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Abstract
The establishments of national parks have traditionally built on top-down approaches and wilderness
ideals, leaving little room for local influence in protected area governance arrangements. Sweden,
home to the Indigenous people Sami, has followed similar historical trajectories. Despite increased
recognition, legislation, and attempts to give reindeer herding Sami a say in natural resource
governance, ideas about centralised management still dominate conservation practices which have
limited the space for Sami involvement in protected area decision-making. The now terminated
national park process Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags manifested a different approach as it revolved around
the negotiations between Sami reindeer herding communities and public authorities on if and under
what means to establish a national park on the reindeer herders’ customary lands. This study set out
to examine how institutions were negotiated by Sami and state actors in the national park process, in
their attempts to find a fit between conservation and reindeer husbandry, and above all, between
conservation and Indigenous rights. The study applied theory of institutional bricolage to examine how
local actors attempted to rework the national park institutions to make them fit the local settings and
the socially embedded institutions that surround them. In addition, the study applied deliberative
democratic theory to uncover if and how elements of equality, reason, and publicity were integrated
in the process and how these influenced how the actors negotiated institutions. The results
demonstrate that socially embedded institutions of the reindeer herding communities, such as local
norms and beliefs, played an essential role in the process but were not sufficiently addressed. The lack
of consideration of socially embedded institutions and the socio-ecological context, including historical
aspects, contributed to the mobilisation of distrust towards authorities in the reindeer herding
communities and, ultimately the termination of the process. Deliberative qualities helped to facilitate
the process and contributed to joint learning and improved shared understanding but were not
sufficient to resolve the complexity inherent from the conflict of interests. The findings suggest that
protected area designation processes need to strengthen the incorporation of socially embedded
institutions and socio-ecological contexts to prevent policy implementation failure. Moreover, the
application of deliberative elements in protected area governance can improve decision-making
processes, but more research is needed to enhance the understanding of what contextual factors help
or hinder the ability of deliberative elements to contribute to sustainable outcomes. Although the
national park was not realised, the process catalysed a shift in Swedish conservation policy. It provides
promising trajectories in protected area governance arrangements that allow for the combination of
multiple conservation objectives and safeguarding of both ecological integrity and Indigenous rights.
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1. Introduction
This is not just about conservation and commercial reindeer husbandry, or outdoor life, being
out biking or walking on a trail. This is about people's homes, and identities, and dreams, and
history, and survival, and that entire spectrum.
Regional desk officer 2, pers. comm.

When the first national parks in the world were established in the United States in the late 19th century,
the dominant approach for conservation was the creation of strictly protected areas with minimal
human interference. This wilderness-centred approach continued to prevail in conservation efforts
globally until the mid-1960s, with displacements of Indigenous peoples as one of the major
consequences. In the 1970s, the international support for the rights of Indigenous peoples grew,
highlighted by the IUCN Kinshasa Resolution of 1975, where Indigenous rights were for the first time
formally recognized in conservation work (Colchester, 2004). While several international conventions
and declarations have been created over the last decades, recognizing Indigenous Peoples’ rights to
self-determination and land and resources such as the International Labour Organization Convention
169 (1989) and the United Nations Declaration on Rights for Indigenous Peoples (2007), these
international agreements have not been fully implemented everywhere.
Sweden is, together with Finland, Norway, and Russia, home to the only Indigenous peoples of
northern Europe, the Sami. Despite increased recognition, legislation, and attempts to give the Sami a
say in natural resource management, ideas about centralised management still dominate conservation
practices in Sweden (Adams, 2005, Dahlberg, Rohde & Sandell, 2009, Reimerson, 2016). The protected
area designations often display a jurisdictional shift from local levels of organisation to centralised ones
(Zachrisson, 2009), leaving limited space for Sami involvement in decision-making processes of
protected areas and influence in management structures of designated areas (Hovik, Sandström, and
Zachrisson, 2010, Reimerson, 2015). The debate on Indigenous participation in protected area
designation was up until recently manifested in the national park process Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags. In
the southern mountain region of Jämtland, Sweden, Sami reindeer herders and public state agency
representatives, as well as local stakeholders, met by the negotiation table to discuss if and how a
national park could be realised on the customary lands of the reindeer herding communities. After
several years of negotiations, the national park process was cancelled by the state authorities in May
2019, as the involved actors could not agree on under which forms the national park could be realised
(SEPA, 2019d).
Despite sometimes being presented as pristine, the area of Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags is not empty.
Three Sami territories are situated in the proposed area, Handölsdalen, Mittådalen, and Tåssåsen
reindeer herding communities1 (RHCs) and they depend on and are entitled to usufructuary rights to
the lands for reindeer husbandry, fishing, and hunting. The area is also a popular outdoor recreation
1

A reindeer herding community (in Swedish sameby which literally means Sami village) is an economic and
administrative association for reindeer herders who jointly are entitled to a geographical area for reindeer
husbandry. The reindeer herding communities are regulated through the Swedish Reindeer Husbandry Act
(Rennäringslag, 1971:437).
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area and tourist destination that attracts visitors from near and afar for activities such as skiing and
hiking. Partly a nature reserve today, the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA) presented
the area as a national park candidate in 2008, mainly due to the high ecological values of the area. A
pre-study was initiated in 2012, and SEPA formally started the national park process in 2015 together
with the County Administrative Board of Jämtland (CAB)2 to further examine whether the conditions
were favourable for developing Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags into a national park. A negotiation group was
established with representatives from the RHCs, the authorities, the Sami Parliament 3 , the two
municipalities Berg and Åre, and a regional semi-private tourism organisation, Jämtland Härjedalen
Turism (JHT). In 2016, the RHCs objected the proceedings of the process. Fearing that their rights were
threatened due to potentially stricter park regulations and increasing tourism, the RHCs stated five
claims that they demanded needed to be met or else they would oppose the establishment of the park
(Handölsdalen, Mittådalen, and Tåssåsen RHCs, 2016):
●
●

●

●

●

Sami culture and reindeer husbandry should be viewed as a natural element of the area and
as an asset in the national park process.
Sami culture and reindeer husbandry should be part of the national park purpose (thus
enabling protection of Sami culture and reindeer husbandry in the area through the national
park regulations and in Swedish law).4
Full recognition of Sami user rights in the area. Any restriction of these rights would be made
only by agreement between the RHCs and the state and would require economic
compensation.
A guarantee to ensure the RHCs’ ability to limit the loss of reindeer to carnivore predation.
Carnivore management should be adjusted in accordance with the conditions of reindeer
husbandry. Protective culling should be applicable. The right of the RHCs to cull a carnivore to
prevent or stop an imminent/ongoing attack on their reindeer (called the self-defence right)
should remain in the area.5
Sami majority in the management structure of a future national park or other forms of decisive
influence in the management.

The claims were put forward by the RHCs in a rights-based framing, writing that their claims were built
on the Reindeer Husbandry Right, covered by national property legislation which is part of the Swedish
constitution. This right gives Sami reindeer herders the right to use land and water in the designated
reindeer husbandry areas and is based on customary rights since time immemorial.

2

The County Administrative Board is a regional government authority operating in each county of Sweden. One
of the working areas of the County Administrative Boards is nature conservation, and it is the CABs that mainly
manage Sweden’s national parks.
3
The Sami Parliament (Swe. Sametinget) is both a Swedish state agency with government officials and a
parliament with democratically elected members. The parliament does not enjoy self-determination but is rather
an advisory body and expert agency on Sami issues.
4
Each national park has an explicit purpose which is vested in the Swedish National Park Ordinance
(Nationalparksförordning, 1987:938).
5
The so-called self-defence right is regulated in paragraph 28 in the Hunting Ordinance (Jaktförordning 1987:905)
and gives owner of domestic animals the right to kill a carnivore (bear, wolf, wolverine, lynx) to stop an ongoing
attack on their domestic animal, or to prevent an imminent attack. The animal can only be killed if it is not
possible to scare it off or to take other measures to stop or prevent the attack. According to paragraph 28b, the
self-defence hunting is not allowed in national parks.
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Shortly after, the CAB of Jämtland and SEPA (henceforth referred to as the authorities) replied to the
RHCs, stating that they viewed the Sami presence and culture as great assets in a future national park.
The authorities did not explicitly reply to the first demand regarding the national park purpose but
stated that the Reindeer Husbandry Right would continue to apply in full in the future park unless other
was agreed between the state and the RHCs. Regarding the fourth claim on livestock self-defence
hunting, the authorities clarified that the provision was out of their control but would be a decision of
the Swedish government by changing the Swedish Hunting Ordinance. Concerning the fifth claim,
majority influence in a future management structure, the authorities declared that they shared the
RHC’s viewpoint Sami influence in the decision-making processes would be crucial, but they did not
state to what degree and under what forms. The authorities emphasised that the national park process
would not proceed without the support of the Sami, stating that they as public state agencies could
not “take part in a process resulting in the deterioration of Swedish Indigenous Peoples’ rights” (CAB
and SEPA, 2016b:1). The letter correspondence continued between the RHCs and the authorities, but
as they RHCs did not consider the authorities to meet their demands, the RHCs announced their
withdrawal in the spring of 2016, thus putting the process on a temporary halt.
The process was resumed in 2017 after the RHCs accepted the assurance of the authorities in that they
would strive to find solutions to the RHCs’ demands. Negotiations continued, and in 2018, the
negotiation group agreed on a draft document that provided a preliminary orientation, purpose, and
goals for a future national park. All representatives were asked to anchor the document within their
organisations before the project could proceed. The following months were shaky. CAB, SEPA, and the
tourism organisation JHT accepted the document, while Mittådalen and Tåssåsen RHCs and the Sami
Parliament submitted their positions containing suggestions and demands for changes (SEPA, 2019f).
In February 2019, Handölsdalen RHCs declared that the document and the national park were rejected
during their village board meeting since their “rights to use the land within the reindeer herding area
are not fully protected by the formulation of the purpose and the goals” (SEPA, 2019f:5). Due to the
decision of Handölsdalen, the two municipalities Berg and Åre decided not to take a stand regarding
the document.
SEPA, who in 2017 had declared that they would not proceed with the park plans if the any of the
RHCs, municipalities, or the Sami Parliament opposed a continued process, announced in May 2019
that the national park process would be closed down. The process was terminated in June 2019 (SEPA,
2019d).

1.1 Problem statement
The terminated national park process and the events that led up to the termination can be viewed as
a conflict of interests and values. The statements made by the authorities early in the process displays
a tension between the will and obligations to recognize Sami rights in the national park process, and
the ideas, and legal frameworks that constitute the procedures of how to conceive a national park in
Sweden. The Sami actors, the authorities and the local stakeholders had different reasons, motives,
and interests for entering the negotiations. The negotiations can be viewed as a tug-of-war, attempting
to bring together different interests, with institutions such as regulations and rights, but also norms
and beliefs, being the core of negotiations. The negotiations can further be seen as “testing the
practical worth of legal rights […], refashioning the political linkages between Indigenous and settler
societies” as Scholtz (2006:14) puts it when studying Indigenous’ land rights negotiations and
processes. The Sami actors demanded that some institutions that are currently in place to structure
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the creation and future management of a national park needed to be reworked, or even abolished
before they could accept a park.
Meanwhile, the authorities had their understanding of which institutions were acceptable to modify
or reject, and which ones were not. The authorities must navigate between their legal obligations to
recognise and respect Sami rights, e.g. the Reindeer Husbandry Right (formalised in the Reindeer
Husbandry Act, 1971:437) and the Swedish constitution, while at the same time adhering to existing
nature protection legislation when working to establish a new national park. This results in ambiguity
on whether, how, and under what forms a national park on Sami territory could be established, which
ultimately, in the case of Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags, was deemed not possible.
The objective of this research is to examine how institutions were negotiated in the national park
process, by identifying which institutions were under negotiation, how the institutions were perceived
by the participating actors, which ones were considered relevant to the negotiating parties, and why
and how it comes about that some institutions were perceived more easily negotiated than others by
certain actors. Moreover, this research will examine how the participating actors tried to rework the
national park institutions and what other institutions they built their claims on in the negotiations. In
addition, to improve the understanding of how institutions were negotiated, this research will further
examine the contextual factors of the negotiations by looking at how the process was structured in
terms of deliberative quality and how it impacted the negotiations.

1.2 Research questions
Based on the problem statement, one main research question and three sub-questions have been
formed:
1. How do participating actors rework and negotiate institutions in the national park process
Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags in Sweden?
a. What is the socio-cultural and political context for the participating actors in the national
park process?
b. Which institutions did the participating actors draw on to support their positions in the
national park negotiations, and how did these institutions affect the negotiations?
c. How did the deliberative quality of the process influence the negotiations of institutions?
The research will investigate negotiations that took place between all involved organisations in the
national park process, but specifically examining the negotiations between the Sami actors;
Handölsdalen, Mittådalen, and Tåssåsen RHCs (and to some extent the Sami Parliament) and the
authorities; the CAB of Jämtland and SEPA, as these were the actors between which the most critical
issues were negotiated.
In attempting to answer research sub-question a, I intend to identify the social, cultural, and political
context surrounding the national park area and its actors to improve the understanding of what
context the negotiations took place. This includes identifying the historical events and contemporary
development of the area, as well as norms and beliefs on relations between humans and nature and
perceptions of natural and unnatural, and how nature should be governed. Identifying these
contextual factors will help understand how the different actors perceive the relations between
conservation, reindeer husbandry, Indigenous rights, and tourism, and how these perceptions shaped
and influenced the actors during the negotiations.
4

Sub-question b seeks to answer which institutions the involved actors drew on during the negotiations
and how these institutions influenced the process. The Sami actors could build their claims on and
support their positions on several different institutional categories, e.g. legal rights, customary user
rights, and international Indigenous rights and legislation. Through sub-question b, I intend to examine
which institutions were emphasised by the actors in the negotiations and if the institutions were
weighted differently by different actors. For example, the three RHCs framed their opposition to the
national park plans in 2016 by emphasising their legal rights to land and water. Did they continue to
do so during the negotiations? What other institutions did the Sami actors build on in their attempts
to rework the national park institutions? Sub-question b will also be used to answer how the different
institutions, used and built on by different actors, affected the negotiations. Which institutions were
successful for the actors to forward their positions in the negotiations? How did the other actors
respond to these institutions? Were there any institutions that received less recognition or were even
disregarded by the other actors? Through these questions, I intend to answer how the institutions that
the actors built on influenced the process and how they helped or hindered the participating actors’
attempts to rework and negotiate the national park institutions.
Through sub-question c, I plan to investigate the deliberative quality of the national park process and
how this influenced the negotiations. This examination includes both if and how the deliberative
quality influenced the outcomes but mainly how the process itself was affected by deliberative
conditions, e.g. how decisions were made and how the actors were influenced by deliberation, e.g.
whether they increased their shared understanding on specific issues. Looking beyond the outcomes,
and more at the process itself and under which forms the meetings and interactions were facilitated,
will help improve the understanding of whether and how the actors’ claims and positions developed
through the process.
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2. Theoretical framework
By building the theoretical framework on critical institutionalism and institutional bricolage, this study
intends to investigate how actors rework and modify institutions in the negotiations of a national park
process. While a few scholars have focused on the bricolage of implemented institutional
arrangements in natural resource management (cf. Cleaver, 2001, de Koning and Benneker, 2012), the
available literature of institutional bricolage in the establishment and negotiation stages of institutions
of protected areas seem to be more limited. Therefore, this research aims to contribute to the
literature on how institutional bricolage plays out in conservation negotiations. Additionally,
deliberative democratic theory will be built into the theoretical framework to enable examination of
the deliberative quality of the park negotiations and how the quality affected the process and the
preferences and positions held by the actors.

2.1 Institutions
This study aims to study the negotiations between actors, more specifically the Sami actors and the
authorities, on how to conceive a national park. According to Zachrisson, the designation process of a
protected area is an expression of institutional change where management structures and “customary
and legal rights to use and manage certain resources are renegotiated [...]” (2009:1). The actors of the
national park process Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags were negotiating which kinds of laws and regulations
should be adhered to, rejected, modified, or added to make a national park work for all stakeholders.
The actors tried to match local and national institutions through negotiations. The outcomes of these
negotiations would determine which actions would be possible, and not, and who would be able to
use and manage resources, and how, within the boundaries of a future park. As the process revolved
around the negotiations over laws and regulations, this thesis intends to study institutions and how
these were negotiated and reworked by the involved actors in their attempts to make them fit.
Since this research intends to study institutions, it is important to define what is meant with institutions
in this context. The definitions and meanings of institutions depend on from which academic field one
is studying them. From a classic institutionalist perspective, institutions are structures that govern
human behaviour, they are the pillars that shape and organise our everyday life (Hodgson, 2006).
North describes institutions as constraints that steer “political, economic, and social interaction”
(1991:97), and as “rules of the game in society” (1990:3), that structures the players (individuals and
groups) to act according to the set rules and boundaries. Institutions are based on predictability; they
are crafted in such a way so that the desired behaviours match the predicted outcomes of the designer
(Hall et al. 2014). There are both formal institutions such as laws, regulations, rights, and international
agreements, as well as informal institutions in forms of norms, codes of conduct, traditions, and beliefs
(North, 1991). Institutional analysis has been applied in natural resource management research to
study the use of common-pool resources such as fishing grounds and grazing lands and what role
institutions play in preventing overexploitation. Ostrom (1990) contends that robust institutional
arrangements with clearly defined boundaries can maintain sustainable common-pool resource use,
contrasting Hardin’s (1968) idea of the tragedy of the commons where open access leads to resource
depletion and environmental degradation. Classical institutionalism has received a fair share of
criticism, however, with one major critique arguing that classic institutionalist scholars focus too much
on the idea of institutions as independent structures and their perceived robustness to external forces
and pressures. This makes institutional design purely a technical problem-solving issue, failing to
7

understand and explain why institutions sometimes fail in guiding and shaping behaviour (Hall et al.
2014).

2.2 Critical institutionalism
Further questioning the deterministic view on the causal relationship between institutions and human
actions, critical institutionalists (apart from rational-choice institutionalists) criticise classical
institutionalists’ rationale that human beings are self-interested benefit-maximising agents always
opting for the most rational choices (Cleaver, 2001). Cleaver and de Koning (2015) assert that critical
institutionalism enables a richer understanding of human agency, in contrast to the notion of bounded
rationality, which is often applied in mainstream institutionalist research on natural resource
management. Rather, critical institutionalism suggests that human behaviour is embedded in intricate
nests of different institutions at various scales, shaped by cultural, economic, historical, and social
factors (Cleaver, 2001.). Moreover, social interactions cannot be expected to be linearly derived from
the institutions designed to guide them but are rather messy processes shaped by identities and
political and spatial contexts (Cleaver and de Koning, 2015). Critical institutionalism offers a
compromise between structuralist views of human agency, which explains behaviour as a result of
societal structures, and post-structural theories where people “strategize, innovate and negotiate in
their engagement with institutions and management of natural resources” (Cleaver and de Koning
(2015:8). According to March and Olsen (2007), institutions are nested in “structures of meaning” (p.
4) that guide and justifies human actions. In the case study of Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags, this is useful
when studying the negotiation process between the participating actors, looking at how structures of
meaning are shaping how the stakeholders perceive the institutions they are negotiating. This can e.g.
help to understand why the authorities have continued to champion the idea of a national park in the
area, despite several drawbacks and conflicts. From a critical institutionalist perspective, institutions
are not only constraining human actions but are also enabling them. Cleaver suggests that the plurality
of institutions surrounding humans not only provide boundaries for actions, but “also creates spaces
for negotiation, contestation, and for different voices to be heard” (2002:28). Drawing on the idea that
institutions can enable agency, and make room for negotiation and disagreement, I propose that
institutions tied to the national park process of Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags created space for the Sami
actors to contest and renegotiate the conventional institutions used to designate protected areas in
Sweden. The three RHCs framed their opposition to the national park in 2016 based on their rights to
land and water through the Reindeer Husbandry Right and used this institution as a leverage to create
space for claims on influence in the national park process. It enabled them to contest other institutions
that would be imposed on them if the national park were to be realised. Taking a critical institutionalist
perspective allows me to question the institutions at stake in the national park process of VålådalenSylarna-Helags and delve deeper into how pressures were exerted on these institutions by the
different actors.

2.3 Institutional bricolage
Within the field of critical institutionalism, the concept of institutional bricolage was developed to
describe how institutional arrangements are assembled, reshaped, and redefined to fit existing cultural
and social contexts (Cleaver, 2001). Institutional bricolage can happen when external institutions are
8

introduced to local contexts which are already shaped by socially embedded institutions (Cleaver,
2002). Institutions are not rigid entities, they are subject to change by the various factors and actors
that they surround and are surrounded by (de Koning, 2011). Institutional bricolage suggests that
actors borrow, break down and put together different institutional elements, invent new ones, and
reject others, creating a patchwork of institutional arrangements, a bricolage (de Koning, 2011).
According to Cleaver and de Koning, “[i]nstitutional bricolage is a process through which people,
consciously and non-consciously, assemble or reshape institutional arrangements, drawing on
whatever materials and resources are available, regardless of their original purpose. In this process,
old arrangements are modified and new ones invented” (2015:5). Thus, institutions are dynamic
processes, everchanging and continuously resulting in new hybrid institutions being created.

