter-part.  
 
Do you experience that the EU champions the environmental values of this case? 
In this case I do think they have a point. I think its good that they raises the issue and tells it to the 
Swedish government. 
Nr 14 
 
Because now it seems as though its the environmental organisations that decides the agenda 
together with the EU commissioner.  
Nr 5 
 
I think that they have become more inclined to listen. They have been quite good at it but not a lot 
has happened. But we have had sympathy in the government the last eight years and also in the 
parliament then. 
Hunter 7 
 
A theme that relates closely to the discussion issue is that of blame-game. There seems to be three 
positions. One moderate position among all three stakeholder groups who are able to see the 
problematic actions of both their own and their opponents organisations. This group expresses 
detest for exaggeration and misuse of facts and appears to want an agreement that satisfies all 
groups.  
 
I´ve missed that discussion between the preservation side and us other. 
Those on my side, FSF, the kennel club, SHA etc. they´ve been a little to rabid too I think. 
Hunter 7 
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And sadly the debate is very unobjective not the least from hunters, we to are bad at discussing the 
issue in an objective manner I think.  
Hunter 2 
 
Within a co-management framework, this is exactly the sort of position that one wants to see and 
encourage. The other two groups are the extreme positions. One on the anti-wolf side and one on 
the pro-wolf side. Between these two groups a blame game is present, each allocating the 
responsibility for the problems to the other side, without mentioning any faults or weaknesses 
within their own side.  
 
However, the preservation side doesn´t appear to be listening at all. They are rather good at 
expressing themselves and they know ways to prevent the hunt so its no half-wits we have as 
opponents. Its difficult to have a discussion with them since the positions are so locked.  
Hunter 4 
 
The preservation side can almost not agree to a single protective hunt and what its protective hunts 
really? Well, they are means to protect ones livelihood. 
Hunter 5 
 
I can also say that some interest groups in the wolf issue has a difficult time accepting that there is 
population that are left to grow and take a hold. Or become truly stabile, it feels as though some 
groups can´t accept it. 
Environmentalist 3 
 
Between the issues of discussion and that of blame game lies that of trust. The presence of 
discussion requires a minimum degree of trust between discussants and the absence of trust 
facilitates blame-games. A low degree of trust could be found although the object of distrust may 
differ. Respondents have mentioned the hunting lobby, the environmental lobby, the government, 
the EPA, the juridical system and the media in different degrees and combinations. The target of 
blame and object of distrust (which tends to coincide) revolves around the ideas of “otherness”. 
Those who are in opposition to us, often identified as an elite, and as consisting of having an 
opposing identity and way of life. This finding is in line with the result of Sjölander-Lindqvist 
(2008) and serves to remind us just how little has happened in past years despite of large efforts. 
This “battle of identity” occurs along a rural-urban dived in the minds of farmers and hunters but 
less so in the minds of local environmentalists. As they feel equally connected to their local 
environment as farmers and hunters they instead perceived it as a division of knowledge between 
scientific and local management or a “battle of interpretative prerogative”, similar to the foundation 
of the “battle of identity”, the underdog fighting the powerful hunting lobbyist, but without the 
more explicit relation to identity.  
 
It was probably the general debate I think. That it was many who… that some got interpretive 
prerogative ahead of others and I think that all animals should be able… I like animals and think 
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that predators have a place in the fauna and so it was on the agenda for me when I heard that there 
was people who was very categorical adversaries to just one specie. 
Environmentalist 2 
    
But we feel that they in Stockholm have said that we shall have wolves but if you live in Stockholm 
centrum then one can feel that it looks really cute with wolves but they are no cuddly toys.  
Farmer 3 
 
The distrust based on “otherness” is yet another indicator of the importance and polarisation on the 
value dimension. Trying to sum this subchapter the study shows that citizens involved in 
stakeholder organisations feels that they have too few ways of influencing policy, although 
membership per se is important. It also shows that flaws in information dispersion and 
communication of both policy and agency proceedings can give raise to misconceptions with 
negative outcomes on perceived legitimacy and most notably that the inter-stakeholder discussion 
has shutdown. 
 
Among my interviewees it was common to feel disappointed and disempowered regardless of ones 
opinion on the matter. Polarisation and stale-mate tends to feed this feelings further. Even though 
membership in an organisation with a clear stance was one way for citizens to express their opinion, 
it remains unclear if membership to an stakeholder organisations really facilitates participation to 
the extent that the WMD legitimacy model would prescribe. Furthermore there where some, but 
insufficient evidence, that the discussion between stakeholders has actually seized, opposite to what 
the co-management framework would have it, do to lack of incentive to deliberate with ones 
counterpart. If substantiated by other evidence this could be an important part of the puzzle, as this 
can facilitate a centrifugal force leading to a downward spiral of polarisation. As for the nature of 
the polarisation the overwhelming evidence in this essay and in previous research points to the 
value aspects of the conflicts as the source of disagreement. Since values are usually deeply 
embedded in peoples minds this unfortunately helps to cement the conflict.  