2.3.1 Bureaucratic and socially embedded institutions
As mentioned previously, institutional researchers often distinguish between two types of institutions,
formal and informal ones (North, 1991), implying that they are opposites of each other. Cleaver (2002)
chooses to depart from the traditional dichotomy of formal and informal institutions. Instead, she
introduces the terms bureaucratic and socially embedded institutions. “Bureaucratic institutions are
those formalised arrangements based on explicit organisational structures, contracts and legal rights,
often introduced by governments or development agencies” (Cleaver 2002:13) while socially
embedded institutions have formed through daily practices and through culture, being in place in the
local community for quite some time (de Koning, 2011). Cleaver emphasises that these two types of
institutions are not opposites, as bureaucratic institutions can become socially embedded, while
socially embedded institutions can develop into formalised arrangements through institutional
bricolage over time (2002). de Koning (2011) presents land titles and credit systems as examples of
bureaucratic institutions that are often socially embedded in communities, and Indigenous
organisations as socially embedded institutions that have become formalised over time as a result of
and reaction to political developments. Bureaucratic and socially embedded institutions should not be
viewed as two extremes, but rather as sliding gradients (de Koning, 2011). This thesis will follow the
categorisation by Cleaver (2002) and refer to institutions as bureaucratic and socially embedded.

2.3.2 Aggregation, alteration, and articulation
In the process of institutional bricolage, de Koning (2011) distinguishes three processes that can occur
when institutions are to be introduced to a local context: aggregation, alteration, and articulation. The
first one, aggregation, is defined by de Koning as the process where different institutional elements
are recombined to fit several purposes and to make sense and create meaning to local actors. In
aggregation, local actors recombine bureaucratic and socially embedded institutions. The second,
alteration, is where local actors adjust and rework institutions to make them fit a local context, or
simply reject the institutions introduced. Through alteration, local actors consciously renegotiate,
ignore, or negate the bureaucratic institutions. The third process is called articulation, and through this
process, local actors accentuate local institutions e.g. focusing on emphasising their culture, traditions,
and own set of rules when disagreeing with the institutions to be introduced (de Koning, 2011). de
Koning explains that these processes that constitute institutional bricolage do not necessarily occur at
the same time or in the same process, even if that may be possible (2011).
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2.3.3 Institutional bricolage in the national park process
Institutional bricolage is used as the basis of the theoretical framework by viewing the national park
negotiations as an intervention process, where the authorities attempted to introduce bureaucratic
institutions (the national park and the associated laws and regulations) in local communities “already
structured by socially embedded institutions” (de Koning, 2011:32). The negotiations are in this thesis
viewed as a process where local actors met with regional and national actors to rework and modify
institutional arrangements concerning the national park to deem them acceptable and make them fit
local conditions.
The negotiation process did not play out in a vacuum, it was embedded in cultural, historical, political,
and social factors, which shaped the process and the outcomes. The historical colonial context,
national and international politics on Indigenous peoples’ rights, traditions, and every-day practices by
local and non-local actors are all factors likely to have shaped the negotiating parties on how they
perceived the process and what they considered important. Acknowledging this can help understand
e.g. why some institutions were considered more easily negotiated than others by certain
stakeholders, why Sami majority in the management structure of a future national park was considered
crucial to the Sami actors, and why the actors finally failed to find common ground to proceed.
Research sub-question a will examine the socio-cultural and political context of the participating actors
by looking at social and political norms and beliefs of the participating actors, which will hopefully bring
a better understanding of the different positions held by the authorities and the Sami actors.
Based on the ideas from Cleaver and de Koning (2015) on how available materials and resources shape
how actors rework institutions, part of the research objective is to study which institutions were
considered important to bring to the negotiation table, how these institutions were embedded in
different meanings to the stakeholders, and how the stakeholders utilised available resources (e.g.
other institutions) to influence the reshaping and modification of the institutions at the centre of the
negotiations. Sub-question b will investigate which institutions the actors drew on in their claims and
how these institutions affected the national park negotiations. These institutions can be both
bureaucratic e.g. legal rights and laws, and more socially embedded, such as traditions, norms, and
beliefs.
As this research proposal suggests applying institutional bricolage the negotiation stage of a protected
area designation process, the concepts of aggregation, alteration, and articulation will be applied to
study how the local actors attempted to rework the different institutions. First, the concept of
aggregation will be applied to study whether the local actors attempted to recombine the externally
introduced institutions with different institutional elements such as local practices, norms, and other
socially embedded institutions. That is, how did actors attempt to recombine externally introduced
institutions to fit: several purposes, with other institutions, with different understandings of meanings
and with existing practices? Second, alteration will be used to examine if and how the negotiating
parties were attempting to modify or even reject some institutions to make them fit the local context.
Third, articulation will be applied to examine how local actors, particularly the Sami, emphasise their
existing rules, norms, and traditions to reject or contest the suggested institutional framework for the
national park. Articulation will be used as a concept to help answer questions such as: what local
institutions are emphasised by the Sami actors to support their contestation or rejection of certain
national park institutions? An inductive approach will be taken on to examine if and to what extent
processes of aggregation, alteration and articulation occurred in the negotiations.
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2.4 Deliberation in natural resource management
In the paper “Public Participation as Public Debate: A Deliberative Turn in Natural Resource
Management”, Parkins and Mitchell (2005) make a comparison between natural resource
management theory and deliberative democratic theory where they conclude that deliberative theory
provides important insights for research on natural resource management. The authors argue that
while public participation often is implemented in natural resource management to improve decisionmaking, the deliberative theorists emphasises process rather than outcome and that deliberative
“ideas around public debate and public opinion formation appear highly relevant within the natural
resource management context, where issues are often highly complex and deeply contested” (Parkins
and Mitchell, 2005:532). Zachrisson (2010) asserts that deliberative elements are insufficiently
examined in co-management research and explores in which ways co-management processes can be
viewed as deliberative democratic foras. By building on Meadowcroft’s (2004a) meso levels of
deliberative democracy, which are arenas where the elected public bodies, the public and the
bureaucratic state agencies meet to deliberate, Zachrisson argues that co-management arrangements
can in fact be realised as deliberative processes fit with deliberative theory. Indeed, Meadowcroft
contends that co-management arrangements can be suitable foras for deliberation, learning and
conflict resolution (2004b). Examining the fit between co-management theory and deliberative theory,
Zachrisson suggests that co-management research can help tease out “whether deliberative
democracy is well suited to solve complex, multi-faceted problems characterized by value conflicts”
(2010:274). The case of Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags can be viewed as such a process, as it contains a
diversity of actors, layered institutions, and is characterised by conflicts over different values and
interests on how to govern natural resources. As the case study will serve to examine the negotiations
that played out between the actors involved in the process, I have chosen to incorporate theory of
deliberative democracy into the theoretical framework. The case provides an opportunity to examine
if and to what extent the national park process contained deliberative elements, and to delve deeper
into if and how the actors’ preferences and decisions have been shaped by the procedural
characteristics of the process. As Parkins and Mitchell (2005) suggest, deliberative democratic theory
encourages one to look more into the process rather than just the final rounds of decision-making,
which allows me to examine how and under what forms the negotiations took place. This will give a
broader and deeper understanding than when examining only the actors’ positions and which issues
were negotiated during the process.

2.4.1 Deliberative democratic theory
The main school of thought on deliberative democracy stems from the notion that “legitimate lawmaking issues from the public deliberation of citizens” (Bohman, 1997, para. 1). Deliberative
democratic theory revolves around how to improve decision-making processes and institutions which
do not fulfil the ideal standards of democracy (Chambers, 2003) and origins from a critique on current
forms of democracy that are considered insufficient, unjust, and lacking legitimacy (Parkins and
Mitchell, 2005). Deliberation is “debate and discussion aimed at producing reasonable, well-informed
opinions in which participants are willing to revise preferences in light of discussion, new information,
and claims made by fellow participants” (Chambers 2003:309). As such, it is a normative theory centred
around legitimacy that encompasses public participation and deliberation of citizens (Bohman, 1997).
The idea rejects the model of rational choice, which frames individuals as self-seeking actors aimed at
maximum gain in political processes. Instead, it requires citizens to develop their reasoning to make
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decisions beneficial to the public interest (ibid.). Scholars of deliberative democratic theory seek
answers to questions such as whether deliberative processes influence actors’ preferences to
collaborate for joint benefits, whether they can even out unequal positions in negotiations and
empower weaker actors, improve learning and increased understanding between participants and
result in decisions made through consensus (Chambers, 2003). Deliberative theorists view democracy
as processes where citizens form their opinions through discussion in public foras and from which they
can make better-informed decisions, all with the common good in mind. This contrasts with
proponents of representative democracy who consider democracy as an arena where representatives
with predetermined preferences battle and bargain to advance their interests (ibid.). Deliberative
democracy is not, however, an antithesis to representative democracy, many deliberative theorists
view deliberation as an extension which adds to the traditional forms of voting and protesting
(Chambers, 2003, Thompson, 2004).

2.4.1.1

Three principles of deliberation

Deliberative democracy is often based on three main principles: reason, equality, and publicity
(Zachrisson, 2010). The first principle, reason, means that the actors are obliged to “state their reasons
for advancing proposals, supporting them, or criticizing them” (Cohen, 1997:74). In deliberation,
participants are required to justify the claims they are putting forward, and in turn, respond to the
reasoning articulated by the other parties (Thompson, 2008). In ideal deliberation, the proposal
presented with the most suitable reasoning is the proposal that parties would agree to. It is largely a
matter of accountability (Chambers, 2003); parties should be able to justify the proposals and binding
rules that will be imposed on others (Thompson, 2008). The second principle, equality, implies that
participants should be equal in the deliberative process. It means that regulations structuring the
deliberative process need to provide equal conditions for all parties to present claims and give their
reasons, oppose, or reject other parties’ claims and have an equal say in the decision-making process
(Cohen, 1997). The principle of equality also concerns the question of who gets to set the agenda in
deliberative processes, as the principle of equality implies that all participants should be able to add
issues to the agenda (ibid.). Publicity is the third principle and implies that the deliberative process is
played out in the open, under the scrutiny of the public eye and its citizens (Thompson, 2008). The
public element of the deliberative processes ideally then shapes the discussion in such a way that
participants make and justify their claims with the common good in mind (Cohen, 1997). Cohen argues
that in ideal deliberative processes, decisions should be made in consensus but states that even in
ideal situations, consensus cannot be guaranteed. Consensus might not be the outcome or the aim of
deliberative processes, but increased legitimacy towards the decisions made and justifications to all
actors involved should ideally permeate the processes (Chambers, 2003).

2.4.2 Deliberative elements in the national park process
Deliberative democratic theory has received a great deal of critique by empirical scholars in that the
normative ideas of deliberation and its expected outcomes do hold not for empirical research
(Thompson, 2008). In defence of deliberative theory, Thompson criticizes the tendency of empirical
scholars to view deliberative democracy as a full package when conducting empirical research.
Thompson argues that in order to bridge normative theory with empirical research, it is necessary to
acknowledge that “its elements may conflict with one another, that not all the goods it promises can
be secured at the same time, and that we have to make hard choices among them” (2008:511).
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Taking Thompson’s stance, this thesis does not aim to examine whether the national park process was
a perfect example of deliberative democracy, but rather study whether the different principles of
reason, equality and publicity were incorporated in the process structure to determine the quality of
deliberative process in the negotiations. Building on deliberative theory allows me to look at issues
such as whether the procedural characteristics of the negotiations provided equal opportunities to all
actors to voice their opinions and influence the meetings; if participants were required to develop their
reasoning when making claims and stating positions; and if negotiations were open to public scrutiny
and those affected that were not directly involved in the process (Zachrisson, 2010). Deliberative
theory will be useful to ask questions regarding Sami actors’ positions in relation to the positions of
state and regional authorities. Were the meetings structured in such a way that they enabled the Sami
actors to have equal opportunities in expressing their claims? Who set the agenda for the meetings
and were all actors able to add issues to the agenda? Were the actors presenting their claims by simply
stating their positions, or were they also required to give their reason to justify their opinions to the
other actors? To discover the answers to these questions, empirical research will be conducted to
examine the structure of the meetings and the decision-making processes; how they were perceived
by the actors involved; how open and transparent the process was to the public and affected actors;
and how the process was communicated externally. The exploration of these questions will serve to
answer research sub-question c, namely how the deliberative quality of the processes affected the
negotiations of institutions.
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3. Research methodology
In this chapter, I present the design of the research and justify the selection of a single-case study. It is
followed by a description of the data collection methods and analysis procedures. Moreover, the
chapter finishes with a short description of the ethical aspects of the research and how to ensure
informant integrity.

3.1 Qualitative case study
Several scholars on participation and co-management in conservation work in Sweden have focused
on comparative analyses between different protected areas (cf. Dahlberg et al. 2009, Zachrisson &
Beland Lindahl, 2013, Holmgren et al. 2017), which has enabled them to make more generalised
conclusions on the challenges and opportunities associated with local participation in Swedish nature
conservation. Holmgren et al. (2017) conclude that the governance shift that is currently happening in
Swedish nature protection, with increasing local influence in protected area designation processes as
a result, is proceeding at an ad hoc basis due to the lack of a general national institutional framework.
The same scholars also argue that the success or failure of participatory processes in nature
conservation is highly context-dependent (Dahlberg et al. 2009, Zachrisson & Beland Lindahl, 2013).
Based on their conclusions, I argue that research examining context-specific processes of local
participation in Swedish nature conservation is justified.
As the research objective of this thesis is to examine how institutions were negotiated by local actors
in a Swedish protected area designation process, the study is based on a qualitative approach using a
single-case study. According to Gerring (2005:341), a case study is “an intensive study of a single unit
with an aim to generalize across a larger set of units.” Even though Gerring proposes that case studies
are undertaken to allow for generalisation, the main aim of this thesis is not set to generalise on state
and Sami actors’ negotiations in Swedish conservation processes. The aim is to produce in-depth
knowledge of how institutions were negotiated in the national park process Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags,
partly by looking at contextual aspects such as the socio-cultural and political context surrounding the
actors and how the deliberative quality of the process influenced the negotiations. As such, the findings
of this research will be highly emphasised on context. This does not imply, however, that the results
of this research should be disregarded in other studies of local and Sami actors’ participation in
Swedish conservation processes.
Writing about different case selection strategies, Flyvbjerg explains that the purpose of researching
deviant cases is “to obtain information on unusual cases, which can be especially problematic or
especially good in a more closely defined sense” (2006:230). The Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags national
park process can be viewed as such a deviant case as it is characterised by several distinct features. It
is unique as it constitutes one out of two6 protected area designation processes in Sweden where Sami
actors have been given a veto in the negotiations. The authorities explicitly declared in 2016 that they
would not proceed with the process if the main actors (the three RHCs, the Sami Parliament, and Berg
and Åre municipalities) would disapprove a continuation. With the study, I sought to examine whether

6

The other one is Laponia, UNESCO World Heritage site in northern Sweden. It was established in 1996 and
comprises four national parks and two nature reserves.
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the process was a case of best or worst practices. The results obtained will regardless of their nature,
provide valuable information and insights if similar processes are to take place in the future.

3.2 Data collection
The qualitative single-case study has comprised two forms of empirical data collection, document
review and semi-structured interviews. Analysis of documents enabled a thorough overview of the
historical happenings throughout the process, while interviews with the involved actors provided
insights and a richness that complemented the document review. Moreover, the combination of
interviews with actors from the process, along with analysis of policy documents allowed for data
validation through triangulation. This way, I could triangulate the information to improve the validity
of the results (Bernard, 2011).

3.2.1 Document review
A document review was carried out to create a historical overview of the national park process. The
review helped to provide a better understanding of the various institutions at stake during the
negotiations. Many different types of documents were consulted since they provided different types
of information regarding the process and the outcome, the participants, and the context surrounding
these. Throughout the process, all negotiation meetings were documented by SEPA with meeting
minutes. The meeting minutes were reviewed in this study to develop a timeline of the happenings
and the major decisions that were taking place throughout the process. The meeting minutes also
provided information about the work of the different organisations, as the minutes often contained
updates of ongoing projects, tasks, and responsibilities in the national park process. Moreover, the
meeting minutes provided valuable information about the timeframes that different institutions were
negotiated under, and further enabled a broad understanding of the main features of the thematic
discussions.
The letter correspondence between the RHCs and the authorities from 2016 was reviewed and has
been particularly interesting for the analysis, as the missives contained the positions and claims made
by the RHCs and the authorities and further gave a hint on what grounds these claims were made. The
letters have been an important source of data to retrieve information about what institutions were at
stake in the negotiations and how the actors perceived the different institutions.
The meeting minutes and the letter correspondence have constituted the main sources of data for the
document review. These sources have been complemented with the review of reports, legislative
documents, memorandums from CAB and SEPA, and other types of documents. CAB and SEPA
published several documents regarding the national park process, including a pre-study report
containing the prerequisites to realise a national park in the area and two national park project plans
(one from 2016 and one revised plan from 2018). The national park project plans contain the different
phases for realising a park, including objectives, time frames and procedures for participation,
communication, and decision-making. The review of the project plans in this study complemented the
meeting minutes when a timeline was developed, but also contributed with important data on the
perceptions of the authorities on how to structure the national park process.
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In addition, other types of media such as newspaper articles and clips from regional radio and TV have
been reviewed and have helped to develop a broader understanding of how the process unveiled and
how non-participant local actors perceived the national park process.
Almost all documents reviewed in this study were made available through the national park process
website that was created by the County Administrative Board of Jämtland to communicate the process
to the public.7 All official documents regarding the national park process that could not be accessed
via the website or other forms of public access have been retrieved from SEPA and the Government
Offices.

3.2.2 Semi-structured interviews
As the research objective is to examine how the local actors negotiated institutions in the national park
process, interviews with the actors were the main cornerstone of the data collection, to understand
how the actors perceived the happenings of the process. The document review helped to provide the
basic information on how the events unfolded but could not give a full account of what happened.
Therefore, interviews were carried out with actors from the participating organisations. As the
research is focused on the negotiations between Sami actors, mainly the three RHCs but also the Sami
Parliament, and the authorities, the CAB of Jämtland, and SEPA, personal communication with these
actors was crucial to make this study’s account of the negotiations credible. To allow for a broader
understanding and triangulation, it was important to not only interview informants from the Sami
organisations and the authorities but also the other participating organisations. Interviewing these
informants was useful as they could contribute to the understanding of how the process played out
from a different point of view than the Sami actors and the authorities. The informants were selected
mainly through purposive sampling (Bernard, 2011), thus targeting informants that in different ways
were or had been involved in the national park process. Most informants were identified on the
webpage where CAB published information about the participating organisations and associated
representatives. A few informants were identified and contacted through snowballing (Bernard, 2011),
namely through recommendations from other informants.
The informants were first contacted by email, where I presented myself and the scope of my research
before proceeding with a phone call to schedule a meeting. In total, a number of seventeen interviews
with nineteen informants were carried out between June and August 2019. Fourteen interviews were
constituted by physical meetings either in the Jämtland region or in Stockholm, and three interviews
were carried out over the phone due to practical reasons. The length of the interviews varied from 30
minutes to two hours and 40 minutes, with an average length of 75 minutes. All interviews apart from
one were recorded with a voice recorder. The recording was conducted after both verbal and written
approval from the informants; see the consent form in appendix 2. Apart from the recording, I took
notes during all interviews. The notetaking helped me to identity the most important information to
extract from the interviews during the data analysis but was also useful for me to follow up on leads
during later interviews and to double-check information with documents and other informants. After
recording the interviews, I transcribed them using a semi-verbatim transcription style.

7

Webpage accessed May 2019.
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The interviews were carried out in a semi-structured character. Semi-structured interviews allow the
researcher to follow a certain path of questions based on an interview guide while still giving room to
the informants to emphasise what they feel is important (Bernard, 2011). This enables an interviewing
situation that decreases the risk of the researcher steering the conversation too much. Semi-structured
interviews are beneficial in that they build on a basic structure with a few pre-determined questions
but still allow for the interviewer to follow up on leads (ibid.). Before the interviews, I had prepared an
interview form with a set of questions which were asked to all informants. The semi-structured
interviews provided me both with the answers to my questions, but also provided space for the
informants to present issues of relevance to them and to speak freely about how they perceived their
participation and the national park process. The interview form with the standard set of questions can
be found in appendix 1.

3.3 Data analysis
After recording the interviews, I transcribed them by using a semi-verbatim transcription style, leaving
grammatical mistakes and repetitions in the text together with hummings and non-verbal. These were
corrected first when incorporating quotes in the text of this study, to allow transcriptions to provide
the context and set the scene.
The data collection comprised a big range of different data, e.g. interview transcriptions, meeting
minutes, reports, and memorandums, as well as the letter correspondence between the RHCs and the
authorities. To process the diverse and rich nature of these qualitative data, tools are needed to
structure the data and to tie the collected data to the posed research questions (de Koning, 2011).
Coding is such a tool which “turns free-flowing texts into a set of nominal variables” (Bernard,
2011:429). The coding was conducted in three rounds, and the coding software programme Atlas.ti 8
was used to analyse the data. First, in vivo coding was applied, meaning that the actual words and
phrases found in the raw data were coded as themes (Bernard, 2011), e.g. identifying all phrases and
text segments that regarded hunting or the national park purpose. Second, coding building on the
theory of institutional bricolage was used to analyse the data for a second round. In this round, I linked
the text segments to the different institutional bricolage processes that I could identify, using both
codes that identified different institutions such as rules (mostly laws), norms and beliefs, and codes
that tied the differently coded institutions to specific bricolage processes, namely the thematic
negotiations on e.g. the national park purpose or carnivore management. Thereafter, a third round of
coding was applied where I coded the text segments building on themes linked to deliberative
democratic theory, divided into three code groups of equality, reason, and publicity.

3.4 Ethical aspects
Since the data collection involved interviews with representatives that are Sami, an Indigenous people
and a minority group in Sweden, ethical clearance was applied to ensure that the research would be
carried out in such a way that would not jeopardize the integrity of the informants or in any way harm
the participants. The Social Sciences Ethics Committee (SEC) at Wageningen University was consulted
to assess if the design of the research complied with the Netherlands Code of Conduct for Research
Integrity. Apart from the submission of the proposal to the committee, a fieldwork plan was developed
to present in detail how the research was to be conducted to safeguard the integrity of the Sami
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informants. To ensure not only the integrity of the Sami informants but the integrity of all informants,
the name and identifiable data of the informants have been removed from all research outputs
following the research. The use of a consent form, see appendix 2, also contributed to ensure that the
interviews were carried out in a way that did not conflict with the integrity of the informants. All
interviews were voluntary, and the interviews were only recorded after both verbal and written
approval of each informant.
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4. Setting the scene
4.1 The area
Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags is an area located in the southern mountain range of the Jämtland region in
Sweden. Bordering Norway in the west, the area is approximately 40 times 60 kilometres large and
amounts to 230 000 hectares of land and water.
The landscape is highly varied with coniferous
forests, mountains, and Sweden’s southernmost
glaciers. The mountain massifs of Sylarna and
Helags, which stand over 1700 metres above sea
level, offer a dramatic contrast to the widespread
valleys and plateaus covered by mountain birch
forests and conifers stretching between the
mountains. Large parts of the area consist of
alpine tundra, while especially the eastern parts
are made up of forest ecosystems (mountain
taiga) with a character of primeval forest and up
to 400-year-old trees. Apart from the dramatic
landscape and its interesting geological
formations, the area is home to many threatened
and unusual animal species such as Golden eagle,
Gyrfalcon, Arctic fox, Wolverine and Eurasian
Lynx (CAB, 2013). Almost half of the proposed
national park area is today formally protected as
it is part of the Vålådalen nature reserve, a
reserve which was established in 1988 by the
County Administrative Board of Jämtland (CAB)
MAP 1. RESEARCH AREA. ©2020 GOOGLE
due to its high natural values (Sandell, 2005).
Although sometimes depicted as a wilderness landscape, the area has been home to and used by the
Indigenous Sami and Sami reindeer herders for centuries. Archaeological investigations of the area
have shown that small-scale domestic reindeer husbandry was carried out in the area already in the
11th century (Ljungdahl, 2016). The Sami were present in the area even before that, where they lived
on hunting, fishing, and collecting berries, plants, and roots (Ljungdahl, 2008). All over the landscape,
one can find ancient traces of human activities in the area, sometimes more visible such as trapping
pits for wild reindeer hunting, and sometimes almost invisible, with only small variations in the
vegetation as a reminder of the Sami’s presence in the landscape.
Between the 17th and 19th centuries, nomadic reindeer husbandry was intensified and reached its peak
in the area. The intensive reindeer husbandry looked quite different from today, as the reindeer cows
were milked, engaging all members of the family. The Sami reindeer herders were nomadic and moved
with the reindeer herds over the seasons, spending the winters in the lowlands and moving further up
the mountains during the summer season, the high altitude provided the herds shelter from heat and
insects. At the beginning of the 20th century, intensive reindeer husbandry was abandoned and was
replaced with extensive reindeer husbandry the way it is carried out today, focused on meat
production (Ljungdahl, 2016). The nomadic lifestyle of reindeer herders has also been abandoned.
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Today, the herders have permanent homes, whereas they still utilise cabins in the mountains for the
herding season in the summer.

4.2 Contemporary reindeer husbandry
The contemporary reindeer husbandry in Sweden is organized through reindeer herding communities
(RHCs). An RHC is an economic and administrative association for reindeer herders who are jointly
entitled to a geographical area for carrying out reindeer husbandry and associated activities based on
the reindeer husbandry right. The reindeer husbandry right is a legal right built on the Sami’s use of
land since time immemorial and gives the Sami right to use land and waters for reindeer husbandry,
hunting, and fishing. The reindeer husbandry right also entitles the Sami to extract timber and establish
smaller buildings that are necessary for the reindeer husbandry. The right appertains to all Sami in
Sweden, but as regulated in the Swedish Reindeer Husbandry Act (Rennäringslag, 1971:437), the right
can only be practiced by members of reindeer herding communities. Due to the limitations of grazing
resources, there are no opportunities for RHCs to expand their businesses. The only way to become a
member of an RHC is either to inherit membership through one’s parents or marriage with an RHC
member (Green, 2009). Approximately 10% of the Sami population in Sweden works with reindeer
husbandry.8 Today, there are 51 RHCs in Sweden and the land they are entitled to cover almost half
the surface of Sweden, even though far from all that land is suitable or even possible to access for
grazing9 . Other interests are knocking on the door and want to have access to the Sami’s customary
grazing lands and the external pressures on the RHCs communities are growing. Exploitation through
mining, forestry, wind and hydropower is increasing in the lands of the Sami (Larsen, Raitio,
Stinnerbom, and Wik-Karlsson, 2017), and fragments the landscape which has detrimental impacts on
the reindeers as the calm areas suitable for grazing are shrinking, and connectivity is decreasing. The
effects of climate change also impact reindeer husbandry, in terms of increasing variability in forage
opportunities and through disturbed migration patterns (Moen, 2008).
The 51 RHCs in Sweden are divided into mountain-, forest-, and concessional RHCs. The mountain
communities move with the reindeer westwards to the mountains in the summer season and follow
the reindeer eastwards to coniferous forests in the winter. The forest RHCs are more stationary and
the reindeer herds stay in the forest lands year-round. Concessional RHCs means that the reindeer
herders need special permits to carry out reindeer husbandry. 10 All reindeer husbandry in Sweden
depends on vast grazing areas since the semi-domesticated reindeers are migratory animals and
migrate in traditional routes following the seasonal changes. Many of the reindeer herding
communities’ geographical areas stretch from forested landscapes in the Swedish inland to the
mountains bordering Norway in the west. This way, the geographical areas of the RHCs follow the
yearly migration routes of the reindeers.10 During certain times of the year, the herders gather the
reindeer along ancient migration routes to carry out activities such as marking of the calves, slaughter,
and moving the reindeer to the winter grazing lands. The traditional migration routes are sometimes
cut off by roads and railroads or other types of infrastructure. Since the reindeer are habitual animals
and get stressed easily, changing routes is often not possible, which makes it necessary to sometimes
transport the herds in trucks.9 When gathering and moving the herds, different types of vehicles are
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used by the RHCs. Snowmobiles, motorcycles, quad bikes and sometimes even helicopters are being
utilised by the herders to facilitate migration and collection of the herds.11
Reindeer husbandry is a small
industry in Sweden. The 51
RHCs together own between
225 000 and 280 000 reindeer
after slaughter, all depending
on yearly conditions. Almost
1000 reindeer husbandry
companies exist and provide
income for roughly 2500
people. The reindeer herders
are mostly male, and it is
common that a man works full
time as a herder while the
family members help out
during certain periods, e.g.
when marking the calves or
when moving the herd to
winter grazing lands. Although
reindeer husbandry is a small
industry, the reindeer is an
important pillar in Sami
culture, and herding is a carrier
of traditions and knowledge.
To many reindeer herders,
reindeer husbandry is more
than a livelihood; it is a way of
life.9

IMAGE 1. MOVING REINDEER BY SNOW SCOOTER. BY JONAS KRÅIK, 2018.

11

See “Renskötselns historia” 2020.
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MAP 2. THE 51 RHCS OF SWEDEN. BY ANDERS SUNESSON / SAMER.SE
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Map 2 displays the 51 RHCs in Sweden, marked with white lines. The blue in the map displays the total
area of reindeer herding lands and is a combination of both summer and winter lands. The grey line is
called Lappmarksgränsen and is a border that was set in the 18th century to demarcate the land of
Sami and protect against coastal settlers who encroached on Sami lands for fishing and hunting. The
green border is called Odlingsgränsen (Eng. Cultivation border) and was drawn in 1867 as a means to
strengthen protection against settler encroachment on Sami lands. It was drawn because
Lappmarksgränsen (grey line) was not respected.12
Handölsdalen, Mittådalen and Tåssåsen RHCs are as shown in the map above among the most
southernmost RHCs in Sweden. They are all mountain RHCs, and the herds migrate through the
landscape following the seasonal changes. The migration routes are shorter than many other migration
routes of RHCs further up north, which can be seen in the map, as the northern RHCs stretches further
from east to west. The three RHCs’ pastures are to different extents located in the proposed national
park area. The lands of Handölsdalen RHC are almost completely surrounded by the national park
borders and are used by the RHC for year-round grazing (Swe: åretrunt-marker). A large part of the
year-round grazing lands of Tåssåsen RHC is covered by the proposed national park boundaries,
whereas Mittådalen RHC’s year-round pastures only overlap with the park boundaries in the south
(see map below). Apart from providing important reindeer pastures for both Handölsdalen and
Tåssåsen RHCs, the area hosts many important functions such as calving lands and migratory routes.
Many reindeer husbandry facilities are established that the herders depend on, e.g. herder cabins and
facilities for slaughter and marking the calves. Some of the facilities have, apart from its importance
for reindeer husbandry, a cultural-historical value as they have been used for these purposes
throughout history (CAB, 2013).
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See “Karta över samebyarna i Sverige” 2020.
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MAP 3. SUGGESTED NATIONAL PARK BORDERS (RED), INCLUDING THE RHCS' PASTURES (BLACK). BY LANTMÄTERIET,
REWORKED BY LISA LINCK.

4.3 History of the Sami and the Swedish state
The relation between the Swedish state and the Sami has throughout history to a large extent been
characterised by discrimination and racism. According to Mörkenstam (2005), the modern history of
Sami policy in Sweden is sprung out of the Reindeer Grazing Act of 1886. With this law, the Sami were
granted the monopoly right to herd reindeer and carry out associated activities such as fishing, hunting
and forestry on Crown lands. Through the law, however, the Sami ownership of the lands was definitely
terminated, since their individual pasture rights were repealed and turned into communal rights that
could be exercised through the Sami villages (RHCs). The Reindeer Grazing Act intended to separate
reindeer husbandry and farming in the north of Sweden, as it was claimed that the practices of the
reindeer herders were damaging the settlers’ lands (Mörkenstam, 2005). Built on the discourse that
the reindeer inferred a threat to the settlers’ property, the legislation developed around what was
considered proper reindeer management. The good way of herding reindeer was through the nomadic
lifestyle and protecting “the nomadic culture emerged as the sole and coherent foundation for Swedish
Sami policy and the emerging system of Sami rights” (Lantto and Mörkenstam, 2008:29). The Swedish
Sami policy was permeated by ideas of racial biology, claiming that the Sami was born with “certain
characteristics” that was inferior to the Swedish population. It was claimed that the Sami were not fit
to live a civilized life13, and therefore, the Sami policy was for many years constituted by segregation
policies to ‘preserve’ the exotic image of traditional Sami culture and reindeer husbandry, the so-called
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See ”Samepolitik i rasismens tidevarv” 2020.
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lapp-ska-vara lapp politics.14 Nomadic Sami children were put in nomadic schools, separated from the
other children, as it was considered that they would lose their Sami characteristics if they remained in
the traditional schooling system (Lantto and Mörkenstam, 2008). The idea of ‘real Sami’ as nomadic
reindeer herders became institutionalised through amendments of the Reindeer Grazing Act in 1917
and 1928. During this time, it was estimated that a third of the Swedish Sami were involved in reindeer
husbandry. 15 The Swedish legislators deemed it necessary to restrict what they called the Lapp
privilege and enforced amendments that restricted the reindeer husbandry right. Through the
amended act of 1917, the right of Sami to own reindeer managed by others was restricted. The
amended Reindeer Grazing Act from 1928 limited the right of reindeer herding only to those of
Lappish 16 origin, stating that one’s father, mother or grandparents had to be permanent reindeer
herders for one to inherit the right to herd reindeer (Mörkenstam, 2005). The 1928 law also included
a ban on farming for the Sami reindeer herders. The law created a harsh division between reindeer
herding Sami and non-reindeer herding Sami, where the rights of the non-reindeer herders were
eliminated (Lantto and Mörkenstam, 2008). From 1928 and after, only members of reindeer herding
communities were allowed to engage in reindeer husbandry, hunting and fishing. These principles are
prevalent in contemporary legislation, regulated in the Reindeer Husbandry Act of 1971, as it is only
the members of the RHCs that are allowed to use land and water through the reindeer husbandry right.
The principles are still a source of fragmentation between the reindeer herding and non-reindeer
herding Sami.17

4.4 The Sami and the Swedish state today
Although reindeer husbandry legislation has remained built on century-old principles, self-Sami
determination rights and rights to land have progressed in Sweden. In 1977, the Swedish parliament
recognized the Sami as an Indigenous people, but it took until 2011 for the recognition of the Sami as
a people to be enshrined in the Swedish constitution. Before 2011, the Sami was recognized as a
minority but not as a people. The constitution now states that “the possibilities for the Sami people to
maintain and develop their own cultural and societal life shall be promoted” (chapter 1, para. 2,
Regeringsformen). International legislation has advanced in supporting Indigenous peoples’ rights
through two important international documents over the past decades, the International Labour
Organization (ILO) Convention 169 Concerning Indigenous and Tribal Peoples (ILO 169) in 1989, and
the United Nations Declaration of the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) in 2009. UNDRIP states
Indigenous peoples’ rights to lands and Sweden voted in favour to adopting the declaration in 2007.
The ILO 169 is a legally binding treaty that goes further than UNDRIP, stating that Indigenous peoples
should have rights to participation and self-determination concerning lands and water they occupy
(ILO, 1989, articles 13-19). Sweden was one of the leading parties of developing the ILO 169 in 1989
but has not yet ratified it despite great criticism from several international bodies, such as the UN
Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination (2013) and the Special Rapporteur on the Rights
of Indigenous Peoples (2016). In 2015, the ratification was on the agenda for the Swedish parliament,
14

Lapp ska vara lapp politics was the political direction in Sami policy where non-Sami reindeer herders were
forced to assimilate and adopt a Swedish identity. On the contrary, the Sami reindeer herders were segregated
to continue reindeer husbandry, as the Swedish state considered reindeer husbandry as the appropriate
livelihood for the Sami. See “Kolonisation” 2020.
15
See “De icke-renskötande samernas rätt till jakt och fiske i svensk rätt” 2020.
16
Lapp is a historical term for the Sami people. It is advised to not use the phrase today due to its negative
connotations, as the word was often used in the past in a racist and condescending manner. See “Ordet lapp på
rätt sätt” 2017.
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See ”Samepolitik i stort behov av reformer” 2020.
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where a majority voted against the ratification of the convention. The decision sparked further critique
both at the national and international levels. The Sami Parliament sent a request in June 2019 to the
Swedish government, where they pleaded for the Swedish parliament to promptly ratify ILO 169 and
the Swedish government to develop a time-plan for the ratification process as well involving the Sami
people in the ratification process (Sami Parliament, 2019b). In the national report to the Universal
Period Review of the UN Human Rights Council, submitted to UN in October 2019, Sweden stated that
the “[r]egarding ILO Convention No. 169, the government will work towards ratification. However,
ratification of the Convention is ultimately a question for the Riksdag [Parliament, my comment] to
decide” (Government Offices of Sweden, 2019:6). The work towards ratification has not been further
presented by the government.
Meanwhile, the Swedish government has been working on a consultation order to strengthen selfdetermination by improving the rights of the Sami to influence decision-making processes affecting
them. The consultation order is a suggested law that would oblige the government, authorities, and
municipalities to consult representatives for the Sami people before making decisions that may have
special impacts on the Sami. In the suggested consultation order, the Sami Parliament is proposed to
represent the Sami people. It is complemented with a provision stating that if an issue may impact an
RHC or a Sami organisation, these actors need to be consulted. The suggestion was sent on referral for
consideration in June 2019, and responses were accepted until September 2019. 18 No further
information has at the time of writing been given regarding the proceedings of implementing the
consultation order.

4.5 Tourism and outdoor life
The southern mountain range of Jämtland is a popular tourist destination and is sometimes called the
cradle of Swedish mountain tourism. The first tourists arrived in the mid-19th century and were upperclass citizens who came to study the alpine flora or to breathe fresh mountain air to cure diseases or
promote wellness (Ljungdahl, 2008). Later, tourists came from Scotland, England, and southern
Sweden to hunt for grouse and to fish, and established hunting pavilions in several places in the
mountains. In the 1880s, the development of the railroad through western Jämtland enabled an
increase in tourism to the area (CAB, 2013). The Swedish Tourist Association was founded in 1885 and
developed tourism facilities in the Jämtland mountains in the late 19th century, developing trail
systems through reindeer pastures and putting up buildings close by or on Sami camps (Ljungdahl,
2008).
The Swedish Tourism Association is today the largest tourism actor in the area and owns four large
mountain stations and five smaller cabins with over 500 beds (CAB, 2013). The area is home to the
most developed network of public winter- and summer trails. The triangular trail route running
between the mountain stations of Storulvån, Blåhammaren, and Sylarna, called Jämtlandstriangeln, is
one of the most hiked trails in Sweden. From the 1st of June to the end of October 2016, more than
47 000 visitors passed the trail between the mountain stations Storulvån and Sylarna19, an average of
over 300 passages per day. Hiking and skiing are the most common activities in the area, but other
activities such as mountain biking, running, climbing, hunting, and fishing are also popular (CAB, 2013).
The visitors are a mix of Swedish and international tourists and locals from the surrounding
communities, as well as visitors from the larger city Östersund, approximately 100 kilometres from
18

19

See ”Regeringen tar nästa steg mot en konsultationsordning för det samiska folket” 2019
See “Klimatförändringarna påverkar fjällederna” 2017.
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Vålådalen. The whole region depends on tourism for job creation and rural development, and for Åre
municipality, tourism is the largest industry.
As tourism in the area is growing, so is the conflict of interests between reindeer husbandry and
tourism. Handölsdalen RHC is today highly impacted by the large stream of visitors (CAB, 2018a). When
people or dogs come too close to a reindeer herd, the reindeers flee and the herd spreads over a larger
area, causing extra work for the herders to collect the herd again. During the calving season in May,
the reindeers are especially sensitive to disturbance. If disturbed, the cows sometimes abandon their
calves when fleeing from danger.9 Another impact of tourism on reindeer husbandry is reindeers
abandoning grazing lands. Many of Handölsdalen RHC’s important grazing lands are bisected by the
public trail network and STF’s mountain stations, resulting in that the herds abandon the area in favour
of calmer pastures with lower grazing quality. The shrinking areas available for undisturbed grazing
make the reindeer herds less resilient to disturbance, e.g. predation, resulting in economic impacts for
the RHCs.
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5. Historical timeline
The national park process of Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags started in 2008, when the Swedish
Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA) presented the area as a potential national park candidate,
together with twelve other areas in SEPA’s long-term national park plan (SEPA, 2008). The suggestion
had already in 2007 been surveyed among relevant institutions and organisations, as well as local
stakeholders and associations that would be affected by the national park. As the majority of the actors
surveyed were positive to the establishment of a park, SEPA decided to go through and nominate it as
a candidate (SEPA in CAB, 2013:5-6). If a national park were to be established, it would with the
suggested 230 000 hectares be the largest national park in Sweden. According to SEPA, the motivation
for developing a national park in the area were the following:
The area contains a varied and mountainous landscape with very high natural values. The terrain types
are grand and contains geological shapes of great interest. In Vålådalen, the combination of coniferous
forests and mountains provides a beautiful wilderness character. The area has an established outdoor
life, a well-developed network of trails and overnight cabins, and is accessible via roads and by rail.
Overall, it is a well-suited national park in the southern mountain region. (SEPA, 2008:36)
Together with high natural and geological values, SEPA deemed the well-developed trail network and
the area’s suitability for tourism and outdoor life as an important criterion (SEPA, 2008). In 1988, the
eastern parts of the area around Vålådalen were integrated into a nature reserve by CAB, which covers
about half of the proposed national park area. Vålådalen has for a long time been a popular destination
for hikers and is currently one of the most popular gateways into the area.