6.3 What	  type	  of	  legitimacy	  flaw	  does	  the	  wolf	  issues	  exhibit?	  Does	  it	  differ	  
between	  stakeholder	  groups?	  

In the theory chapter policy legitimacy was considered to consist of three criterions each with a 
corresponding antithesis (See table 1), expressed consent, legal validity and justifiability in terms of 
shared beliefs and values. If now the legitimacy for wolf policy has failed, which it appears to have 
done, then in which of these criterion are there problems? And does it differ between stakeholders? 
This is the outset for this subchapter. Three main clusters were found and are presented in fig. 5. 
Table 3 relates the themes found in fig 5 to the legitimacy model outlined in table 1 and shows the 
differences between the Anti and Pro-wolf respondents. I account for the different themes one by 
one and try to relate these to their legitimacy impact. 
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Figure 5 Clusters of results on the legitimacy failure 
 

 
Comment: Themes of the results on legitimacy failure broken into clusters
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Table 3 Arguments and themes divided into stakeholder groups24 

 FSH / SHF SSNC 
Insufficient 
implementation 

”Government fails to control their agencies 
and achieve indented outcome” 
”A biased EPA seeks to forestall 
implementation” 
”Court appeals prevents implementation” 

”EPA and/or CAB 
biased and/or 
controlled by the 
minister” 

Illegitimate 
policy process 

”Undemocratic that administrative courts 
calls the shorts” 
 

”Faille to listen to 
scientific advice” 
”Ignores achieved 
stakeholder 
consensus” 

Mismatching 
values 

”Decentralisation and local management 
should be to goal” 
”We have enough wolves and needs no 
more” 
“Disagreement on fundamental descriptions 
of reality” 

”Favourable 
presevertional 
status not reached 
in practice, 
political decision 
without scientist 
support” 
”Decentralisation 
risks undermining 
the work to 
preserve wolves”  

 
 
The problem of wolf policy legitimacy can be broken down into three main themes or clusters each 
consisting of subthemes. First there is a widespread perception that some democratic processes or 

                                                
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
24 There were no differences with regards to themes between the SHA and FSF respondents so these 
share table space.   
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institutions are not functioning properly, within this cluster bias of public officials, the democratic 
problems of juridical appeals, insufficient local anchorage and the unproportional influence of the 
opponent interest group are mentioned. Breakdown of democratic processes are synonymous with 
the second legitimacy antithesis, namely illegitimate policy processes. 
 
Respondent’s perception of bias exists in both farmers/hunters groups and in environmentalist 
groups but is reversed. Hunters/farmers respondents have in some instances perceived the EPA as 
positively biased for the environmentalist and the environmentalist respondents have in some 
instances perceived EPA officials as positively biased towards hunter’s interests.  
 
I think that there are to many people that are pro-wolf in the EPA and then they get an personal 
opinion as well. Its not a administrative authority opinion but a personal one.  
Farmer 3 
 
I experience that the EPA they are controlled by the environmental minister. Ministerial 
governmental rule, it is a politically appointed organisation even if there are a lot of public official 
also. My perception is that they have to tiptoe around the minister we´ve had the last years.  
Environmentalist 1 
 
The personal characteristic of the officials in charge seems to matters a lot. Choice of education and 
real-life experience popped up as explanations for the alleged bias. One can either be a hunter (thus 
having “real-life experience”) or be a biologist, but either way one will be perceived as biased. 
 
After an education in biology or zoology etc. one easily ends up at the EPA and maybe hasn´t at all 
been out in real life and knows how things work out there. Rather it sits a lot of people with a self-
interest in the EPA. 
Hunter 5 
 
It raises the question if an EPA official can have a hunting interest or be a biologist/zoologist 
without being perceived as biased. For the EPA this is a formidable challenge. However it is unclear 
why this perception exists. Is it an effect of insufficient transparency, of “real bias” or is alleged 
bias only a way for dissatisfied citizens to find a legitimate reason to reject the legitimacy of wolf 
policy, that is, to use bias as an escape-goat? A few respondents went so fare as to speak of “secret 
networks” and officials having personal rather then professional agendas.  
 
The EPA seems to be populated by people that has a secret agenda, it´s the preservation side that 
they rely on. Management they are not so interested in.  
Hunter 4 
While this is in line with bias, it is far more extreme and a far bigger legitimacy problem.   
 