5.1 The pre-study
In 2012, SEPA decided that a pre-study should be carried out to determine the suitability of establishing
a national park in the area (CAB, 2013). In the decision document, it was acknowledged that there had
already been an attempt to establish a national park in the area in 1998-1999 under the project “Södra
Jämtlandsfjällen - Nationalpark på bygdens villkor” (eng: Southern Jämtland mountains - national park
on the terms of local communities), a project that was shut down due to local resistance and
disagreement between the stakeholders on how and whether to establish a national park (SEPA, 2013,
Sandell, 2005). In the decision where SEPA ordered a pre-study, the agency stated that a second
attempt was urgent based on the interest that had been generated after the park proposal in the 2008
national park plan (SEPA in CAB, 2013). Through a pre-study, potential impacts of a national park within
and outside the area would be identified, and stakeholder discussions enabled to assess whether the
area was compatible with a national park or not. The pre-study was conducted by the County
Administrative Board of Jämtland (henceforth CAB) in 2012-2013, and a report with the results was
published in 2013. In the report, it was mentioned that the Swedish authorities had raised a suggestion
to establish a national park already in 1962. The process of Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags was in fact the
third time the authorities projected the idea of a national park onto the area.
The pre-study report was a thorough document, containing descriptions of the area’s ecological,
geological and cultural values, as well as analyses of existing land use such as reindeer husbandry and
other Sami land use, fishing, hunting, outdoor life, snow scooter driving and transportation with other
types of terrain vehicles. The document also included a suggestion of possible park borders, a proposed
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national park purpose20, and a draft project plan on how to carry out the national park process. The
views of many organisations were presented in the document, including Berg and Åre municipalities,
and the three reindeer herding communities (RHCs), Handölsdalen, Mittådalen and Tåssåsen. The
municipalities envisioned mainly ample opportunities for developing tourism and outdoor life in the
area, while the RHCs were concerned that increasing tourism would put even higher pressure on the
reindeer husbandry in the area. The RHCs emphasised the importance of safeguarding the reindeer
husbandry right and Sami rights when establishing a national park (CAB, 2013).
In the pre-study report, it was stated that “the process for establishing a new national park is organised
through a project led by SEPA in close collaboration with CAB of Jämtland and the municipalities” (CAB,
2013:55). For the project organisation of the national park process, it was suggested that three groups
would be established, a steering-, a working-, and a reference group. The steering group was suggested
to consist of representatives from SEPA, CAB, and the two municipalities Berg and Åre. It would be
chaired by SEPA, and the main purpose of the group was to oversee the running and direction of the
project and provide guidance for major decisions, as well as to anchor the decisions made within the
respective organisations. In addition, it was stated that when decisions affecting other parties were to
be taken, affected stakeholders could temporarily be co-opted (CAB, 2013).
The working group would be a small group responsible for running the project and planning different
meetings. The member structure of the working group was not stated in the pre-study report but based
on other information in the report it can be assumed that the project leaders would lead the work of
this body. In the first part of the process, the main project leader was from SEPA, and the assistant
project leader was an employee at CAB.
The reference group would consist of concerned parties such as the RHCs, village associations, local
companies, and other interest organisations. According to the pre-study report, the purpose of the
reference group would be that the working group continuously check off the development during the
process with the reference group and use it as a forum to collect local knowledge, ideas and
suggestions for further work. The report stated that the reference group was an important channel to
collect views and for anchoring the ongoing work of the working group.

5.2 Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags – take one
Having evaluated the opinions received from a national referral of the pre-study, SEPA decided to
initiate the national park process in 2015. CAB had before the start-up of the process advocated that
the RHCs should be involved in the process as equal partners and that they should be given influence
in the design of the park such as borders, regulations, and purpose. According to former regional desk
officer 1, the CAB had to struggle to make SEPA change their opinion. The agency went as far as
declaring that they would not participate in the process if the RHCs were not properly involved (former
regional desk officer 1, pers. comm.). Concurrently, the Sami Parliament, whose main objective is to
protect Sami interests, reacted to the organisational structure proposed in the pre-study and the
limited influence of Sami stakeholders. Representatives from the Sami Parliament met with the project
management team of CAB and SEPA and demanded that both the three RHCs and the Sami Parliament
would be included in the steering group (Sami Parliament officer, pers. comm.). After pressure from
both the Sami Parliament and the CAB, SEPA changed their position and the Sami Parliament and the
20
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states why an area is protected. The national park purpose ensures that all management plans are designed
and carried out in such a way that it contributes towards the achievement of the purpose.
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RHCs were invited to participate in the negotiations. It was decided that representatives from the CAB
of Jämtland, SEPA, RHCs, Sami Parliament, and an interest organisation for tourism, Jämtland
Härjedalen Turism (JHT), would be included in the steering group. The inclusion of JHT in the group
was a request from the CAB, as they saw the need to involve one of the largest industries in the area
in the process (former regional desk officer 1, pers. comm.). In parallel with the project start-up in
2015, a process for developing a project plan and a communication plan was initiated. The project plan
was a joint product from CAB and SEPA, and it would serve as a steering document for the project
management team. The project plan was developed along with the process itself (SEPA, 2015b).
Two meetings with the representatives were held during the first year. The first meeting was much
focused on the project process itself and less on the design of the national park. The project leaders
from SEPA and CAB informed the organisations about the objectives and process forward, and
exercises were carried out where the participants were asked to present which opportunities and
threats they envisioned with a park (SEPA, 2015a). During the second meeting, a two-day meeting held
in November, more emphasis was put on different elements in a future park. The representatives
mainly raised questions about whether certain activities would be allowed or restricted, such as snow
scooter driving, hunting, and cycling (SEPA, 2015b). The project leaders explained that these issues
would be answered further into the process. Representatives from both Handölsdalen and Tåssåsen
RHCs expressed their concerns about the national park process and stated that many unclarities were
surrounding the project, related to how reindeer husbandry and activities based on the Reindeer
Husbandry Right would be safeguarded in the national park (SEPA, 2015b). The project leaders gave
the same answers to the RHC representatives as they did about the other activities; it would be
discussed further into the process.
At the end of 2015, the project management team started arranging open dialogue meetings with the
local communities in the area. CAB motivated the meetings with the need for a transparent process
and the importance of starting early with dialogue meetings (former regional desk officer 2, pers.
comm.). Several meetings were held from November 2015 to March 201621 , and the purpose was to
inform about the process and collect inputs from the locals (municipality desk officer 1, pers. comm.).
The response from the locals was mixed, and in some local communities, the differing views created a
divide between people (former regional desk officer 1, pers. comm.). While some locals saw
opportunities and rural development, others feared restrictions. A Facebook group against the
national park was created in November and within less than a month, it had attracted more than over
1400 likes. 22 Many of the locals that rejected the national park idea were worried about possible
prohibitions of snowmobile driving, hunting, and fishing. During the dialogue meetings, CAB made it
clear that the existing snowmobile trails would not be changed, but it was difficult to convince certain
communities to trust the authorities (former regional desk officer 1, pers. comm.).
While there was an emphasis on communicating the process to the local communities, several RHC
representatives experienced that their interests and rights were not included in the process (RHC
representatives 3, 4 & 5, pers. comm.). “The reindeer husbandry, who has the biggest rights in the
mountain areas were, so to speak, made completely invisible.” (RHC representative 5, pers. comm.).
Several non-Sami representatives perceived a rigidness from SEPA when attempting to discuss central
issues (former regional desk officer 1, pers. comm., tourism representative, pers. comm.). One of the
representatives explained that SEPA seemed to have the idea that issues had to fit within a certain
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frame, and those issues that were not compatible with the framework were perceived difficult to talk
about (tourism representative, pers. comm.).
During the first negotiation meeting in January 2016, the RHCs handed over a letter to CAB (SEPA,
2016a). In the letter, the RHCs started by explaining their interdependency with the landscape and
their ancestral heritage. They then stated several requirements that needed to be granted by the
authorities, or the RHCs would oppose the establishment of a park (Handölsdalen, Mittådalen and
Tåssåsen RHCs, 2016a). Less than a month later, representatives from the Sami Parliament wrote a
letter addressed to the project leaders and CAB and SEPA. The representatives supported several
claims of the RHCs and emphasised “the importance of a process that ensures the full and effective
participation of the Sami” (Sami Parliament, 2016:1). In the letter, they requested that SEPA would pay
for the RHC representatives’ work in the process, and further requested that a coordinator be hired by
the project to protect Sami interests better.
At the end of April 2016, CAB and SEPA answered the letter from the RHCs. Three weeks earlier, the
national park project plan had been published and approved (CAB and SEPA, 2016a). The missive was
written by the project leaders, in which they assured that they would meet and consider the
requirements made by the RHCs (CAB and SEPA, 2016b). At the beginning of May, Handölsdalen RHC
submitted a letter where they announced that they opposed the establishment of a national park.
Handölsdalen expressed concerns that a park would seriously endanger the survival of reindeer
husbandry and associated activities in the area, and that the current process contained too much
unpredictability around central issues. The letter was supported and signed by the representatives of
Mittådalen and Tåssåsen RHCs (Handölsdalen RHC, 2016). The RHCs did not attend the negotiation
meeting that was held in May, and subsequently, the following meeting got cancelled (SEPA, 2016c).
After the announced rejection from Handölsdalen RHC, the highest manager of CAB initiated a dialogue
both with the RHCs and with SEPA (former regional desk officer 1, pers. comm.). CAB and SEPA came
to an agreement and wrote a letter to the RHCs where they attempted to answer all uncertain issues
that had been expressed in the letter from Handölsdalen. The authorities stated that they were open
to restructure the process and prepare issues of importance to the RHCs prior to other issues.
Moreover, they expressed that they were willing to discuss economic compensation to enable the
participation of RHCs and clarified that they would not impose any severe restrictions on reindeer
husbandry and associated activities (CAB and SEPA, 2016c). In the letter, the authorities assured the
RHCs that their demands would be granted. The RHCs answered the letter in August, where they
declared that they were open to partake in continued national park discussions (Handölsdalen,
Mittådalen and Tåssåsen RHCs, 2016b).
No other meetings were carried out in 2016, and the process was pending for several months. During
this time, the RHCs did not hear anything from the authorities about the national park process (RHC
representative 4 and 5, pers. comm.). “It was dead silent” (RHC representative 4, pers. comm.). For
more than eight months, the process was put on hold, when the chief of CAB invited all participants to
a meeting in May 2017. The second part of the process was about to start.
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5.3 Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags – take two
What I actually think about when thinking about this process, is this later part and not what was before,
because that was really not a process at all. (RHC representative 3, pers. comm.)
The process entered a new stage when the chief of CAB invited the organisation’s representatives to
a meeting in May 2017. During the meeting, the representatives agreed to continue the process
towards a possible national park (former regional desk officer 1, pers. comm.). CAB and SEPA
announced that the process would be taken over by new project leaders from both CAB and SEPA. The
project leaders would work jointly with the representatives to develop suggestions for a restructuring
of the organisation, dialogues, and the process itself. Moreover, it was announced that a Sami
coordinator would be hired at 50% to address and coordinate Sami interests (SEPA, 2017a).
A month later, in June 2017, the new project leaders of CAB and SEPA met with representatives from
the RHCs to collect the views and perspectives concerning reindeer husbandry and Sami rights. The
RHCs brought forward that the area is “a cultural landscape; it is not untouched wilderness” (SEPA,
2017b:1). The representatives found that one of the most important issues in need of action was the
clash between reindeer husbandry and the increasing outdoor life and tourism and the area. It was
stated that if the reindeer husbandry was going to continue in the area, the authorities needed to take
a stand. Moreover, the Sami representatives once again declared their demands that had been
presented in written before and requested a clarifying document from SEPA containing SEPA’s
positions for all the presented demands (SEPA, 2017b).
During the second negotiation meeting held at the end of June 2017, the new project leaders had taken
over the process. There seemed to be a clear shift in power balance, and a wider scope of issues was
discussed during the meeting, with more emphasis on Sami and reindeer husbandry issues (SEPA,
2017c). Representatives from SEPA informed that a reindeer husbandry investigation had been
initiated at SEPA, with the purpose to clarify the relationship between Sami rights and area protection.
The work to further develop the national park purpose, which would serve somewhat as a framework
for the process, were started internally at CAB and SEPA and was announced by the authorities during
the meeting. A representative from Handölsdalen RHC stated that one has to continuously argue their
rights and expressed a concern to have to continue defending these if a national park would be
realised. The representative explained that these concerns are why it is so important to include
reindeer husbandry in the national park purpose (SEPA, 2017c).
Already at the beginning of the second process, a clear differentiation from the first process was
displayed. Issues relating to reindeer husbandry and Sami interests were given more room in the
process (Sami Parliament desk officer, pers. comm.) and the RHCs experienced an increase in
opportunities to voice their opinions. RHC representatives experienced that the authorities were more
forthcoming and showed a will to better understand the perspectives of the communities (RHC
representatives 2 and 3, pers. comm.).
In the summer, a Sami coordinator was selected by the RHCs and employed at CAB. The Sami
coordinator was hired to coordinate all Sami issues and the collaboration between the Sami actors and
the authorities to ease the workload for the RHCs and the Sami Parliament (national desk officer 2,
pers. comm.). To further enable the participation of Sami representatives, SEPA decided that the RHC
representatives would receive compensation for their participation in the project (SEPA, 2017a), as
well as they would pay retroactive compensation for the RHC representatives’ participation in 2016
(SEPA, 2017c). During the summer, the project leader of SEPA was due to private reasons replaced by
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a new project leader. The new project management team which consisted of one national project
leader from SEPA and one regional ditto from CAB started revising the former project plan during the
fall of 2017 (SEPA, 2017c, regional desk officer 2, pers. comm.), in collaboration with the
representatives of the negotiation group. The new project leaders saw an urge to take a completely
different approach when dealing with difficult issues in the process. They started by addressing the
difficult issues first, instead of cherry-picking easier topics, “[...] if the process stopped, it would be
because of them, not because of the more easily solved issues” (regional desk officer 2, pers. comm.).
The project leaders deemed it crucial to rebuild the trust between the involved organisations, and
much work was focused solely on building trust in the negotiation group (national desk officer 3, pers.
comm.).
We were completely in agreement that we need to create a different climate in the group. We need to
create a feeling that we can, that you feel you are taken seriously, that you are listened to, that we take
raised concerns seriously, not just put the questions away as I perceived had been done before. (regional
desk officer 2, pers. comm.)
As a response to the request by the RHCs made in June, CAB and SEPA wrote a clarifying letter to all
the members of the negotiation group in October. In the document, signed by the director-general,
SEPA declared its positions regarding the future national park process. SEPA acknowledged the Sami
Parliament, the RHCs and the municipalities as actors of certain importance in the process and declared
that SEPA would not proceed with the process if any of the important actors were to oppose the
continuation of such a process. Furthermore, it was clarified that central issues concerning conflicts of
interest between reindeer husbandry and outdoor life and tourism would be addressed early in the
process and that SEPA intended “[...] to work for a process that is clear, transparent and gives the
opportunity to the Sami Parliament, affected RHCs and municipalities, and those who are interested
and feel affected, to be able to share their views and concerns.” (SEPA, 2017d:5). The clarification
from SEPA practically entailed a veto for the key actors in the process, and it was an important decision
to set a clear message that the organisations could trust the intentions of SEPA (national desk officer
2, pers. comm.).
The work under the national park process continued. The process intensified, and several issues and
processes ran in parallel with each other. During meetings in the fall of 2017, the overarching
orientation and direction of the process were thoroughly discussed by the representatives (SEPA,
2017e,f). Increased consideration of Sami rights and perspectives in the organisation of the project,
together with increased participation and clarity towards external actors such as local communities
were concluded as crucial by CAB and SEPA, and it was emphasised that larger conflict of interests
needed to be dealt with as early as possible in the process (CAB and SEPA, 2017). Meeting minutes
from the negotiation group were summarized and made accessible to the public on the national park
webpage (SEPA, 2017f). It was decided that the Sami coordinator would participate in several
information meetings in the RHCs to inform about the proceedings of the project.
The Sami coordinator arranged several meetings with the three RHCs with the aim of collecting all
views and concerns of the community members. The meetings resulted in a report that was published
by CAB in February 2018, “Sami issues related to a possible national park” (CAB, 2018a). The report
highlighted the concerns and expectations from the RHCs regarding reindeer husbandry and
associated activities in the area. It was evident from the report that many of the community members
experienced great uncertainty of what a national park would practically entail and how it would impact
the RHCs. The report addressed the need for more information, both about the process itself and
information about what a park would entail.
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During the fall and winter, the negotiation group started discussing the purpose and goals of the
national park, trying to incorporate the three main values identified in the area, natural values,
reindeer husbandry values and outdoor life values (SEPA, 2017e,f). Concurrently, the work on revising
the project plan was carried out by the project leaders together with the representatives of the group.

A revised project plan
The revised project plan was approved and published in March 2018. It contained a clear execution
plan for the process and consisted of six stages and several milestones, including checkpoints for
each stage, see below.

FIGURE 1. PROCESS PLAN, REVISED FROM ORIGINAL PROCESS PLAN (SEPA, 2018A)
The first stage was set to develop goals, purpose, and the preliminary overarching orientation for the
national park. A shorter document including the goals, purpose and general orientation would serve
as a first checkpoint. The document should contain descriptions of the purpose and goals of the
national park and how to achieve them, principles for zoning and channelling of visitors within the
area, principles for regulating hunting, fishing, snowmobile driving, and a description of the future
management structure. All organisations part of the negotiation group had to approve the document
before the process could enter the second stage, where the management plan would be developed
(SEPA, 2018a). According to SEPA, this step was necessary to avoid a process built on unrealistic
expectations among the organisations. The work with developing the document had started already in
December 2017, when the representatives agreed to the establishment of a working group that would
continue to formulate purpose and goals for the park (SEPA, 2018c). The working group consisted of
the two project leaders, the Sami coordinator and the tourism representative and was assigned to
develop suggestions for the purpose and goals to be included in the checkpoint document. The
document was called the MSPÖI (Swe: Mål, Syfte och Preliminär Övergripande Inriktning) which stands
for objectives, purpose, and preliminary overarching orientation and will henceforth be referred to as
the MSPÖI document). The work with the MSPÖI document proceeded along with the negotiation
meetings and became the core of the negotiations during the second half of 2018.
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Open Standard Workshops
In May 2018, CAB and SEPA ran several workshops with a methodology called Open Standards for the
Practice of Conservation. The Open Standards methodology is a process management tool building on
the idea of adaptive management and is often used as a supportive tool in participatory processes
(SEPA, 2018a). The workshops consisted of different themes as they targeted three different values
associated with the project: natural, reindeer husbandry, and outdoor life values. The representatives
of the negotiation group were invited to the workshops, as well as professionals with competencies
considered valuable to the project (regional desk officer 1, pers. comm.). Different activities were
carried out where the participants mapped values that could be tied to the suggested national park
objectives, namely, to preserve nature, reindeer husbandry, and the opportunities to experience the
area. The workshops were used as a tool to identify and evaluate the state of the different values and
their status towards achieving the national park objectives.
Along with evaluating the status of the area’s values, the workshops served to analyse different threats
associated with the values, as well as to identify the drivers behind the threats, and how different
threats impacted the ability to achieve the objectives (regional desk officer 1, pers. comm.). During the
workshops, different actors were teamed together and given a chance to present their opinions and
then jointly discuss the situations (RHC representative 5, pers. comm.). In total, four Open Standard
workshops were carried out during the spring. A large amount of data was collected during the
workshops, and an officer at CAB was assigned to analyse and structure all the data, and complement
it with information from local actors, experts, and researchers (SEPA, 2018e). The data were to be used
by the working groups that would be established later in the process. According to the project plan, at
least one working group would be established during the first stage, and the focus would be on
developing suggestions for channelling and regulating human activities in the area. Most of the work
of the working groups was to be set during the second stage of the process (SEPA, 2018a).

Draft MSPÖI
On 21st May, the first MSPÖI draft was finished and shared with the representatives in the negotiation
group. The 15-page long draft contained a suggested national park purpose, three objectives, and a
preliminary overarching orientation for the process, including guiding principles for all types of human
activities within the park (SEPA, 2018e). The suggested national park purpose was the following: “[t]he
purpose of the national park is to preserve a grand, by reindeer characterized, mountainous area with
high experience values in mainly unchanged condition” (SEPA, 2018f:4). The purpose would also be
complemented with three national park objectives, and in the draft, the following three objectives
were suggested (SEPA, 2018f:4):
-

To preserve the area’s natural and cultural values
To preserve the conditions for the reindeer husbandry in the area
To preserve the conditions for experiencing the area

Roughly a week after the draft was published, the RHC representatives submitted a letter to CAB, SEPA,
and the representatives in the negotiation group (Handölsdalen, Mittådalen, and Tåssåsen RHCs,
2018). The RHCs announced that although the process had been carried out in a positive spirit, many
issues important to them remained unanswered. The RHCs were seeking answers to several issues that
they had lifted already at the beginning of the process, such as a guarantee that the Reindeer
Husbandry Right would pertain in a national park and possibilities to limit tourism to protect the
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reindeer husbandry. In the letter, the representatives stated that they could not accept the suggested
national park purpose. The representatives deemed that the purpose did neither consider that the
area is largely a Sami cultural landscape, nor that the land is a prerequisite for continued traditional
Sami reindeer husbandry. “The perception one gets when reading the purpose is that it could be any
mountain area where reindeers have grazed.” (Handölsdalen, Mittådalen, and Tåssåsen RHCs, 2018).
The draft document was presented and discussed at a negotiation meeting at the beginning of June
2018. The representatives in the negotiation group were asked to anchor the draft MSPÖI within their
organisations and submit written feedback before the 18th of June. It was clarified by the SEPA project
leader that the draft document was important as a tool to deal with difficult issues early in the process,
but also as a was way to determine whether the conditions were favourable enough to continue the
process (SEPA, 2018e). During the meeting, ‘workshop-like’ exercises were carried out to collect the
views of the representatives and build a shared understanding of different perspectives. Discussions
followed about whether the suggested purpose would allow for restrictions of access within the park.
There seemed to be high legal uncertainty if the purpose could actually support restrictions of such
kind (ibid.).
By the end of June, CAB and SEPA officers met with the RHC representatives to discuss the issues lifted
in the letter written by the Sami representatives. According to a short brief written by the SEPA project
leader, the meeting was satisfactory, but no further information was given (SEPA, 2018g).

Anchoring the MSPÖI document
During the summer, representatives from Handölsdalen, Mittådalen and Tåssåsen RHCs, the Sami
Parliament, Berg and Åre municipalities and JHT submitted feedback on the MSPÖI draft to CAB and
SEPA. The feedback was processed, and the draft document was revised by the project leaders. In
August 2018, the negotiation group met again and went through all the feedback from the
organisations (SEPA, 2018h). Another meeting was held in September 2018, where the MSPÖI working
group presented a new purpose suggestion: “[t]he purpose of the national park is to preserve a grand
mountainous landscape, with high and nature and experience values and with ongoing reindeer
husbandry, in mainly unchanged condition” (SEPA, 2018i:2). A suggestion for a future management
structure was presented, and CAB made clear that the chair of the future management board should
be a CAB employee, to ensure objectivity and be legally correct. The RHC representatives expressed
that they considered the future management structure an issue to be further discussed in the process.
Another important issue that was discussed during the meeting was restricted access. The project
leader from SEPA informed that SEPA had arranged a legal workshop at the end of August. A number
of lawyers were invited to the workshop, and the workshop aimed to examine the legal opportunities
to restrict access in a park that had a purpose, which included the term reindeer husbandry. The results
of the workshop concluded that the legal grounds were quite shaky, and SEPA declared that they
intended to work for changes in the legislation to enable restricted access. The possibility to implement
restricted access in the national park was explained by SEPA to be a prerequisite to proceed with the
park.
The representatives were asked to anchor the revised MSPÖI document, including the purpose, within
their organisations to allow for final approval of the document in October 2018 (SEPA, 2018i).
Representatives from both RHCs and municipalities expressed concerns that it would be difficult
anchoring the document before the deadline in October. During the meeting, an RHC representative
requested an external legal review of the document to evaluate it from the perspective of the RHCs.
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The request came as a surprise to the officers of CAB and SEPA (national desk officer 2, pers. comm.,
regional desk officer 2, pers. comm.). It was decided during the meeting that the project leaders and
the Sami coordinator would look into the possibilities of commissioning an external review of the
MSPÖI document. Two reports were later ordered, one commissioned by CAB (Hagsgård, 2018) and
one commissioned by the RHCs (Brännström, 2018).
On 3 October 2018, a negotiation group meeting was held with the sole aim of reaching a consensus
regarding the MSPÖI document (SEPA, 2018j). The document was processed by the representatives
once more, and adjustments were made and incorporated in the document. All present
representatives agreed to stand behind the MSPÖI document and approved to work for approval
within the respective organisations, with a postponed deadline of 20 November. Several
representatives flagged up that their organisations might not reach the deadline. The RHCs were busy
during the period with the reindeer husbandry, and the results of the Swedish elections in 2018 had
resulted in a complex political situation for Berg and Åre municipalities (SEPA, 2018j). Several
representatives expressed that the time frame was too optimistic, and for the RHCs, the anchoring of
the document was scheduled right in the middle of the fall slaughter, a busy time for them (RHC
representative 6, pers. comm.)
The legal reports were finalised and published on 15 October 2018, respectively 23 November 2018.
The lawyers had examined the MSPÖI from the perspective of the rights of the RHCs based on the
Reindeer Husbandry Right, and from the perspective of Sami rights and international Indigenous rights.
One of the legal reports mainly provided guidelines to strengthen the position of the RHCs in the
continued process (Brännström, 2018), whereas the other legal report went further and recommended
more far-reaching changes in the national park purpose, objectives, and the formulations of the future
management structure (Hagsgård, 2018). The legal report by Hagsgård (2018) suggested that the
reindeer husbandry right was to be included in the national park purpose. The reports were briefly
presented and discussed during a negotiation group meeting at the end of November 2018, and it was
requested that the lawyers would come to explain the reports at the beginning of 2019 (SEPA, 2018k).
As the two reports presented two somewhat different results, confusion on how to interpret the
results was sparked (RHC representative 2, 4, and 5, pers. comm.). “It was a bit difficult interpreting
the lawyers if you’re not a lawyer yourself” (RHC representative 1, pers. comm.)
By the meeting in November 2018, CAB, SEPA, and the tourism organisation JHT had anchored the
MSPÖI document within their respective organisation and submitted their approvals. It was by then
expected that the Sami Parliament and the RHCs would submit their positions in December 2018 and
that the municipalities would get back with the organisations’ approval/rejections of the document in
March 2019.
The release of the legal reports fuelled turmoil in the national park process. Two of the RHCs
experienced internal disagreements during the winter of 2018/2019. The disagreements among the
community members revolved around on whether to support a continued process or not, by accepting
or rejecting the document (SEPA, 2019a). The main issue concerned that the reindeer husbandry right
was not included in the national park purpose (RHC representative 6, pers. comm.). Inclusion of the
reindeer husbandry right was deemed by SEPA as legally incompatible with current legislation (national
desk officer 2, pers. comm.). The request that the two lawyers would present their results during a
negotiation group meeting was never met, and it sparked frustration among the RHC representatives
(RHC representative 4 and 5, pers. comm.). Since the representatives never got the chance to raise
concerns and discuss with the lawyers, uncertainty and confusion grew. Doubts were raised in the
RHCs, had the representatives fully understood the consequences of a national park? (RHC
representative 5, pers. comm.).
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In January 2019, the Sami Parliament and Mittådalen RHC submitted their approvals with additional
conditions (SEPA, 2019a). Tåssåsen RHC submitted their conditional approval at the beginning of
March, conditioned that the RHC’s suggested changes for national purpose and objectives were
implemented. Handölsdalen RHC experienced struggles, and during a meeting in Handölsdalen RHC in
mid-February, a majority of the community members voted against approval of the MSPÖI document
and consequently against a continued process (SEPA, 2019b). As a consequence, Berg and Åre
municipalities refrained from taking a stand for or against a continued process (ibid.) An attempt was
made by the Sami Parliament to make Handölsdalen RHC re-evaluate its withdrawal (SEPA, 2019c).
Ultimately, the attempt did not succeed, and the decision of Handölsdalen to reject a continuation of
the process would stand. As SEPA had made clear that they would respect if any of the important
actors opposed a continued process, SEPA decided to shut down the project with a termination date
set to 30 June 2019. The decision was built on joint discussions between CAB and SEPA, but it was
ultimately SEPA that made the final decision and made it official on 9 May 2019 (SEPA, 2019d).
Two additional meetings were held with the negotiation group after SEPA had decided to terminate
the national park project. One meeting was held at the end of May (SEPA, 2019e), and one evaluation
session was held in August (national desk officer 2, pers. comm.). During the second meeting in May,
the representatives reasoned on how to proceed without the national park process and discussed what
foras would be suitable to continue discussing challenges and opportunities for the area (SEPA, 2019e).
The meeting at the end of August was an evaluatory meeting, with the aim to summarize and wrap up
the process and continue the discussion on how to deal with the contemporary challenges in the area
(SEPA, 2019f). As the process was shut down, SEPA now focused its gaze on another national park
candidate, and the resources that came with the national park project was retracted. Many of the
representatives still expressed a strong will to continue the discussions. “There is still a strong joint will
to continue working with the issues, but we have to put the national park solution aside, we just have
to find other ways” (tourism representative, pers. comm.).
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6. Institutional bricolage in the national park process
The national park process constituted several social processes that involved institutional bricolage. The
attempt of SEPA to establish a national park in the area can be seen as an attempt by the agency to
examine the possibility of introducing a number of different bureaucratic institutions aimed at
regulating different activities. The process, revolving around the questions if and how to establish a
national park in the area, constituted the frame for the other ‘smaller’ processes that were negotiated
by the actors of the negotiation group. The bricolage processes did not only occur in the explicit
negotiations about the purpose or certain types of activities but also played out in the less explicit
renegotiations over the national park establishment practices, in terms of how, with whom, and with
what means to establish a national park. The following chapters describe the different social processes
and institutional bricolage within them, presenting the main institutions of each process and how the
actors attempted to renegotiate or reshape the bureaucratic institutions. The concepts of aggregation,
alteration, and articulation (Cleaver, 2002) are utilised to illustrate how the actors, the bricoleurs, were
reworking the institutions to try to make them fit local practices and conditions. Although not made
explicit by the actors of the process, it was the relationship between conservation legislation (through
the Environmental Code and National Park Ordinance) and the Reindeer Husbandry Right, which was
ultimately negotiated in and through the other processes. It was the core issue, and it was expressed
by the RHCs in their first missive to the authorities in January 2016.
Our right to use the land shall be fully recognized. It means that we shall have the right to carry out
reindeer husbandry, hunt, fish, travel by foot and by vehicle, build facilities and cabins needed for the
reindeer husbandry. If this right should be restricted, it should be through agreements between the
state and us. We shall then have the right to economic compensation for the restrictions that occur,
which shall be clear in the agreements concluded. (Handölsdalen, Mittådalen, Tåssåsen RHCs, 2016:1).
The rights of the RHCs build on the Reindeer Husbandry Right and is explicitly referred to earlier in the
RHCs’ missive. The seeking for formal recognition of the RHCs’ rights illustrates concerns of the
communities that the Reindeer Husbandry Right will become subordinate to the bureaucratic
institutions applied by the authorities in the national park project. The concern reoccurred in the other
thematical negotiations and is described in the following chapters. Table 1 presents the main
negotiation processes (bricolage processes) which have been identified in the national park process
and which stem from the claims by the RHCs. It is important to note, however, that a number of other
negotiations played out in the process, but they have not been included in this thesis.

42

TABLE 1. BRICOLAGE PROCESSES IN THE NATIONAL PARK PROCESS
Bricolage process

Bureaucratic institution(s)

Demand(s) from RHCs

National park
purpose

Environmental Code,
National Park Ordinance

•

Access to the park

Right of Public Access
(Allemansrätten)

•

Carnivore
management

Hunting Ordinance

•
•

Management
structure

National Park Ordinance

•

Inclusion of reindeer
husbandry in national park
purpose
Limit Right of Public Access in
the national park to protect
reindeer husbandry
Maintain self-defence right
(paragraph 28) in national
parks
Maintain tolerance levels for
loss of reindeer to predation
Sami majority in future
national park management or
other types of decisive
influence

6.1 Negotiating the national park purpose
TABLE 2. INSTITUTIONS IN THE NATIONAL PARK PURPOSE NEGOTIATIONS

Bureaucratic
institutions

Socially embedded
institutions
Regulative rules

Environmental Code
National Park Ordinance
National park establishment practices of SEPA

Reindeer husbandry
Reindeer Husbandry Right

Social norms
Norms on landscape
perceptions
Norms on appropriate land use

Cultural beliefs
Beliefs on heritage
Beliefs of distrust towards
authorities
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Different bricolage processes were played out in the negotiations over the national park purpose. The
institutions presented in table 2 display the most prominent institutions that have been identified in
the purpose negotiations. Both bureaucratic institutions, in terms of national legislation, and socially
embedded institutions, such as formalised rights and community norms and beliefs, affected the
negotiations.

6.1.1 Negotiating national park purpose part one
The negotiation about the national park purpose was one of the main stumbling blocks in the process.
It is the national park purpose that ultimately regulates all activities within the borders of a national
park since park regulations and management are developed to achieve the purpose (National Park
Ordinance 1987:938, para. 3). The Environmental Code23 states that a national park can be declared
“by the government with the purpose to preserve a larger continuous area of a certain landscape type
in its natural condition or mainly unchanged state” (chapter 7, 2 §). When the area was presented as
a national park candidate in the long-term national park plan, the motivation for nominating
Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags was in accordance with the provision of the Environmental Code as it to a
large extent reflected the idea of preserving a pristine landscape: “the combination of coniferous
forests and mountain provides a beautiful wilderness character” (SEPA, 2008:36). The pre-study report
continued to champion the ideas of wilderness (CAB, 2013). In the description of the area, it was
acknowledged that the area was characterized by Sami reindeer husbandry, but the same sentence
also portrayed the area as a “wilderness characterised mountain landscape” aligned with the
formulation in the Environmental Code (CAB, 2013:11). The draft national park purpose that was
presented in the pre-study of 2012 was aligned with the same concepts as it suggested “to preserve a
grand forest, mire, and mountain landscape with very high ecological values in mainly unchanged
condition” (CAB, 2013). It was concluded in the pre-study that the suggested purpose was a preliminary
draft and in need of further discussion if a national park process were to be initiated, but the suggestion
still displays the underlying concepts of preserving nature in an untouched state.
During the first stage in the process, the attempt of SEPA to introduce a national park purpose based
on the conditions mentioned above met resistance from the RHCs. The RHCs were critical to the
national park purpose as they feared that a national park with such a purpose would severely constrain
their rights, built on the Reindeer Husbandry Right, to continue carrying out reindeer husbandry in the
area. The concerns that the Reindeer Husbandry Right would be restricted in the national park relates
to a 1991 parliament decision on the former conservation law, Naturvårdslagen 1964:822. In the
decision, a provision stating that the right of the Sami to carry out activities based on the Reindeer
Husbandry Right would remain despite the establishment of a national park was repealed (Torp, 2016).
The RHCs’ concerns were expressed early in the process, and it was formally presented in the first
missive to CAB from January 2016. The two claims in the RHCs’ first missive to the authorities is
ultimately what the national park purpose negotiations revolved around. First, the RHCs set out to
question the idea of the area as pristine in claiming the area to be a cultural landscape and reindeer
husbandry to be interlinked with the landscape. Second, the communities attempted to bring reindeer

23

The Swedish Environmental Code is a framework legislation which constitutes all provisions regarding
environment protection in Sweden. The establishment and management of national parks are further
regulated in the National Park Ordinance (Nationalparksförordning, 1987:938).
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husbandry, a type of land use, into the national park purpose, something that had not been done
before.24
The first demand stated that “the Sami culture and reindeer husbandry should be viewed as a natural
feature of the area and as an asset in the work with a national park” (Handölsdalen, Mittådalen and
Tåssåsen RHCs, 2016a:1). This claim reveals social norms on landscape perceptions. According to these
norms, reindeer husbandry and the Sami reindeer herders are perceived as part of nature, which are
quite explicitly expressed in the missive, “the reindeer grazing and our way of living with the reindeer
has characterised the landscape and landscape has characterised us” (ibid:1). The claim of the RHCs
was supported by the Sami Parliament in their missive to CAB and SEPA in February 2016, who called
for Sami culture to be a central element in the national park establishment. The missive from the Sami
Parliament revealed similar social norms on landscape perceptions. “The Sami has since time
immemorial lived in and managed its lands and waters with great respect and precaution. Human is a
part of the landscape.” (Sami Parliament, 2016:1). The social norms of the RHCs and the Sami
Parliament on how to perceive the landscape contrasts with the beliefs of pristineness that underlies
the national park purpose provision in the Environmental Code (“natural condition or mainly
unchanged state”), which illustrates a clear distinction between nature and culture.
The second claim from the RHCs stated that “the Sami culture and reindeer husbandry should be an
explicit part of the purpose of the national park” (Handölsdalen, Mittådalen and Tåssåsen RHCs,
2016a:1). The RHCs supported the second demand by referring to paragraph five, chapter three in the
Environmental Code which states that land and water areas of importance to the reindeer husbandry
should be protected against measures that could obstruct the operations of the sector and that areas
that are of national interest for the reindeer husbandry shall be protected against such measures. The
RHCs concluded that “with regards to our rights and this protection it is natural that our lifestyle is a
part of and is protected by the national park” (ibid:1). The demand builds on several institutions. First,
by claiming that Sami culture and reindeer husbandry should be part of the national park purpose, the
RHCs draw on social norms on appropriate land use. When claiming that reindeer husbandry and Sami
culture should be protected through incorporation in the purpose, the RHCs attempt to make reindeer
husbandry overarching other claims on land access. This is further displayed through the referral to
paragraph five in the Environmental Code. Although not written in the missive, it can be assumed that
conflicting land-use claims that the RHCs seek to address are tourism and outdoor life. All RHC
informants expressed serious concerns over the increasing tourism in the area and the negative
impacts on the reindeer husbandry25. Other land use claims, such as hydro and wind power, were also
big concerns to the RHC informants. “It doesn’t matter where the cow turns her nose; she is always in
the way of something” (RHC representative 6, pers. comm.). The social norms on appropriate land use
are also reflected in statements given by several RHC informants where they explain that the negative
impacts on the ecological values in the area stem from tourism and outdoor life, and not from reindeer
husbandry. Reindeer husbandry and preserving the ecological values are perceived as going hand in
hand. “Because you could see that there was a clash between the needs of the reindeer husbandry
and the opportunities to experience the area, that’s where the clash happened and not with the
24