Looking into some of the concrete examples of practises that respondents found dubious long 
handling time for wolf cases (especially in juridical appeals) are one that caused frustration as this 
meant that the possibility for hunting would have expired by the time the process where finished.  
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I can´t understand how the supreme court of appeal can make a decision about protective hunting 
in January, that should have been undertaken last year where the court of appeal lade a taboo on 
and at the same time the court of appeal makes a new decision this year! And the same decision! 
Even though the Supreme Court has said it was okay. In that way no protective hunting is carried 
out this year or the last one.  
Hunter 3 
 
Several times the past year the SSNC has appeal to the Court of appeals and gotten it inhibited then 
it needs to be investigated and that takes time. It was the same ting this winter and it's a way to stale 
so that the hunting time period expires.  
Hunter 6 
 
Setting a maximum handling time on a month for wolf cases in appeals and one day in protective 
hunting applications (to the EPA/CAB) could probably ease the situation somewhat. A second 
practice mentioned where agencies practice of staling execution of agencies decisions in waiting for 
appeals. While being a common practice in all government agencies this where thought of as both 
undemocratic and as a sign of the EPAs bias and unwillingness to implement the parliaments 
decisions.  
Then it lands on the EPAs table to administer this and write the rules. The governmental decision 
was the 10 of December. Once the governments decision comes out they started working on it. 
When the rules comes out it’s a hunting time period between 1-15 February. And then one asks 
whey did you wait so long? Why didn´t you start right away? Well, we waited so that they who 
wanted to appeal would have time. And that’s a clear sign that its not the government and 
parliament that calls the shots.  
Farmer 5 
 
Insufficient knowledge on how government agencies are structured and functions could be part of 
the problem. If so this would indicate that there is a communication problem between the 
government and their citizenry. Another line of enquiry one might seek to study further is if 
stakeholder organisations contribute to increase understanding for normal governmental practise or 
contrary spreads misconceptions. 
 
The bias is partly linked to the perceived unproportional influence. Both “pro-wolf” and “anti-wolf” 
respondents thought that the other side had too much influence, stating that the other side are either 
a very small proportion of the population (“Pro-wolf” on hunters), or are consisting of much smaller 
interest organisations than themselves (“Anti-wolf” on Environmentalists).  
 
I think that the hunter lobbying makes the government and several other politicians think there 
informed when they listen to the hunters. I have absolutely no confidence for the government when 
it comes to wolf policy 
Environmentalist 1 
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The composition of these delegations is not correct. It doesn’t reflect real life. The land owners 
have fare to little influence. And the land owners and hunters have too little influence over the 
hunting. And other organisations has influence that shouldn’t.  
Farmer 5 
 
Those groups that get strong endorsement and impact, they´re substantially less than those who are 
opposed to this free development.  
Hunter 6 
 
It shows a disagreement on what terms an organisation or group of people should have political 
influence. To some degree unproportional influence can also be a useful framing for dissatisfied 
citizens to wrap their discontent around, much like the escape goat explanation in the bias framing. 
However unlike the bias framing which targeted the EPA and government officials specifically this 
framing are more general targeting both governmental agencies and parliament/government. 
 
As for the juridical appeals within the democratic failure theme, appeals where though of as 
undemocratic as it overrides decisions made by the parliament.  
 
Since they took a decision now in December that it should be a certain number of wolves and than 
the EPA decides on a licensed hunting, after which the juridical system and the SSNC and SCA 
comes long and stops it. I don’t understand how you can stop a parliamentary decision. I have very 
little confidence for the legal system and for parliamentary decisions now.  
Farmer 2 
 
The fact that the parliament only gave the EPA the option of deciding on licensed hunting and 
delegating such rights, including protective hunting have not been realized among the citizenry. 
Though it may have been implied that hunting where to be carried out the fact is that the appeal 
targets the EPA/CAB´s decisions and as governmental agencies their decisions are open for 
administrative courts. This misconception on what the parliament actually decided and how actually 
taken decisions on hunting are taken should be regarded as yet another communicative failure. The 
perception of the courts overruling the parliament has according to some respondents damaged the 
prestige of the government and by extension the state apparatus.  
  
Lastly in this cluster shortage of local anchorage was mentioned. As the intent of prop 2012/13:191 
was to decentralise this subtheme lies on the brink between the democratic breakdown and 
implementation failure theme. An interesting observation was made by a respondent on what 
exactly it is that should be local; 
 
I don’t think that is has become more locally anchored. Or rather anchored it may be but… but the 
decision-making processes as such are not local.  
Environmentalist 1 
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The respondent felt that there might be some sort of local anchorage (as there is proxy participation 
through stakeholder organisations) but that the decision themselves where made far from the local. 
Similar observation where made by an environmentalist respondent who feared what a truly local 
management (in the form of municipal mandates) would entail.  
 
If it´s too local I think there are very large risks involved. That it doesn´t become democratic rather 
that its some sort of personal authority that decides.  
Environmentalist 5 
 
However, the usual meaning of local anchorage is that there is a feedback between the local 
communities and decision-makers. The organisations that lays closes to most respondents, the CAB, 
where more often than not praised for their good work, but here too degree of involvement seemed 
to matter. The more involved appeared happier with the CAB and WMD than the less engaged.  
 
Within the second cluster the theme of implementation failure of public policy are mentioned in 
connection with juridical appeals (ones more) and the unclear responsibility. 
 
Hunter and farmers felt that juridical appeal on protective and licenced hunting have created a stale-
mate and thus hinder the implementation of governmental policy. This creates frustration and feeds 
the feeling of being excluded from and oppressed by the elite; respondents also reported that the 
appeals probably increase the extent of illegal hunting.  
 