It should be noted that when the SEPA referred their national park plan for consideration in 2007, the three
RHCs submitted a response to the national park suggestion of Vålådalen-Sylarna, in which they stated that a
“national park in the southern Jämtland mountains should be a Sami national park” and that CAB, SEPA, and
the RHCs should work jointly to realise the world’s first Sami national park. (CAB, 2013:5). Discussions about
claims for a Sami national park did not occur in any written documentation of the national park process, or in
any of the interviews with the negotiation group representatives.
25
The impact of tourism on reindeer husbandry is further explained in section 6.2 Access to the area.
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ecological values” (RHC representative 3, pers. comm.). Second, to further support their claim, the
reindeer herders stated their rights (referring to the Reindeer Husbandry Right in the opening
statement of the missive) to motivate the inclusion of reindeer husbandry in the national park purpose.
Since the Sami reindeer herders have used the land and water areas over centuries, they have worked
their rights to the lands. The juridical term for this is the prescription from time immemorial, and it is
a customary legal right that the Sami reindeer herders hold, it is not a privilege given by the state. The
RHCs rights to land are both socially embedded institutions in that the access to the land is built on
customary use, but it is also a bureaucratic institution since the Reindeer Husbandry Right has been
formalised through legislation in the Reindeer Husbandry Act (Rennäringslag, 1971:437).
The attempt of the RHCs to persuade the authorities to include reindeer husbandry in the national
park purpose can be seen as a process of aggregation. The RHCs attempted to combine reindeer
husbandry, which is a set of socially embedded rules, with conservation legislation, a set of
bureaucratic institutions, through the national park purpose. Through the purpose negotiations, the
RHCs attempted to rework the state’s concept of a national park by attacking the national park
purpose. By building on social norms on how to perceive the landscape, the RHCs problematised the
institutionalised ideas in the Environmental Code of preserving an area as untouched and wild. This
was done by claiming that the area is a cultural landscape and emphasising that the area is
characterised by the grazing of the reindeer. The landscape perceptions are not just built on the idea
of landscape dependency on reindeer grazing, the RHCs also asserted their dependency on the
landscape for future survival, presenting norms on the interdependency and non-separation between
people and nature.
All organisations in the negotiation group acknowledged that the high natural values largely depended
on the reindeer grazing and that the area was intricately linked to human interaction. “[I]t is not just a
natural landscape, it’s a cultural landscape. I mean here, the Sami, they have lived and worked here
for a very long time…” (Tourism representative, pers. comm.). The authorities also acknowledged that
the area was characterised by reindeer grazing and the presence of the Sami, as it was explicitly written
in both the pre-study (CAB, 2013) and the project plan of 2016 (CAB and SEPA, 2016a). Despite the
acknowledgement, it was not perceived compliant with the institutions regulating the national park
purpose, that SEPA was bound to follow. In the first part of the process, attempts from the RHCs and
other actors to discuss the national park purpose in the negotiation group was met by SEPA repeating
that a national park purpose is stated in the National Park Ordinance and that the purpose is to
preserve an area in mainly unchanged state (former regional desk officer 1, pers. comm.). CAB officers
attempted to discuss possibilities to develop a sub-purpose to complement the national park purpose
that would specify how to maintain the conditions for continued reindeer husbandry in the area, but
it was met with resistance from SEPA (former regional desk officer 1, 2, pers. comm.). The discussions
did not reach far, since Handölsdalen RHC, with the support of the other RHCs, announced in a missive
in May 2016 that they would step out of the process. Handölsdalen RHC, after concluding that all their
year-round grazing lands laid within the suggested national park borders, explained that their survival
depends on the ability “to operate freely with their sectors and cultural development in the area” and
through ensuring that transmission of traditional knowledge between generations is not restricted
(Handölsdalen RHC, 2016:1). The latter statement illustrates cultural beliefs on Sami heritage, and
obligations to pass the heritage forward is expressed among several RHC informants. “Our ancestors
have preserved something that we got the chance to work with, and it is our goddamn responsibility
to continue running it for the next generation!” (RHC representative 4, pers. comm.). Reindeer
husbandry is considered more than a livelihood, and it is strongly linked to the Sami identity and
culture. The close links between the reindeer and the RHCs are also expressed in the missive from
January 2016 where the RHCs state that “life with the reindeer is one of the pillars of our culture”
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(Handölsdalen, Mittådalen, Tåssåsen RHCs, 2016a:1). As a further explanation for the rejection in May
2016, Handölsdalen stated that they perceived tourism and ecological interests had been overarched
the reindeer husbandry (Handölsdalen RHC, 2016). The perception once again displays the social
norms on appropriate land use that the RHCs drew on to support their positions, where reindeer
husbandry needs to be defended against other land use claims.
The rejection of the RHCs in May 2016 was an act of articulation. The rejection occurred through the
articulation of social norms on appropriate land use (supported by claiming their rights through the
Reindeer Husbandry Right) and through the articulation of cultural beliefs on heritage and obligations
to pass reindeer husbandry forward to future generations. The social norms of appropriate land use
were expressed by RHC informants who portrayed growing tourism and outdoor life as a threat to both
reindeer husbandry and the ecological values of the area, and in that way equalised defending reindeer
husbandry as defending ecological values. Building on these norms and beliefs, the RHCs rejected the
national park concept, a joint set of bureaucratic institutions introduced by SEPA. The set of institutions
was a combination of the legal framework of the Environmental Code and the National Park Ordinance,
and the institutional practices (guidelines) of SEPA of how to develop a national park purpose. The set
of institutions was not perceived to fit well with the local conditions of the area, an area where ongoing
land use was prominent and where the RHCs emphasised their existence depending on their rights to
the lands, which led to the rejection by the RHCs.

6.1.2 Negotiating national park purpose part two
The articulation in the first part of the process consequently led to the alteration of bureaucratic
institutions in the second part of the process. The institutional practices of SEPA, from which it had
been deemed impossible to include reindeer husbandry in the purpose, progressively shifted
throughout the second stage of the purpose negotiations. During the initial meetings of the second
stage of the process, SEPA opened for discussions on the national park purpose and introduced the
concept of national park objectives that would complement the national park purpose (SEPA, 2017e).
National park objectives were a new phenomenon that is not present in other national parks in Sweden
and was introduced by SEPA as a means to broaden the concept of a national park but remain within
the legal frameworks of the Environmental Code.
[W]hen other national parks only have the purpose that is regulating the management, we said that
we also wanted three overarching objectives for the national park, that can be broader. [...] Well, these
cannot be enshrined in the National Park Ordinance because the legislation does not enable it, but we
could include the objectives in the government's proposal to the parliament about establishing a
national park. In that way, the objectives would be given a clear substance, by including them in the
legislative history of the national park, and we would include them in the national park management
plan (national desk officer 2, pers. comm.).
When first presented to the negotiation group during a meeting in October 2017, the following draft
objectives were presented by the authorities; 1. Preserve natural and cultural environments; 2. Create
conditions to preserve and develop Sami cultural and social life; 3. Preserve values of experiencing the
area (SEPA, 2017e). The introduction of national park objectives can be see seen as a feature of
alteration, as SEPA attempted to get around the limitations of the Environmental Code. Utterly, it was
an alteration of SEPA’s institutional practices since the agency diverted from the conventional practices
of how to establish a national park. By opening up for the inclusion of other values than conservation
and outdoor life values, the agency actively disputed the concept of what a national park is for and
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what it should protect. The actions can also be seen in a more long-term perspective, as it is likely that
such practices can be applied in future national park processes who struggle with similar conditions.
The negotiations on the purpose continued, and the main issue revolved around whether it was
possible to, and if so, how to include reindeer husbandry in the national park purpose. During a
negotiation group meeting in December 2017, the working group for the national park purpose and
objectives were established, which consisted of the CAB and SEPA project leaders, the Sami
coordinator, and the tourism representative. The working group was assigned with the task of
developing suggestions for a national park purpose and related national park objectives. The working
group met a couple of times during the spring of 2018, and the reasoning and results were presented
in a memorandum in May 2018. As a national park purpose, the following formulation was suggested:
“The purpose with the national park is to preserve a grand, by reindeer characterised, mountainous
landscape with high experiencing values in mainly unchanged condition” (SEPA, 2018m:3). As national
park objectives, the following three were suggested to complement the purpose; 1. To preserve the
area’s natural and cultural values; 2. To preserve the conditions for reindeer husbandry in the area; 3.
To preserve the conditions to experience the area (SEPA, 2018m:3). Further, it was suggested that the
National Park Ordinance should be complemented with a new provision listing the national parks
where the Reindeer Husbandry Right exists and that the national park of Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags is
one of the parks listed in this paragraph. The explanation for the additional provision was to
accommodate the RHCs’ demands on guarantees to not restrict the Reindeer Husbandry Right in the
future. The working group did not fully agree on the suggested national park purpose, as the Sami
coordinator advocated the suggestion that had been provided by the RHCs in December 2017,
suggesting that the formulation “preserve the conditions for reindeer husbandry in the area” should
be included (ibid.). According to the memorandum, SEPA did not consider the formulation of
preserving conditions for reindeer husbandry to be compatible with the provisions of the
Environmental Code (SEPA, 2018m). The authorities were concerned that if they included such a
formulation in the purpose, they would be obliged to serve for the continuation of reindeer husbandry
in the area even if the RHCs would not be able to in the future (Regional desk officer 2, pers. comm.).
The inclusion of reindeer in the national park purpose was, however, quite a shift from the previous
stance of SEPA where it had been deemed impossible. The acceptance of reindeer in the national park
purpose was a feature of alteration. When SEPA accepted to include the reindeer in the national park
purpose, the agency became a bricoleur who reshaped the framework of how a national park purpose
can be formulated. The decision of SEPA to include “by reindeer characterised landscape” in the
purpose was a big step, according to national desk officer 2. “To us, it was a pretty big step when we
have a legislation that is very conserving, that talks about natural states and all that, and then we
include a domestic animal that the reindeer actually is, a domestic animal owned by someone, we
write that the purpose is to preserve a mountain landscape characterised by domestic animals. It was
actually a big step” (National desk officer 2, pers. comm.).
In May 2018, the draft of the MSPÖI document, including the suggested purpose and objectives, was
sent on referral to the organisations of the negotiation group. The Sami Parliament made comments
on the suggested purpose where they saw the need to broaden the purpose to include other Sami land
use than just reindeer husbandry, by including Sami culture in the formulation (Sami Parliament desk
officer, pers. comm.). The national park objectives did not meet much resistance, but the RHCs
persisted in their attempts of aggregating reindeer husbandry into the national park purpose. The RHCs
made clear that the suggested purpose was not something they could accept, as it only mentioned
reindeer and not reindeer husbandry, which enabled any kind of interpretation of the purpose (RHC
representative 2, 3, pers. comm.). As a response, the RHCs submitted a missive at the end of May 2018
to CAB and SEPA, where they argued that they had consistently pointed out “the reasonableness in
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including Sami reindeer husbandry as part of the purpose for a national park that is planned on three
RHCs’ year-round grazing lands” and that it is especially important in the southernmost mountain
range “where land claims from other interests have been far-reaching and through history has put the
reindeer husbandry in an exposed competitive situation” (Handölsdalen, Mittådalen and Tåssåsen
RHCs, 2018:2). As the motivation for rejecting the suggested purpose, the RHCs asserted that the
purpose did not consider the landscape to be a Sami cultural landscape and that the purpose could be
interpreted in such a way that it could address practically any area which had been grazed by reindeer
(ibid.). The reasoning in the missive illustrates once again the social norms of appropriate land use and
landscape perceptions of the reindeer herders. The first statement about the historically exposed
situation of the RHCs displays the social norms on appropriate land use and reindeer husbandry in
need of protection against conflicting land-use claims. The second statement where the RHCs claim
that the purpose does not consider that the area is a Sami cultural landscape displays a frustration of
the RHCs where they feel rendered invisible through the formulations. This links to the RHCs’ social
norms on landscape perceptions where reindeer husbandry is perceived to be part of nature. The
demands to bring reindeer husbandry and Sami culture into the national park purpose was thus an
attempt to seek formal recognition for their presence in the landscape and the landscape’s
dependency on reindeer husbandry. Several RHCs informants explain the difficulties of having to prove
their presence in the landscape (RHC representative 2, 3, 5, pers. comm.).
Well, as it doesn’t show how one uses nature, well we know or we learn, it is inherited through
generations, for example how the reindeer move through the landscape, where you can transport a
reindeer herd, where to pass, streams or different passages. But of course, it doesn’t show. It’s just a
traditional knowledge, how certain things work in nature. […] But since it doesn’t show since there is
no road… or a sign, it doesn’t exist. (RHC representative 3, pers. comm.)
Further negotiations continued during the summer and early fall of 2018 and with much emphasis on
the legal foundations for including reindeer husbandry in the purpose. SEPA arranged a legal workshop
in August 2018 where lawyers discussed the legal frameworks for the inclusion of reindeer husbandry
into a national park purpose. The crucial issue from the legal perspective was how much the
Environmental Code could bear (regional desk officer 4, pers. comm.). One crucial issue concerned
whether it was possible or not to enforce restrictions for activities, based on a national park purpose
that included reindeer husbandry. The legal uncertainty was high, and according to regional desk
officer 4, the national park purpose was pushed extremely far out on the edge of the Environmental
Code in what it could actually support.
You can do that, it is not that difficult to do that (establish a park with reindeer husbandry in the
purpose, my comment). But when you will enforce the regulations regarding different activities, let us
say to initiate restricted access in parts of the national park. When then someone breaks these
regulations and the police arrest the person, and prosecution is started. And then the court says ‘No,
but we can’t build on this regulation that you have prosecuted the person on, there is no support for
this in the law’. The Environmental Code can ultimately not bear what you have established a national
park on and announced regulations based on. (Regional desk officer 4, pers. comm.)
Despite legal uncertainties, the negotiations continued. During the negotiation meeting in September
2018, the following national park purpose was presented: “The purpose with the national park is to
preserve a grand mountain landscape, with high nature and experiencing values as well as with
ongoing reindeer husbandry, in mainly unchanged condition” (SEPA, 2018i:2). The formulation had
been suggested by the Sami coordinator and was a compromise between the demands of the RHCs
and the positions of the authorities. The suggested purpose was deemed acceptable in the negotiation
group and added to the MSPÖI document. SEPA announced that they would lobby for a legislative
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change that would enable restricted access based on a national park purpose with reindeer husbandry
in it. The MSPÖI document was later accepted by all present negotiation group representatives during
a meeting in October 2018 (SEPA, 2018j).
The inclusion of reindeer husbandry in the purpose was an act of aggregation. Since the authorities
accepted the inclusion of reindeer husbandry in the purpose, the RHCs succeeded in their attempts to
aggregate reindeer husbandry (a set of socially embedded rules) with conservation legislation into the
purpose, something that had never been done before. Even though the RHCs were the most active
bricoleurs, it was the alteration of institutional practices within SEPA that allowed the RHCs and the
other organisations to renegotiate the purpose. The institutional practices of SEPA that, together with
the legal conservation framework, guided what was deemed acceptable to include in a national park
purpose gradually shifted throughout the process. The practices shifted to the extent that it allowed
the actors to negotiate the purpose beyond the legal grounds of what a national park can protect.
When the legal reports were published during the same time as the organisations were supposed to
anchor the MSPÖI document and national park purpose with their respective organisations, the
uncertainty and concerns that previously had been expressed by the RHCs came back. The legal report
by Hagsgård (2018:1), set out to examine whether the MSPÖI document in a “satisfactory manner
promotes Sami rights” and built on both Swedish and international legislation on Indigenous rights and
minority rights. In the legal report, Hagsgård suggested two national park purpose formulations that
to different extents fulfilled Sami rights (Hagsgård, 2018). Both formulations included Sami culture and
the Reindeer Husbandry Right. According to the report, the Reindeer Husbandry Right was necessary
to include in the purpose as the right contains more rights than just reindeer husbandry, including the
right of RHC members to hunt and fish and the right to extract timber for certain purposes (ibid.). The
conclusions from especially the report from Hagsgård (2018), fuelled much uncertainty and initiated
discussions on including the Reindeer Husbandry Right in the purpose. SEPA made it clear that it would
not be legally possible to include in the purpose, whereas some RHC representatives demanded that
the Reindeer Husbandry Right should be included. Especially in Handölsdalen RHC, internal conflicts
arose among RHC members and in February 2019, Handölsdalen voted out.
The rejection by Handölsdalen RHCs in February 2019 was the second act of articulation. The process
of articulation was fuelled by the publication of the legal reports during the fall of 2018. The rejection
built on the articulation of the Reindeer Husbandry Right and of cultural beliefs on distrusting
authorities. The cultural beliefs build on the idea that authorities are not to trust and stems from a
long history where the Sami have been mistreated, abused, and ignored in decision-making processes.
Several RHC informants express that many of the RHC members feel suspicion towards authorities and
that history plays an important role in contemporary happenings (RHC representative 2, 3, 6, pers.
comm.). The beliefs of distrusting authorities further links to a parliament decision in 1991 where SEPA
received the right to restrict the Reindeer Husbandry Right in national parks. Some members of
Handölsdalen RHC needed to see the Reindeer Husbandry Right enshrined in the national park purpose
in order to accept a continued national park process. As SEPA hade declared that it would not be
possible and they could not extend their position further, the beliefs of distrust against authorities
were mobilised in Handölsdalen RHC, which led to the rejection in early 2019.
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6.2 Access to the area
TABLE 3. INSTITUTIONS IN THE RESTRICTED ACCESS NEGOTIATIONS

Bureaucratic
institutions

Socially embedded
institutions
Regulative rules

Right of Public Access

Reindeer husbandry
Reindeer Husbandry Right

Social norms
Norms on rights of access to nature

Norms on appropriate land use

Cultural beliefs
Beliefs on identity linked to
nature
Beliefs of the consequences of
a national park

As have been briefly presented in chapter four, one of the major conflicts of interests revolved around
the tourism and outdoor life in the area and the reindeer husbandry. Consequently, an issue that
received much attention during the process concerned access to the area. The negotiations were about
the possibility of enforcing restricted access in parts of the national park with the aim to protect
reindeer husbandry. In the negotiations, social processes of institutional bricolage were present where
both the RHCs and the authorities were bricoleurs in attempting to reshape institutions on how one
could access a future national park. The negotiations involved several socially embedded institutions,
both community norms and beliefs, but also more general social norms and cultural beliefs. Ultimately,
what the negotiations revolved around was how to balance the Right of Public Access in the area in
such a way that it would not ruin the values of the area, including reindeer husbandry.
In the current situation, the high number of visitors in the area accessing the area through the Right of
Public Access, affect the ability of the RHCs to carry out reindeer husbandry. Several RHCs informants
explained that they are deeply concerned about the survival of their livelihoods and culture (RHC
representative 2, 3, 4, 5, pers. comm.). Almost all RHC representatives talk about visitor development
in the area that has grown uncontrollably with detrimental impacts on the reindeer husbandry. As the
reindeer herds are startled by hikers and bicycles, they spread over larger areas, which increases the
reindeer herders’ workloads, but they also abandon important grazing areas that are crucial for the
calves to gain enough weight to survive the winter. During May, which is the calving season for the
reindeer, the cows are especially sensitive to disturbance, and when startled, they sometimes abandon
their calves who cannot survive without their mothers. The increasing tourism and outdoor life are
perceived as severe threats towards the survival of reindeer husbandry in the area.
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Twenty years at this pace and the reindeer husbandry will not remain. Not in this area, it is on its way
to be phased out. There is no room. Maybe a few reindeer will remain in the area, but not any business,
I do not see that as possible. (RHC representative 2, pers. comm.).
The competing land-use interests become especially salient when RHC representative 5 demonstrates
the different perceptions of what the area is suitable for when presenting a tourism advertisement
that markets the mountains as a playground for both children and adults. “It is difficult fighting against
this, the people who view the mountains as that [playground, my comment], when it’s our workplace”
(pers. comm.). The statement reveals norms on appropriate land use on what the mountains are to be
used for and who should be able to make use of it. The impacts of growing tourism on reindeer
husbandry are not only experienced by the reindeer herders. A majority of the non-Sami informants
affirm the conflict of interests between tourism and reindeer husbandry. Several representatives also
address concerns about the impacts of tourism on the ecological values of the areas (municipality desk
officer 1, national desk officer 1,2, regional desk officer 2, 3, pers. comm.). The negative impacts on
ecological values over the past years have resulted in the introduction of restrictions, limiting access
to certain areas in the nature reserve of Vålådalen. In 2016, CAB enforced a temporary prohibition to
set foot on the Pyramids, geological remains from the latest ice age who were threatened of ruin due
to the large number of visitors who walked and cycled on them.26 The restriction was made permanent
in June 2019, along with several other restrictions to protect the ecological values of the area.27

IMAGE 2. THE PYRAMIDS IN VÅLÅDALEN NATURE RESERVE. BY APPELGREN, 2019.
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See ”Pyramiderna i Vålådalen kan rasa – nu stoppas cykling, löpning och vandring i området” 2016.
See “Nu genomför vi åtgärder för att skydda naturen i Vålådalens naturreservat” 2019.
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Early in the process, the RHCs stated that they wanted measures that restricted access to the area.
During the second negotiation meeting, the RHCs inquired about the opportunities to restrict activities
during periods when the reindeer herds were present in areas with many visitors (SEPA, 2015b). The
inquiry of the RHCs to restrict access to the area was the first attempt of alteration. Restricted access
in national parks is nothing new and is used in national parks in Sweden today, but to protect ecological
values. The differing aspect in this case, was the inquiry of the RHCs to enforce restricted access to
protect the reindeer husbandry, a non-ecological value as the reindeer are considered domestic
animals.
The inquiry of the RHCs about possibilities in restricting activities meant in practice restrictions on the
Right of Public Access. The Right of Public Access28 is an old customary right that was enshrined in the
Swedish constitution in 1994, and it is a right that enables people to freely access nature (SEPA, 2004).
The right is a strong legal right and builds on socials norms on the rights of access to nature, in that
nature should be available to all people, and that one has a right to uphold oneself in nature. As it is
enshrined in the Swedish constitution, it both reveals that it is considered a strong and important right
and that the state has a responsibility in providing the rights to its citizens. The Right of Public Access
also partly links to cultural beliefs of identity, where access to nature is perceived as intricately linked
to the Swedish identity. “I think that it (nature, my comment) is pretty much a part of the Swede’s soul.
The forest and nature, maybe that is where we go instead of going to church nowadays” (Tourism
representative, pers. comm.). The social norms of access to nature as a right further link to the work
of SEPA, who, along with their responsibility of environmental objectives, are commissioned to work
for the preservation and development of the outdoor life (Förordning med instruktion för
Naturvårdsverket, 2012:989). Social norms on access to nature are also reflected in the modern
concepts of national parks. In the long-term national park plan, it is stated that national parks are
important both as nature landscapes with high values and as visitor destinations for the outdoor
interested public, but also as important sources of information and knowledge sharing about Sweden’s
nature (SEPA, 2008). In the case of Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags, the national park housed an inherent
conflict as the area was already had high accessibility and considerable impact by visitors. “I mean,
national parks are partly about making nature available, and showing nature, and increase the
understanding for nature, but meanwhile in this area, already today there a quite a few challenges
linked to the visitors” (National desk officer 2, pers. comm.).
Throughout both stages of the process, the beliefs of the RHCs that the national park would entail mass
tourism and that the tourism sector would be overarched the reindeer husbandry pervaded the
negotiations. It was expressed by the RHCs in the missive in May 2016, where they announced their
opposition to the process (Handölsdalen RHC, 2016:). Through the missive, the RHCs contest the social
norms of the right of access to nature by stating that “tourism and nature interests have been
overarched reindeer husbandry and the Sami culture’s fundamental right to exist in the area since time
immemorial” (Handölsdalen RHC, 2016:1). With the statement, the RHC built on rights of customary
use and norms of appropriate land use to support the concerns about tourism threatening the survival
of reindeer husbandry in the area.