And this has becomes some sort of juridical circus somehow, and thank the lord that we get an 
incredible polarisation then. I´m not surprised either because one come to a point where it doesn’t 
benefit the wolves either, rather this will mean that people starts taking the law into their own 
hands because its unacceptable the way one goes about it. The very least one can ask for is to be 
allowed protective hunting for problem wolves but even that is appealed. 
Hunter 5 
 
Illegal hunting should be seen as an expression of delegimatisation. While respondents though of 
illegal hunting as increasing, public records does not confirm this picture. Records from National 
Veterinary Institute states that in the country as a whole only 2 wolves, one of these in Värmland, 
was classified as illegally hunted. At the same time the numbers of wolves who’s cause of death is 
stated as “unknown” has increased from two in 2010 (one in Värmland) to eight in 2013 (still one in 
Värmland). There is no clear way of explaining the discrepancy between official records and public 
opinion. One might be that the group "unknown deaths" contains a lot more illegal hunting than the 
numbers speak of. It may be that determining cause of death is difficult or that hunters doing illegal 
hunting actively tries to conceal their activities (through forensic countermeasure or destruction of 
the corpse). Another is that the perception is simply wrong. However, the very fact that respondents 
believed that people actively breaks the rules by hunting illegally enforces the notion of policy as 
contested and the more that is perceived to withdraw their support the more legitimate it becomes to 
due so. Perceptions of illegal hunting may therefore cause a negative feedback loop for policy 
legitimacy. 
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The second part of the implementation failure cluster was the problem of confusion and lack of 
accountability that has taken hold. Respondents have frequently stated that they do not have a clear 
picture of who is in charge of decisions on wolves. 
 
I think that the rules are unclear. You think that it is the highest level, that it is the government. The 
Alliance says that we should have a wolf hunt on a certain number of wolves in some districts and 
then they goes about it. One doesn´t give a crap about it. One goes about their own race. That´s not 
democracy. 
Farmer 2 
 
I can´t say that it has become any easier to understand they political decisions but at least I can 
understand them, however not the juridical ones. I find it plainly weird that these kinds of decisions 
can be scrutinized in juridical bodies. 
Hunter 4 
 
It has to people in general become more difficult to understand why the Swedish governmental and 
parliament cant make decisions in this issue. Those who follow it closely understands of cause. But 
there are allot of people that doesn’t participate in it, that don´t study all the affairs. There not use 
to it, they don’t understand who is in charge. It is unclear.  
Hunter 5 
 
Respondents have mentioned that the inability of the government to implement are difficult for 
ordinary citizens to understand, particularly those less involved, and that the juridical process with 
administrative courts is especially confusing. This also causes a democratic problem for if citizens’ 
don´t know who is really in charge they are not able to hold anyone to account.  
 
The third theme is that of value dimensions. There where two value system that came into conflict, 
the ecological values contra the local traditions values. The ecological value system emphasizes 
such things as individuals and species right to exist, ecological balance and minimal human 
interference. Proper human participation in nature is considered to be as spectators. This value 
system was not exclusively found in the environmentalist group as one might expect but also in one 
instance in the farmers group (forest owning land-owner).  
 
The other value dimension is less coherent. The local traditions value system emphasising three 
things; 1) the right to be in nature (on walks, mushroom picking etc.) without fear of wolf attacks 2) 
the possibility to hunt moose and 3) the right to local self-management. The last theme was often 
found but the first and second part could be interchangeable. In contrast with statistical studies done 
who found no support for an eradication line I had no problem finding respondents who did not 
want wolf in the country at all.  
 
I really don´t want wolf at all, it doesn´t add anything to me. Just negative.  
Hunter 3 
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I make due quite well without free-ranged wolves in Sweden, its enough if there enclosed in Skansen 
or likewise.  
Farmer 5 
 
As the interviewees comes from organisations that officially has taken up a middle position, in 
principle accepting the wolves presence in the country this is suppressing, although I was not 
surprised that the eradication line does exists. Explaining why they don’t want wolves at all there 
are two main answers.  
 
On the one hand the understanding of the word “eradication” and “endangered” differs. Anti-wolf 
respondents felt that as the wolf globally does not have a threated position, existing in the thousands 
in both the vast Russian and Canadian forests there is simply no need for it to be here. Assessment 
of “endangerness” was perceived to be on the total global population only. Answers of this type 
clearly falls within the NIMBY category, as Solevid (2010) has earlier argued. The other answer 
focuses more on the wolves place in the local landscape, stating that wolves are appropriate only in 
“wilderness” and not in cultivates landscapes.  
 
I shouldn’t say that I want to exterminate the wolf. Rather it belongs somewhere. But by somewhere 
wolves should be where it can´t come into conflict with humans in any way. And that entails that 
Sweden is too crowded. It belongs in the vast areas one has in Alaska, Canada and Russia. There 
you don´t have conflict with humans.  
Hunter 5 
 
As Sweden does not have any wilderness anymore there is simply “no room” for them. This line of 
argument could also be supported by an historical argument; some of my respondents have directly 
said that they perceive it as wrong to allow wolves to re-emerge when their ancestors fought to 
eradicate the specie. 
 