28

The right of public access (Swe. Allemansrätten) is based on centuries old customary practices and is a right
that enables people to access and carry out a big range of activities in nature, such as hiking and tenting on
private lands, picking mushrooms and berries, and kayaking or swimming in private lakes. Although defined as a
right, Allemansrätten comes with a number of obligations and is restricted through regulations and legislation to
prevent people from doing harm to nature and damaging private and public property (SEPA, 2004).
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A dualism was, however, present among the RHC’s regarding beliefs on the consequences of a national
park. Apart from viewing the national park as a possible threat, the reindeer herders saw the national
park as an opportunity to limit the negative impacts on reindeer husbandry. The national park was also
envisioned to provide tools on how to manage increasing tourism streams in the area (RHC
representative 2, 3, pers. comm.). This was not only perceived by the RHCs but also by the other
organisations represented in the negotiation group. “[T]he outdoor life and tourism is a big concern,
and there was an ambition to achieve an outdoor life that wasn’t at the expense of the surrounding
and of the other existing businesses. [...] But rather adjust it so it could exist but based on the
conditions of the area and the conditions of the people who live there” (Former regional desk officer
1, pers. comm.). Both CAB and SEPA hoped that a national park could be a tool to better protect the
area. “[A] a national park enables both resources, but also, regulatory tools, regulations, you can
prohibit things in a national park which you cannot in an area that is not protected” (National desk
officer 2, pers. comm.).
CAB and SEPA replied to the RHCs’ missive in July 2016 where they affirmed that “good planning of
trails and facilities in an eventual national park can through guidance and clear information guide
visitors in a better way than today which can decrease the disturbances on reindeer husbandry” (CAB
and SEPA, 2016c:3). The response illustrated once again social norms on access to nature as a right,
where visitors are not to be restricted but rather guided in their interaction with nature. Zoning and
channelling were considered opportunities to better steer visitors and are measures that are already
in use in national parks today.29
When the second stage of the process was initiated, the RHCs demanded that the authorities would
take a stand in the conflict of interests between tourism and reindeer husbandry. During a meeting
between the RHCs and CAB and SEPA in June 2017, voices were raised by the RHC representatives
regarding the impacts of tourism on reindeer husbandry. RHC representatives called for the authorities
to act for the reindeer husbandry to survive in the area (SEPA, 2017b). The RHCs’ demand for the
authorities to take a stand between the conflicts of interest can be seen as both a call for further
measures but also a request of formal recognition that the RHCs’ access to land for reindeer husbandry
and Sami culture should override the public’s access to land for recreational purposes. The demand
for the authorities to take a stand between tourism and reindeer husbandry was the second attempt
of alteration, where the RHCs attempted to reshape the relationship between the Right of Public
Access and the Reindeer Husbandry Right.
The demand of the RHCs was addressed to some extent in October 2017 through the written statement
from SEPA, signed by the director-general, where the agency declared its intentions in the continued
work of the national park process (SEPA, 2017d). SEPA stated that through the establishment of a
national park, “the area would have strengthened long-term protection against exploitations and
overuse” and that national park management “would improve the conditions to control activities such
as outdoor life and nature-based tourism in a way that decreases the disturbances for animal- and
plant life and reindeer husbandry” (SEPA, 2017d:4). The formulation was not accompanied by any
explanation on how it would be realised, but it displayed that also SEPA had expectations that activities
could be controlled if a national park were to be established.
The discussions regarding the conflict of interests between tourism and reindeer husbandry were
largely connected to the national park purpose negotiations. According to RHC representative 3,
29

Through zoning and channelling, the visitors are guided in the protected area by different zones and
channels. The area can be divided into different zones that consist of different levels of restrictions of activities,
thus channelling visitors through certain areas that are e.g. more robust to higher impact.
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incorporating reindeer husbandry in the national park purpose was seen as an opening to the
possibility of limiting access in the park (pers. comm.). As all regulations in a national park are based
on how they contribute to achieving the national park purpose, restricted access can only be enforced
if it is aligned with the purpose. If reindeer husbandry would be part of the purpose, regulations
including restrictions to protect reindeer husbandry could be developed (RHC representative 3, pers.
comm.). The discussions on taking stronger measures than zoning and channelling became more
emphasised during the winter of 2017/2018. In February 2018, CAB released a report on important
Sami issues in relation to the national park and was based on meetings between the RHCs and the Sami
coordinator during the fall of 2017 (CAB, 2018). One issue examined by CAB was how they RHCs
perceived the opportunities on restricting visitor access to areas in a national park. According to the
report, the prevailing perception among the RHC members was that a national park would enable legal
instruments that could be used to close certain areas for tourists and visitors. The author concluded
that it was of utmost importance that in 2018 clarify what legal opportunities actually existed to
regulate tourism in a national park.
Both CAB and SEPA actively participated in the process of attempting to alter the concept of how to
access a national park. During the spring of 2018, legal advisers at both CAB and SEPA started
investigating the legal opportunities for enforcing temporary restricted access in the national park to
protect reindeer husbandry (National desk officer 2, pers. comm.). In the draft MSPÖI document that
was released in May 2018, a section about the Right of Public Access stated that the right would be
restricted if it is deemed necessary based on considerations to the area’s ecological and cultural values
and reindeer husbandry. The section also included the following formulation: “during particularly
sensitive periods for reindeer husbandry, geographically restricted access can be applied in parts of
the national park” (SEPA, 2018f:6). The statement was complemented with a footnote stating that the
legal conditions for such a ban were uncertain, but that CAB and SEPA had initiated an investigation to
examine the issue. During a negotiation meeting following the release of the draft MSPÖI, the
discussions regarding the national park purpose circled around which opportunities the national park
purpose could enable regarding restrictions of the Right of Public Access in terms of restricted access
(SEPA, 2018e). According to the meeting minutes, the views were split among the legal advisers, which
led to SEPA initiate a legal workshop to discuss the issue in August 2018. SEPA informed about the
conclusions of the workshop during a negotiation group meeting in September 2018. The workshop
participants had concluded that it was uncertain whether restricted access to protect reindeer
husbandry would be legally solid during a trial with current legislation. SEPA announced that the
agency had decided that the ability to enforce restricted access would be a precondition for the
establishment of a national park in the area (SEPA, 2018i). It was further announced that the project
would work on developing suggestions for legislative change to enable restricted access and that
dialogues would be initiated during the fall with relevant government ministries. The decision of SEPA
to advocate a legislative change was a further step of alteration in which the agency became the active
bricoleur who would attempt to reshape both access to national parks that hold reindeer husbandry
and what national parks can protect. The statements in the draft and final MSPÖI documents and
SEPA’s announcements illustrate the stance taken by the authorities. Though both of the MSPÖI
versions were products developed through the joint work of all negotiation group organisations, it was
ultimately the authorities who had to deem the provisions acceptable. Through these documents, it is
clear that CAB and SEPA positioned social norms on access to nature as a public right, as subordinate
to reindeer husbandry. Together with the declaration of SEPA in that they would work for a legislative
change to enable restricted access in favour of reindeer husbandry (SEPA, 2018e) further displays the
authorities’ position, as they were willing to legally address it. The position of the authorities is further
displayed in the final MSPÖI document, in the section describing the national park objectives. To
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illustrate the relation between the three objectives, an illustration was included in the MSPÖI
document (see figure xx for a translated illustration). The figure was accompanied by an explanatory
text stating that the first two objectives, preserving the area’s ecological and cultural values and
preserving the conditions for reindeer husbandry, determine the conditions and set the frames for
the third objective, preserving the conditions for experiencing the area, which means that
“experiencing the area should not occur in such a way which negatively impacts the conditions for
ecological and cultural values and reindeer husbandry” (SEPA, 2018n:5). The RHCs thus succeeded in
their attempts to renegotiate the status between the Reindeer Husbandry Right and the Right of Public
Access in the national park process.

FIGURE 2. THE RELATION BETWEEN THE OVERARCHING NATIONAL PARK OBJECTIVES (REVISED FROM SEPA, 2018N)
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6.3 Carnivore management – tolerance levels and paragraph 28
TABLE 4. INSTITUTIONS IN THE CARNIVORE MANAGEMENT NEGOTIATIONS

Bureaucratic
institutions

Socially embedded
institutions
Regulative rules

Hunting Ordinance
UN Declaration of Rights of Indigenous Peoples

Reindeer husbandry

Social norms
Norms on appropriate land use

Cultural beliefs
Beliefs of the consequences of
a national park
Beliefs of distrust towards
authorities

The process of institutional bricolage in the negotiations of carnivore management played out mostly
during the first stage of the process. When the RHCs submitted the first missive in January 2016,
containing a demand list of guarantees necessary for their continued participation, one demand
concerned carnivore management. In the missive, the RHCs presented the following demand.
Our ability to limit losses of reindeer to carnivores must be guaranteed. This means that the
management of the carnivore populations must be adjusted in accordance with the conditions and
needs of the RHCs, for example through tolerance levels. Protective culling should be possible within
the area. It must clear that we have the right to make use of Paragraph 28 in the Hunting Ordinance
within the area. (Handölsdalen, Mittådalen and Tåssåsen RHCs, 2016a:1)
The demand, presented in the missive, entailed two-fold implications. First, the demand to retain the
right to make use of Paragraph 2830, sometimes called the self-defence right, in the national park would
require a legislative change in the Hunting Ordinance. Second, the demand to maintain tolerance levels
of ten percent in the park was a demand that the authorities would guarantee that they would not

30

Paragraph 28 in the Hunting Ordinance (Jaktförordning 1987:905) is a provision which enables owners or
keepers of domestic animals to take measures to scare off any of the following carnivores (bear, wolf,
wolverine and lynx) if the carnivore attacks a domestic animal of the owner, or if it is very likely that such an
attack is imminent. The provision further states that the owner or keeper may kill the carnivore, but only if it is
not possible to scare it off or to take other measures to interrupt or avert the attack. The paragraph also
contains a provision stating that the paragraph is not valid in national parks (28 b §).
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alter the carnivore management in the area in a way that negatively impacted the livelihoods of the
RHCs.31
The demands can be seen as attempts of alteration and articulation of the RHCs to rework large
carnivore management and policies in national parks and reject increased carnivore populations of the
area. The demands of the RHCs built on beliefs about the consequences of national parks in that it
could entail an increase of large carnivores, which would negatively impact the ability of the RHCs to
continue with reindeer husbandry (RHC 2, 5, pers. comm.). These beliefs link to beliefs of distrust
towards authorities, revealing a suspicion towards SEPA. This was further displayed in the second
missive from Handölsdalen RHC to the authorities, dated May 2016, where the RHCs announced that
they withdrew from the process.
With the carnivore policy that is carried out today in Sweden, through SEPA’s interpretations of
carnivores’ conservation status, the RHC fears that there might be a ban in conjunction with the
establishment of a national park that forbids or severely limits protective culling or population
regulatory hunting within the RHC’s area. Special concern is directed towards that migrated wolves can
freely ravage in the herds of the RHC without allowing the RHC to take relevant measures to kill them.
As an extension of the issue, the RHC sees an imminent risk that an eventual national park becomes a
reserve for large carnivore populations, which would be devastating for the reindeer husbandry.
(Handölsdalen RHC, 2016:2)
The concerns are linked to beliefs of the RHCs on distrust towards the authorities, which is displayed
in the quotation above, where the RHCs fear that CAB and SEPA would change the large carnivore
management in the area without taking into account the livelihoods of the reindeer herders. The
beliefs are linked to the RHCs’ experiences on carnivore impact on reindeer husbandry. When asked
about what issues are considered important to contemporary reindeer husbandry, five out of six RHC
representatives listed carnivores as a major concern. RHC representative 4 estimated that the RHC’s
annual loss of reindeer caused by predation to over 30 percent of the total herd (pers. comm.). It is
mostly calves that are lost due to predation, “[a]nd you see that, from the summer and until the
separation (of the calves, my comment) in October, a great amount of reindeer have disappeared”
(RHC representative 2, pers. comm.).
In the first written response from SEPA and CAB to the RHCs in April 2016, the authorities declared
that the carnivores’ impact on the reindeer husbandry would be a prioritised issue. The response also
revealed the values that the authorities had to balance when stating that the issue revolved around
how to ensure that the RHCs could feel safe, while also considering conservation of threatened species
in the area (CAB and SEPA, 2016b). The concerns of the RHCs were further addressed by the authorities
in the second missive of CAB and SEPA to the RHCs in July 2016. In the missive, signed by the directorgeneral of SEPA and the chief of CAB, the authorities asserted that protective culling granted by CAB
would remain in a future park. The authorities further stated that a change of paragraph 28 in the
Hunting Ordinance could only be enforced by the government, and that CAB had already suggested a
change to the government. In addition, it was written that “[i]t is of utmost importance that the
provisions can be changed, which is why CAB intends to woo the government especially concerning
that issue” (CAB and SEPA, 2016c:2). The statement displays the positive attitude of CAB towards a
change in the legislation. According to former regional desk officer 1 and regional desk officer 3, CAB
31

Tolerance levels mean that reindeer husbandry should not tolerate losses of reindeer caused by predation
exceeding 10% of the RHC’s total number of reindeer. Tolerance levels was included in a proposition that was
adopted by the Swedish parliament in 2013, which also included provisions on protective culling, management
plans and special management tools. See “Toleransnivåer för skador på ren” 2020.

58

saw the demand of the RHCs as a matter of course, in that the reindeer herders would be able to
defend their livestock in case of an ongoing attack (pers. comm.). Reasonableness permeated the
discussions. “We thought it was reasonable, definitely. It is a paragraph that is used very, very little”
(regional desk officer 3, pers. comm.). As CAB supported the demand of the RHCs, CAB was also an
actor, a bricoleur, who made clear that they would attempt to reshape the institution of paragraph 28,
to make a future park fit the local conditions of the reindeer herders.
CAB attempted to rework paragraph 28 when they submitted a memorandum to the government in
March 2017. In the memorandum, CAB pleaded for the state to “at least” exempt the national park
area from the exception regarding national parks in paragraph 28 (Paulsson, 2017:1). CAB supported
its plead with several reasons why the state should make an exception. The regional agency stated that
“the establishment and the continued management of the national park would be highly facilitated if
the strongest stakeholders - the RHCs - participate in a constructive process where the state does not
deprive the RHCs of an essential opportunity to protect their reindeer” and that their position was
aligned with Sweden’s obligations under the UN Declaration of the Rights of Indigenous Peoples,
UNDRIP (Paulsson, 2017:2). CAB also stated that the provision had not been used in the area over the
last five years and that an exception would not affect the favourable conservation status for any of the
carnivorous species. The submission was an attempted articulation in the process where CAB pleaded
for the state to make an exception, in that paragraph 28 should not apply to the area due to the local
conditions for the RHCs; “there are no possibilities for the reindeer herders to take other effective
damage preventing measures at such vast areas, and with consideration to the great number of
domestic animals which is now the issue” (ibid). In the memorandum, CAB included an introductory
section that stated that the majority of the national park would be located on reindeer husbandry
lands (Swe. renbetesfjäll) and that reindeer husbandry lands were set aside by the state for reindeer
husbandry. These formulations display social norms of appropriate land use held by CAB, stating that
these lands are prioritised for the use of the RHCs. By beginning the memorandum with such an
introduction, CAB implies that they perceive the land as primarily entitled to the RHCs.
CAB took further actions in the agency’s attempt to rework paragraph 28. During the first negotiation
meeting at the second stage of the process, the chief of CAB informed that CAB had attended a meeting
with the minister of rural affairs to discuss the issue of paragraph 28. According to the meeting
minutes, officers at the ministry of enterprise and innovation would look into possibilities of finding
alternative solutions (SEPA, 2017a). The position of SEPA was, however, not entirely clear during the
summer and fall of 2017. In a written statement from SEPA in October 2017, SEPA informed that they
intended to take a stand before the end of the year, and if necessary, suggest a change of paragraph
28 in the Hunting Ordinance to the government (SEPA, 2017d).
During the process, the issue of paragraph 28 was discussed at several negotiation meetings. According
to RHC representative 1, the negotiation group initially discussed whether it was necessary or not to
work for a legislative change. Statistics on the use of paragraph 28 were presented in the negotiation
group, and it was concluded that the paragraph is used quite rarely to protect reindeer. According to
a report released by CAB, only one case had been registered in the county of Jämtland, where a
carnivore was killed with support from paragraph 28 between 2000 and 2017 (CAB, 2018). It was,
however, considered a fundamental issue to the RHCs. The ability to make use of the paragraph was
perceived as a feature of security, despite the low practical importance a legislative change would
entail. “[W]e said that we wanted it, just in case. So, you do not lock yourself up, just because it is a
national park you are not allowed to. If a wolf, or a wolverine, or a bear comes in (to the area, my
comment)” (RHC representative 1, pers. comm.). The report by CAB also concluded that that the issue
of paragraph 28 was considered a matter of principle to the RHCs, and that the issue linked to political
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issues stretching further than the national park process. A change of paragraph 28 had been addressed
in a different context in 2012 when the National Association of Swedish Sami (Swe. Svenska Samernas
Riksförbund) requested the government to change the provision to make it valid also in national parks
(National Association of Swedish Sami, 2012). The request was referred for consideration to different
organisations, one of them being SEPA. The opinion of SEPA in 2012 was that the agency did not have
enough information to accurately assess the suggested legislative change and that the consequences
of such a suggestion needed to be further analysed, which is why they suggested they request be
rejected (SEPA, 2012). The request of the National Association of Swedish Sami was later declined by
the government, but the happening impacted the actions of SEPA in the national park process. In
December 2018, SEPA had formed their opinion regarding the self-defence right in national parks and
submitted a request to the government for a legislative change in paragraph 28 in the Hunting
Ordinance. The agency requested that the paragraph be changed to enable the use of the paragraph
in national parks to avert attacks on reindeer. In the request, SEPA asserted that such a change would
both improve the conditions for reindeer husbandry in existing national parks, but also the conditions
to establish new and extend existing national parks in reindeer husbandry areas (SEPA, 2017g). SEPA
requested the change to apply for the protection of reindeer and no other domestic animals. The
reason for this position partly linked to the previous request for legislative change made by the
National Association of the Swedish Sami in 2012 (National desk officer 2, pers. comm.).
That was partly one thing that we brought with us, the government had pretty recently decided not to
make such a change, so if we would have requested the exact same thing, then maybe our opportunity
for success had been limited. But then we also thought that to us it’s a pretty big difference between,
well it’s still a deviation from the existing legal framework and the idea about protection in national
parks. [...] It is still some kind of balance between the environmental protection interest and other
interests. (national desk officer 2, pers. comm.)
In the written request to the government, SEPA informed that between 1 July 2014 and 30 June 2017,
23 large carnivores had been killed with the support of paragraph 28. Of those 23, four had been killed
to protect reindeer. It was further presented that the majority of carnivores killed to prevent attacks
on reindeer are killed with support of decisions on protective culling, granted by the County
Administrative Boards. During the same period, 340 large carnivores were killed with support of
authority decisions to prevent severe damage for the reindeer husbandry (SEPA, 2017g). The request
included a text on Sami rights, introducing the section by writing that the Swedish state has recognized
the Sami as an Indigenous people. Thereafter, SEPA was referring both to the Swedish constitution,
where it is stated that the Sami opportunities to maintain and develop their cultural and community
life shall be promoted, and that reindeer husbandry is a national interest that is protected through
chapter three, paragraph five in the Environmental Code. The agency deemed that the suggested
change would not affect the conservation status of any of the carnivore species or hunting in general
in national parks. SEPA further acknowledged that “a reindeer herder who may not protect their
reindeer against carnivore attacks with the support of paragraph 28 in the Hunting Ordinance affects
both the RHCs’ individual interest to be able to carry out economically viable reindeer husbandry, and
the public interest to promote the opportunities of the Sami to maintain and develop their culture and
the reindeer husbandry as a part of it” (SEPA, 2017g:4).
The request to change paragraph 28 was an act of alteration. When making the assessment, SEPA had
to consider conservation interests in terms of the possible impact on favourable conservation status,
against interests of reindeer husbandry and Sami rights. As displayed in the request above, SEPA found
it reasonable to request for a legislative change since the impact on large carnivores were considered
to be negligible when compared to the number of carnivores killed to protect reindeer through granted
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decisions of CAB, and when considering the ability of the reindeer herders to protect their reindeer
and in extension, their livelihoods. Ultimately, defending the rights of the RHCs to protect their animals
were considered more important.
Well, that the probability that this (killing of a carnivore with support of paragraph 28, my comment)
would happen here is very small, it is more of a principal issue [...]. They do not want a national park to
cause impairments in the ability to protect their reindeer from carnivore attacks, I find that a pretty
reasonable standpoint. (National desk officer 2, pers. comm.)
SEPA informed about their request during a negotiation meeting in February 2018. The agency
explained that their request was the alternative that they saw most likely to go through and informed
that if the paragraph were to be changed, the provision would be valid in all national parks in reindeer
husbandry areas independent of the outcomes of the national park process (SEPA, 2018b). The request
of SEPA was processed by the Ministry of Enterprise and Innovation and had been referred for
consideration to relevant organisations in 2018. The referral was forwarded to all the organisations in
the negotiation group, and SEPA emphasised the importance of all actors submitting their opinions to
the government. CAB responded to the referral, and their opinions differed from the view of SEPA.
CAB suggested that paragraph 28 should be changed so that the paragraph applies to protect all
domestic animals and not only reindeer, meaning that owners or keepers can make use of the
paragraph to protect hunting dogs, cattle and other domestic animals in national parks (CAB, 2018).
The motivation was highly similar to the motivation presented in the memorandum that CAB sent to
the government in March 2017. Both the Sami Parliament and the municipality of Berg responded
positively to the referral (Sami Parliament, 2018, Berg municipality, 2018). After SEPA requested a
legislative change, the discussions on paragraph 28 did not continue in the negotiation group since it
was now the government that had to decide on further actions.32
In the MSPÖI document on the section regarding hunting in the future national park, it was stated that
“Protective and licence hunting on large carnivores is not changed and is allowed if the responsible
authority decides on such hunting” (SEPA, 2018n:10). The suggested provision was complemented
with two footnotes. The first one stated that the possibility for protective culling on one’s own initiative
through paragraph 28 is currently prohibited in national parks but that SEPA had requested for a
legislative change, concluding that if it would be possible in a future national park depends on whether
the government decides to adopt the suggested change. The second footnote explained that a future
national park would not bring restrictions on the large carnivore management based on a tolerance
level for the reindeer husbandry. The footnote was added to the document on a request from the RHCs
during the negotiations in the summer of 2018. The request can be interpreted as an attempt of the
RHCs to further prevent the perceived risk that the authorities would deviate from their previous
guarantee on a ten percent tolerance level. It again reveals beliefs on distrust towards authorities in
that the RHCs needs guarantees stated in black and white to be willing to proceed with the national
park. Beliefs of distrusting authorities were also revealed, though more subtly, when RHC
representative 2 explained the negotiations on carnivore management in the future park.
These ten percent, I remember it was really important that it should remain in the national park too.
And they [the authorities, my comment] agreed to that, that it would not be changed. But then, if they
would have lived up to that, we do not know. (RHC representative 2, pers. comm.)