However there were a division between the “moderate anti-wolf respondents” and the “extreme 
anti-wolf respondents”. Not all wished to eradicate the wolf and in this group some had previously 
been excited and glad that the wolf returned. Their discontent where based on the impact it where 
perceived to have on the local social and economic fabric with regards to the regional density of 
wolves.  
 
I´ve tried to have a balanced opinion all along. But I must admit that I have become more and more 
concerned by what will happen because it affects us a lot where we live.  I think of cause, and so do 
SHF, that we need to accept wolf  but when it gets to be too many like it is here in Värmland and 
Torsby municipality especially… Its too much. I don´t like it. 
Hunter 7 
 
Matching the values of stakeholders to that of public policy the moderate anti-wolf respondents did 
agree with the basic aims, goals and visions taken while the pro-wolf and extreme anti-wolf did not. 
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Gaining larger support for policy hangs on the ability to foster a larger consensus between 
stakeholders, at current time, the polarisation itself seems to exclude any policy being taken which 
can hade substantial support in all effected stakeholder groups.  
 
Policy legitimacy can have three types of problems; problems with expressed consent, problems 
with an policy process that are regarded as illegitimate or problems with the values and norms that 
the policy subscribes to. My study shows that all three types of problems can be found in the wolf 
conflict, although it does no say anything of which type of problem is most common. Some of the 
problems of illegitimate policy process can be explained by wrong information and insufficient 
communication. These parts can be remedied. However, other parts of the problem are value 
oriented and will have to entail some kind of compromise. 
 

6.4 The	  million	  dollar	  question	  –	  why	  do	  wolf	  policy	  efforts	  fail?	  
There are a myriad of factors to any policy outcome, only a few of which the government can 
effect. When it comes to such highly infected socially contested issues as wolf management the 
difficulties are much larger than normal. There are many other actors who´s co-operation are vital, 
both in the administrative system and in the civil society. When evaluating why the efforts of the 
government for the period of 2009-2013 have largely failed the most important and most robust  
finding of this essay is that the implementation of the so called devolution, that is the 
decentralisation of decision-making power to hybrid governmental structures where stakeholders 
have a large say have not been realised in the studied case of Värmland. As many of my 
interviewees also saw Värmland as a pioneer and a role model for other counties it is reasonable to 
believe that this finding holds in other counties as well. As the has de facto been no co-management 
the proposed benefits in terms of lessened social conflict and higher legitimacy couldn´t have come 
about. However, there is also evidence of deconcentration of power to lower units. Therefore it is 
not correct to say that there hasn´t been any decentralisation either. Rather power has started to shift 
and trickle down towards to grassroots but has not yet gone all the way down. The fact that 
deconcentration elements where implemented late also makes it difficult to asses. It possible benefit 
of such reforms could have been lost if the joy some felt when the decision was taken had already 
turned into disappointment.  
 
Apart from this main finding, my study also suggests that;  
 

• Discussion between stakeholders are fading as stakeholders and public institutions develop 
“alliances” 

• Resistance exists on a value dimension from both anti and pro-wolf groups and have grown 
rather than been reduced 

• Informational dispersion through media and NGO´s lacking relevant features of public 
policy and the workings of democracy 
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Reconnecting with the theory chapter, there are problems both with expressed consent, legal 
validity and justifiability in terms of shared beliefs and values. This means that hypothesis A, B and 
C all have partial explanatory value. But these problems differ between groups and between 
respondents. It would be inaccurate to think that in these three interview groups there is only “anti 
and pro”, rather there is a moderate position that wise politicians and public officials should build 
on and encourage. In the start of the essay I stated that the failure to gain greater legitimacy was 
surprising as there is substantial evidence that participation and deliberation fosters legitimacy. 
Once the results are reviewed we can see that this was premature as the features deliberation and 
participation has not characterize the reality. We need thus not rethink the accuracy of previous 
results in light of this case study. 
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9 APPENDIX	  A	  	  
Keyword searches  
Värmlands folkblad 
Keyword Year Number of hits  % 
Wolf 2009 498 100% 
 2010 238 100% 
 2011 214 100% 
 2012 143 100% 
 2013 146 100% 
 Total 1239  
"Wolf "Hunt" 2009 150 30% 
 2010 70 29% 
 2011 56 26% 
 2012 21 15% 
 2013 31 21% 
 Total 328  
"Wolf" "County administrative 
board" 

2009 42 8% 

 2010 47 20% 
 2011 50 23% 
 2012 24 17% 
 2013 57 39% 
 Total 220  
"Wolf" "Environmental 
protection agency" 

2009 45 9% 

 2010 29 12% 
 2011 31 14% 
 2012 17 12% 
 2013 26 18% 
 Total 148  
Wildlife management 
delegation 

2010 4 2% 

 2011 3 1% 
 2012 1 1% 
 Total 8  
"Wolf" " Wildlife management 
delegation " 

2010 2 1% 

 2011 1 0% 
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 Total 3  
 
Land Lantbruk & skogsland 
Keyword Year Number of hits % 
Wolf 2009 4 100% 
 2010 41 100% 
 2011 62 100% 
 2012 39 100% 
 2013 34 100% 
 Total 180  
"Wolf” "Hunt" 2009 1 25% 
 2010 14 34% 
 2011 21 34% 
 2012 7 18% 
 2013 14 41% 
 Total 57  
" Wolf " "County 
administrative board" 

2009 4 100% 

 2010 41 100% 
 2011 62 100% 
 2012 39 100% 
 2013 34 100% 
 Total 180  
" Wolf " "Environmental 
protection agency" 

2009 2 50% 

 2010 8 20% 
 2011 20 32% 
 2012 7 18% 
 2013 21 62% 
 Total 58  
Wildlife management 
delegation 

2011 2 3% 

 2012 5 13% 
" Wolf " "Wildlife 
management delegation " 

No matches found 

 
Aftonbladet 
Keyword Year Number of hits % 
Wolf 2009 59 100% 
 2010 108 100% 
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 2011 121 100% 
 2012 101 100% 
 2013 88 100% 
 Total 477  
"Wolf" "Hunt" 2009 12 20% 
 2010 26 24% 
 2011 22 18% 
 2012 9 9% 
 2013 5 6% 
 Total 74  
"Wolf" " Environmental 
protection agency " 

2009 6 10% 

 2010 12 11% 
 2011 5 4% 
 2012 3 3% 
 2013 4 5% 
 Total 30  
" Wolf " "County 
administrative board" 

No matches found   

"Wolf" "Wildlife management 
delegation" 

No matches found  

 
DN 
Keyword  Year Number of hits % 
Wolf 2009 83 100% 
 2010 145 100% 
 2011 137 100% 
 2012 99 100% 
 2013 116 100% 
 Total 580  
"Wolf” "Hunt" 2009 13 16% 
 2010 25 17% 
 2011 34 25% 
 2012 14 14% 
 2013 13 11% 
 Total 99  
"Wolf" “County administrative 
board" 

2011 2 1,4% 

"Wolf" "Environmental 
protection agency" 

2009 15 18% 
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 2010 19 13% 
 2011 25 18% 
 2012 7 7% 
 2013 21 18% 
 Total 80  
"Wolf" "Wildlife management 
delegation" 

No matches found  

 
Sveriges Natur 
Keyword Year Number of hits % 
    
Wolf 2009 1 100% 
 2010 10 100% 
 2011 10 100% 
 2012 6 100% 
 2013 8 100% 
 Total 35  
"Wolf” "Hunt" 2009 1 100% 
 2010 5 50% 
 2011 1 10% 
 2012 0 0% 
 2013 2 25% 
 Total 9 26% 
"Wolf" "Environmental 
protection agency" 

2009 1 100% 

 2010 2 20% 
 2011 1 10% 
 2012 2 33% 
 2013 3 38% 
 Total 9  
"Wolf" "Wildlife management 
delegation" 

No matches found   

"Wolf" "County administrative 
board" 

No matches found   

 
The percentage is calculated on number of mentioning’s that year. Yellow marked keyword 
signifies highest number of mentioning’s in the period 2009-2013
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10 APPENDIX	  B	  
Check-list for interviews 
Preparations 

� Conduct at least one “fake-interview” before the first real one.  
� Go over previous interview results and prepare how to ask the questions.  
� Check that the recording equipment works and that sound is acceptable. 
� Make sure that the disturbing moments under the interview are minimal 
� Check that the you have the questions, pen and paper, water and a clock easily available 
Ø Information 

o About me (background and research interest)  
o About the background and purpose of the study 
o About the interview (set-up. That recordings are taking place. Full privacy etc.) 

 
Ø Interview questions 
Ø Ending conversation 

o Anything else you like to add before we end the interview? 
o You can read and comment on transcripts from the interview. Do you want me to 

send them to you? 
o You can also read the complete essay. Do you want me to send it to you? 
o If I have some follow-up questions, contact you again via phone or email? 
o Thank you for your cooperation 

 
Questions for NGO members 
Background 

Ø When and how did your become interested in Wolf issues?  
Ø Have you ever had a personal experience of the Wolf?  
Ø What do you think of the presence of the Wolf in your neighbourhood?  
Ø Have you ever been involved in hunting, the detection or tracking?  
Ø In what way have you expressed your opinion politically? (demonstration, protest, local 

meetings, contact with decision makers, etc.)  
Ø Do you feel that you know which bodies are involved in decision making regarding 

Wolf? 
 
Overall legitimacy aspects  

Ø Do you experience that the Wolf policy is legitimate? Why/why not?  
Ø Do you feel that the following bodies are more inclined to listen and engage in dialogue now 

than before the 2008  
o County Government  
o Environmental protection agency  
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o Government 
Ø Do you experience that the Wolf issue has become more or less conflictual the past four 

years?   
Ø Do you feel that it has become easier to understand why the decisions are taken?   
Ø Have you tried to access the decision or decisions? If so, do you feel that it has become 

easier?  
Ø Do you feel that the Government's current policy has an ambition to take more consideration 

to local interests today than in the past? Do you think that the ambition has succeed?  
Ø Do you experience that more stakeholders and perspectives will be included in a dialogue 

with decision makers today than in the past?  
Ø Describe in your own words how the ideal system for wolf management would look like 

(who/which has decision-making power in which body and who are responsible for 
implementation) 

Ø Do you trust the Government's assessment is that there are about 380 wolves in the country?  
 
WMD questions 

Ø Have you ever had contact with the WMD? (or your NGO representative)  
o If you have had contact with them, how did you experience the contact?  
o If not, do you know of their work?  

Ø Do you think that the delegations are a good idea?  
Ø Do you think you know how to formally can affect decision-making processes?  

 
Internal communication 

Ø Does your organization discuss Wolf policy issues internally? If so, in what forums?  
Ø Do you feel that there is a broad consensus behind the Organization's official position on 

Wolf issues?  
Ø Do you feel that the Organization reconnects to the members on Wolf policy  

o overall  
o in your County specifically  
o in your WMD 

Ø Do you feel that you are able to demand accountability if you would be unhappy with  
o how your national organization manages the Wolf questions  
o how your provincial organization manages the Wolf questions  
o how your local organization manages the Wolf questions  
o how your representative in WMD manage Wolf questions 

Ø How do you get most of your information about wolves? If it is through the media, the 
magazines/channels? 

 
Questions for WMD members  
Background 

Ø When and how did your become interested in Wolf issues?  
Ø Have you ever had a personal experience of the Wolf?  
Ø What do you think of the presence of the Wolf in your neighbourhood?  
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Ø Have you ever been involved in hunting, the detection or tracking?  
Ø In what way have you expressed your opinion politically? (demonstration, protest, local 

meetings, contact with decision makers, etc.)  
Ø Do you feel that you know which bodies are involved in decision making regarding Wolf? 
Ø How long have you been in the delegation? 

 
The work of the delegation 
 

Ø How do you experience that the delegation's work functions?  
Ø What is the biggest problem?  
Ø How would you describe the climate of discussion of delegation?  
Ø Do you feel that members have an open mind for new arguments?  
Ø Do you experience that questions get an adequate preparation before the decision?  
Ø How are decisions made? (Acclamation/voting, consensus/majority)  
Ø Do you experience that everyone has as equal influence in your delagation?  

o  If not, what is it that makes some people have more influence than others?  o  
o Do you experience that everyone listens to you and take your views seriously? 

 
NGO internal work 

Ø Does your organization discussWolf policy issues internally? If so, in what forum? ¬  
Ø Do you think that the Organization's stance has changed since the delegation was created? 
Ø Do you feel that there is internal consensus on the Organization's official position? 
Ø How are you working to report back to your organisation?  
Ø Do you think that there are adequate procedures in place to communicate the work of the 

delegation  
o in your organization to other members and  
o Externally to citizens  
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11 APPENDIX	  C	  
Coding schedule 
 
Theoretically generated codes 
Elite   Group with more cultural, political or economic power compared to others. E.g. 
"those in Stockholm don't care about how we have it here" or "the Government listens only on the 
hunting mafia"  
 
 
Underdog  Perceptions that a particular group or person has considerably less power than other 
comparable groups, as opposed to the elites. "It is unlikely that our opinions will mean anything for 
the outcome" or "I can not do anything to influence policy" 
  
Implementation failure  Policy has not been implemented or have not the desired effect, e.g. 
"the Government is trying to give us greater influence but it hasn´t had much effect" or "We took 
the decision on to x but if it turned out that way I don´t know” 
  
Democratic short-circuit  Democratic processes not working correctly/ instructions and 
operators does not act within the rules of the game. E.g. "There is a lot of wheeling and dealing in 
the EPA" or "When the Parliament has made a decision, then so it should be", "In WMD the 
hunting interest is in majority" 
  
Juridical failure  Judiciary system acts unlawfully. E.g. "How Administrative Court can annul 
decisions taken by Parliament, that I can´t understand" 
  
Value contradiction  Contradiction between value systems. Value systems are frameworks for 
understanding and normatively evauate social and political events. 

Expression of local traditions  Expressions related to ancestors; expressions related to 
the agricultural society's terms and conditions; "want 
to pursue pastoralism and hunting as we have always 
done"; the right of local autonomy 

Expression of ecological values  "Nature manages itself best" or "the Wolf also has the 
right to live" 

  
EU    Approach to the EU 
Positive attitude  the EU should play some kind of role in question 
Negative attitude  the EU should not play any role at all in the issue 
General  Non-specific references. For example, when the EU is used as an example of 

other phenomena. 
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Appeals    All mentioning of appeals  
The Government   All mentioning of the Government 
The environmental movement All mentions of environmentalism or the SSNC 
Hunters    All mentions of hunters or hunting organizations 
Countryside    All mentions of rural or sparsely populated areas. 
  
In vivo generated codes 
Blame-game    Players try to shirk responsibility. E.g., "it is the Government's 
responsibility to resolve the conflict" or "it's the environmental movement that are constantly 
causing trouble by appeal" 
  
Local knowledge/expertise  Contradiction between different kinds of knowledge types. E.g. In the 
hunters lodge there is good knowledge about how game should be managed versus scientists know 
best how wildlife is managed. 
  
Compromise  Actors willingness to compromise. Willingness/reluctance 

Willingness "it would be good if we could reach an agreement" or "consensus should 
prevail" or "moderation is the best" 
Unwillingness “The others should not have any influence in this," or "our position is 
unwavering" 

  
Visibility/transparency  Level of transparency in the decision-making processes.  

Improved  "I understand more about how decisions are made now than before" 
Unchanged  "I understand as much/little about how decisions are made now as before" 
Impaired  "It is more difficult now than in the past to know how the decisions will go 
to" 

 
Information flow If enough information trickles down to the members and what the primary sources 
of information are 

Sufficiently informed   "I feel myself sufficiently informed and are no more 
information" 
Insufficiently informed "I feel myself not sufficiently informed and wish me more 
information" 
Internal information  Sources that are clearly linked to each member organization. 
E.g. the Organization's own website, magazine, internal meetings and informal meetings 
between members. 
External information Sources if don't have a link to the respective organization. E.g. other 
Web sites the island's own, TV, Radio, Press, etc. 

  
Accountability  Forms for accountability 

Clear  "I know who has the formal and/or informal authority over the issue" or "If I am 
unhappy, I know who I'm going to direct me toward" 
Vague  "I'm not sure who has the formal and/or informal power" or "If I am unhappy, I don't 
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know who to direct me toward" 
  
Participation  Opportunities for participation in decision-making processes 

Included "I feel that my interests will be included in a discussion with relevant decision 
makers" 
Exclusive "I am not aware that my interests will be included in a discussion with relevant 
decision makers" 

 
Decentralisation  Experiences of local influence and attitude in addition 

Increasing "regional/local must take greater responsibility now than before" 
Unchanged "regional/local responsibility can take just as much now as before" 
Reducing "the regional/local responsibility may be less now than before" 
Sympathetic "I think it would be good if the decisions were taken on a regional basis" 
Hostile "I think it would be bad if the decisions were taken on a regional basis" 

  
The policy content  If the interviewees agree with the policy's content 

Happy "Government policy reflects on the whole my values and preferences" or "with rare 
exceptions, I think that concentration on Wolf policy is real" or "target/method for Wolf 
policy is correct" 
Disgruntled "Government policy does not reflect at all my values and preferences" or "by 
and large, I think that focus in Wolf policy is wrong" or "target/method for Wolf policy is 
incorrect" 

  
Coding of protocols 
Deliberative process  Calls in order to build a consensus for it common best. Is indicated by; 
Several speakers; Exchange of views (I think); the call takes time; There is finally a decision 
 
Informative process  Calls in order to inform the audience on the subject. Is indicated by; Few 
speakers; No Exchange, no decision is taken; It goes fast 
 
Exercise of power  Making decisions over citizens. "E.g. WMD decide that X number of wolves 
to be shot within the area Y" 
  

12 APPENDIX	  D	  
 
Known causes of death of wolf in Sweden 
Year 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

 Cause of death 
      Protective hunting 1 1 13 9 17 8 

 Illegal hunting 1 0 1 0 0 
 Licenced hunting 8 28 19 0   
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Traffic 3 9 6 10 7 
 Injured/accidental/ill 2 5 0 2 4 
 Attacks 2   3 3 4 13 
 Put down by police 3 

  
1 1 4 

 Selective and targeted hunting         3 
 Unknown   2 1 7 8 
 Total 15 60 40 41 47 
 

       1 Protective hunting after decision by the CAB or EPA JF 
§23 B 

      2 In case of attack or danger JF § 28 
      3 Police can put down animals considered dangerous for 

the public JF § 9 
      4 Selective and targeted hunting JF § 23c, § 24d 
      

       
       Known causes of death of wolf in Värmland County 
Year 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

 Cause of death 
      Protective hunting 1 1 1 1 0 0 

 Protective hunting by own initiative by the CAB 0 1 1 1 3 
 Illegal hunting 0 0 0 1 0 
 Licenced hunting 0 9 6 0 0 
 Traffic 0 2 0 0 1 
 Injured/accidental/ill 0 1 0 0 0 
 Unknown 0 1 0 3 1 
 Total 1 15 8 5 5 
 

       1 Protective hunting after decision by the CAB or EPA 
JF §23 B 

      Sources: Information received from the National Veterinary Institution and 
tables assembled by myself. 

    