32

Up until date, no updates have been made public regarding the suggested change of paragraph 28 in the
Hunting Ordinance.
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6.4 Management structure
TABLE 5. INSTITUTIONS IN THE MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE NEGOTIATIONS

Bureaucratic
institutions

Socially embedded
institutions
Regulative rules

National Park Ordinance
UN Convention of Biological Diversity
Institutional practices of SEPA

Social norms
Norms on knowledge management

Norms on appropriate land use

Cultural beliefs
Beliefs of distrust towards
authorities

Already during the first negotiation meeting in June 2015, the issue of management structure arose
when possible study trips were discussed among the negotiation group representatives. Several
national parks were suggested, and the focus seemed to lay on parks who had strong local influence
in the management of the park. It was emphasised during the meeting that the national park the group
would pay a visit to had to be a “‘modern’ national park with an active management” (SEPA, 2015a:4).
The issue of management became the subject of further discussion when the RHCs handed over their
demand list to CAB and SEPA during a negotiation meeting in January 2016. In the missive, one of the
five demands concerned the future management structure of the national park.
The RHCs shall have a clear influence in the management of the national park. The RHCs villages shall
have the majority of seats in a management organization or other type of decisive influence in the
decisions that are made concerning the national park management. (Handölsdalen, Mittådalen and
Tåssåsen RHCs, 2016a)
The demand for having a majority of seats in the future management or “other type of decisive
influence” was an important issue to the RHCs as they wanted to ensure not ending up in a minority
position (RHC representative 2, pers. comm.). The fear of becoming a minority in the future
management organization was linked to concerns that future management decisions could be
enforced without the approval of the RHCs (RHC representative 3, pers. comm.). The demands of the
RHCs were supported by the Sami Parliament through their missive to CAB and SEPA, February 2016.
In the missive, the Sami Parliament supported the claim of Sami majority in the future management
structure. “Sami participation at all levels of the establishment of new national parks and in the
management of national parks is important to ensure that biological diversity and traditional
knowledge are not lost” (Sami Parliament, 2016:1). In the missive, the Sami Parliament referred to
62

articles and features regarding protected areas in the UN Convention of Biological Diversity (CBD), one
being the action plan for customary sustainable use of biodiversity, which links to article 10(c)33 in the
CBD.
In the management of protected areas, it is important with the free, prior, and informed consent of
Indigenous people as well as the participation of the Indigenous peoples in all aspects. Traditional
knowledge should be valued, respected, and considered as useful and necessary for biodiversity
conservation and sustainable use as other forms of knowledge. Customary sustainable use of
biodiversity and traditional knowledge are preconditions for effective conservation and maintained
biodiversity in important areas. (Sami Parliament, 2016:2)
By building on principles of the CBD, the Sami Parliament brought international conservation
obligations into the national park negotiations since Sweden has signed and ratified the convention.
By referring to traditional knowledge and customary sustainable use, the statements reveal social
norms on knowledge management. Through the missive, the Sami Parliament attempted to broaden
conceptions of knowledge and thus questions the idea of what type of knowledge is deemed
appropriate for national park management. This is further illustrated in the missive, where the agency
stated that Sami traditional knowledge and Sami culture is fundamental in the management of the
landscape.
The requests of the RHCs and the Sami Parliament were acts of alteration, where they attempted to
dispute the prevailing institution that regulates the management of national parks to be applied in the
future national park. The management of national parks is regulated in the National Park Ordinance,
where it is stated that it is the County Administrative Board in each county that manages national
parks, with a few exceptions that are listed in the ordinance (1987:905). According to former regional
desk officer 1, the demands of Sami influence in the management was perceived by CAB as a matter
of course. “[W]e said that we would go and look at other models (management models, my comment),
we will go to Kosterhavet34, we will go and see how it works in Laponia35. We can look at how it works
abroad; there are examples of local influence and determination in national parks. We absolutely
thought that, let us have a look at it.” (Former regional desk officer 1, pers. comm.).
In April 2016, CAB and SEPA replied to the RHCs’ missive and addressed the management demand. The
authorities wrote that they shared the view of the RHCs regarding the necessity of Sami influence in
the national park management and that they would work jointly with the RHCs to find an appropriate
management alternative suitable for the area and its unique character. “We shall therefore carry out
a number of study visits in other national parks to find good examples from which we can build on”

33

Article 10c: “(Each contracting party shall) Protect and encourage customary use of biological resources in
accordance with traditional cultural practices that are compatible with conservation or sustainable use
requirements.” (UN Convention on Biological Diversity)
34
Kosterhavet national park is a marine national park on the west coast of Sweden that was established in
2009. The management is carried out by a management office of CAB located in the park, but the management
is governed by a local delegation comprised of, inter alia, authority officials, community associations, fishery
organisations. See “Förvaltning av nationalparken” 2020.
35
Laponia had been presented by the RHC representatives several times as a candidate for a study visit.
Laponia, a UNESCO world heritage site comprised of four national parks and two reserves has a unique
management structure in that an association, Laponiatjuottjudus, manages the park. The association consists
of representatives from the nine RHCs located in the heritage site, and representatives from SEPA, CAB of
Norrbotten county, and the two municipalities Gällivare and Jokkmokk. In the steering board, the Sami are in
majority and decisions are based on consensus (Green, 2009).
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(CAB and SEPA, 2016b:1). The discussions on management forms did not reach far, as the national park
process took a halt in May 2016 when the RHCs declared their withdrawal.
The issue of management structure arose again in the second stage of the process when SEPA
introduced the topic at a negotiation meeting in December 2017 (SEPA, 2017f). The project leader of
SEPA presented possible alternatives to management organisations and informed about different
management models. The position of SEPA was of that kind that new national parks should be
managed by the County Administrative Board, but the agency was open to different forms of
participation and influence. The discussions continued at a negotiation meeting in March 2018 and
were preceded by a memorandum of SEPA that was sent to all organisations in the negotiation group.
The memorandum included descriptions of different non-conventional36 management models, such as
national parks managed by a foundation or an association to which the management has been
delegated from CAB (SEPA, 2018l). In the memorandum, SEPA stated that the options that they found
reasonable were the delegation model or a traditional model where CAB manages the park with the
support of a national park council. The memorandum was followed up by a negotiation meeting in
March 2018, where the position of SEPA was repeated and explained. Other management models,
such as management through an association in the case of Laponia site was deemed too costly, as it
would require the establishment of a new type of administration. When asked, national desk officer 2
gave several reasons why SEPA did not find the Laponia model feasible. “Well, partly because Laponia
is a combined natural and cultural world heritage, but also because Laponia is almost 10 000 square
kilometres big, this one (the project area, my comment) is a small area. It is a quarter as big…” (National
desk officer 2, pers. comm.) The officer explained that a management model inspired by Laponia would
have required a different economic administration and would also infer much higher VAT levels for
many expenses than if the organisation would have been a part of the state (pers. comm.).
During the negotiation meeting in March 2018, the representatives discussed the different alternatives
and concluded that a national park delegation would be the most feasible management model for the
future park (SEPA, 2018c). The draft MSPÖI document that was released in May 2018, included a
chapter of future national park management structure where it was written that the management
organisation should be similar to the management structure of Kosterhavet national park, where CAB
is responsible for the management of the park and a special delegation is initiated at CAB. The draft
document stated that the management tasks of the delegation included management of the park
based on the established management plan and regulations, some management of buildings owned
by SEPA, and activities regarding information and knowledge sharing in the park. In the draft, it was
clarified that “distinct governmental tasks such as supervision and dispensing of legal exemptions are
not included in the delegation's duties but handled by the County Administrative Board’s regular line
organization” (SEPA, 2018f:12). The draft document suggested that the organisations CAB, Berg and
Åre municipalities, Handölsdalen, Mittådalen, and Tåssåsen RHCs should be represented in the
delegation as well as a representative from the tourism sector. It also suggested CAB would be the
chair in such a delegation.
When the RHCs provided feedback on the draft MSPÖI document, they supported the idea of a national
park delegation tied to the CAB and that CAB would ultimately have the function as a managing body.
They did, however, question the idea that the chair position was reserved for CAB. “Regarding the
position of the RHCs as rights holders in relation to the area, the RHCs have a different position than
other local actors. Against this background, the function as a chair over the delegation should be
36

The standard national park management model is that the County Administrative Board manages the
national park.
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reserved a representative of the RHCs” (SEPA, 2018o:15). Through this feedback, a new attempt of
alteration was initiated by the RHCs in trying to secure influence in the future management park. As
the RHCs positioned themselves as rights holders and by explicitly writing that they have a special
position in comparison to other local groups, the RHCs built on their rights to the land and also norms
on appropriate land use since they declare that they have should a certain say on how the land should
be managed.
The feedback from the RHCs was brought up during a negotiation meeting in August 2018, but
according to the meeting minutes, there were no stern positions among the organisations. It was
concluded that the issue could probably be solved in the next stage of the project, and the
representatives decided to preliminary delete the formulation that stated that CAB would be the chair
of the future management body (SEPA, 2018h). During the following meeting in September 2018, the
issue arose again when CAB clarified that the CAB management had made clear that the chair should
be a person employed at CAB. CAB argued that the chair position held by the agency was important to
ensure objectivity and to be legally correct (SEPA, 2018i). The demand was accepted by the negotiation
group representatives, and it was considered acceptable also among the RHC representatives (RHC
representative 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, pers. comm.). RHC representative 3 concluded that they found other issues
important at the time than who would hold the chair position, “If we would only have had proper
regulations and a good foundation, then it would not have been that bad” (pers. comm.). According to
RHC representatives (2, 3, 4, 5, pers. comm.), the management structure discussion was a discussion
for later stages in the process, and it was also expressed by the RHCs in the negotiation meeting in
September 2018 (SEPA, 2018i). The discussions among the RHCs circled more around how to avoid
becoming overrun in the future delegation, according to RHC representative 3 (pers. comm.).
The chapter on national park management in the final MSPÖI document was highly similar to the draft
version. The MSPÖI document stated that the delegation should strive for consensus decisions but was
followed by a provision stating that the official form of decision-making would be through majority
decisions (SEPA, 2018n). If a delegation were to be established with the suggested organisations in the
document and supposed that one seat would be given each organisation, the RHCs would have three
seats out of seven, which would consequently entail a minority position. Sami majority or not in the
future management body was, however, never fully determined in the process. Both regional desk
officers 2 and 3 recall that there was scepticism within CAB regarding Sami majority, built on concerns
that there could be an imbalance between the different values, namely conservation and
development. “CAB as a manager of the area should be able to shield these different interests that the
regional agency is responsible for so that there is not one interest that repeatedly has precedence… I
mean, a majority would in practice entail a veto.” (Regional desk officer 2, pers. comm.). The Sami
Parliament, on the other hand, had concerns about what kind of influence participation in a delegation
would really entail. According to the Sami Parliament desk officer, this was a concern since the
delegation does not have any influence in the development of the regulations and the management
plan, and “that’s basically where all the power is” (pers. comm.).
The legal reports that were published after the negotiation group representatives had accepted the
MSPÖI document in October 2018 contained similar views. The first report concluded that in the
MSPÖI suggested use of a majority voting system and the RHCs being in a minority would not give
enough influence for the RHCs in the national park management (Brännström, 2018). The second
report published a month later, drew similar conclusions and asserted that the proposed management
model gave the RHCs some influence in the future management but not to sufficiently ensure that the
rights of the Sami were met (Hagsgård, 2018). The report further suggested that both the RHCs and
65

the Sami Parliament should be ensured proper influence in the national park and that a means to cater
to that influence would be to give the Sami majority in the management body. The latter report likely
influenced the response of the Sami Parliament in their written position regarding the final MSPÖI
document. In their response, the agency requested a seat in the management body, but also requested
that the chairmanship of the management would rotate among the organisations and that decisions
would be made through a consensus model (Sami Parliament, 2019). The response was a second
attempt of alteration by the Sami Parliament, challenging the conventional institutional practice of
how a national park is managed and attempting to secure Sami influence in the future management.
The conditions that were submitted by the Sami Parliament in January 2019 was never negotiated
since a majority of the Handölsdalen RHC members voted against accepting the MSPÖI document, and
the process, in February 2019. It is unclear how CAB and SEPA perceived the requests since they did
not address the response from the Sami Parliament in any written documentation.
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7. Deliberation in the national park process
Below, the national park process is analysed building on the concepts of deliberative democratic
theory, looking at qualities of equality, reason, and publicity.

7.1 Equality
The feature of equality in the first part of the process was limited. When starting the process in 2015
and developing an organisational structure for the project, SEPA intended the main decision-making
body, the steering group, to consist of representatives from SEPA, CAB, and the two municipalities
(CAB, 2013, former regional desk officer 1, pers. comment). Only after pressures from officers at CAB
and the Sami Parliament, SEPA changed the organisational structure and included representatives
from the three affected RHCs, as well as representatives from a tourism organisation and the Sami
Parliament. Both local communities and other interest groups, such as hunting associations and actors
from the tourism sector were interested in participating in the negotiation group but were not invited
(municipality desk officer 2, former regional desk officer 1, pers. comm.). Instead, according to the
original project plan, representatives of local communities and local associations were intended to be
invited to dialogue groups (CAB and SEPA, 2016a) where they would be able to present their opinions
and provide the process with local knowledge and ideas. According to former regional desk officer 1,
the decision of CAB and SEPA to limit participation in the negotiation group was to keep the discussions
at an overarching level and not get too involved in specific details. The representatives in the
negotiation group were all designated by their respective organisations, and according to the meeting
minutes, the different interests were nearly always present at the negotiations meeting, which implies
that the presence of interests at the meetings was not biased.
In the first stage, 2015-2017, the process was not structured in a way that facilitated equal
participation. Since the process was considered time-consuming and affected the work with the
reindeer husbandry, an important aspect of equality concerned economic compensation for the RHCs’
participation. This was an important concern for the RHCs since the representatives did not have the
same resources available as the authorities or the two municipalities (RHC representative 3, pers.
comm.). Paid participation in the project had been requested by the RHCs already during the first
meeting in 2015 (SEPA, 2015a), but no compensation was given during the first two years 37 (RHC
representative 4 & 5, pers. comm.).
The opportunities for all representatives to express their opinions during negotiation meetings were
limited in the first stage, according to the informants. A Sami Parliament representative expressed
concerns about the limited influence of Sami actors during a meeting in March 2016 (SEPA, 2016b).
The representative uttered that RHCs and the Sami Parliament were invited to, rather than
participated in the project (SEPA, 2016b). Other representatives describe an uneven power balance
between the authorities and the RHCs (RHC representative 3, 4, former regional desk officer 1, pers.
comm.). According to former regional desk officer 1, SEPA took a very dominant role in the first stage
of the project.
‘If it can’t be this way, we have the money, we can actually finish the process at any time.’ That’s how
it was sometimes [...]. (former regional desk officer 1, personal comment)

37

During a meeting in 2017, it was decided that the RHC representatives would receive retroactive
compensation for their participation at negotiation meetings in 2016 (SEPA, 2017c).
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Many RHC representatives experienced that issues that they deemed important were not discussed at
all (RHC representative 3, 4, 5, pers. comm.) and several informants, Sami and non-Sami, express that
there was a tendency from the authorities to postpone discussions on controversial issues. The written
communication from the RHCs to the authorities in the spring of 2016 display a frustration among the
RHCs on the uncertainty over issues concerning reindeer husbandry, issues that they considered
fundamental (Handölsdalen, Mittådalen and Tåssåsen RHCs, 2016a, Handölsdalen RHC, 2016).
Ultimately, it was the low level of equal participation in the first part of the process that contributed
to that Handölsdalen RHC, with the support of Mittådalen and Tåssåsen RHCs, opposed the national
park project in May 2016.
When the second attempt in the national park process was initiated in 2017, equality played a more
prominent role. The most striking feature of equality was the written statement of CAB and SEPA from
2017, where they stated that the national park process could not proceed if any key actor38 opposed
the project at any time (SEPA, 2017d). The statement entailed a veto for all participating organisations
except for the tourism organisation, and in practice, it meant that all votes of the key organisations
were equally weighted. The statement from CAB and SEPA profoundly changed the process and
enabled a different discussion climate in the negotiation group. The veto was together with
clarifications on SEPA’s position in important issues presented in the written statement, one of the
main reasons for which the process could continue in 2017 as it enabled the continued participation
of the RHCs. Several of the RHC representatives felt more secure knowing that they could oppose the
project at any time and that it would be respected by the authorities (RHC representatives 1, 4 and 5).
“It was a security in itself, that you know that no matter what, if it goes really bad and nothing works,
we can say no.” (RHC representative 5, pers. comm.).
During the second stage, CAB and SEPA spent much time designing the process in such a way that it
enabled equal participation (national desk officer 3, pers. comm.). Two researchers with expertise in
natural resource governance were consulted to support the project leaders in designing the process
to support the effective participation of the RHCs (as rights holders) and other affected actors (SEPA,
2018a). It was the project leaders who were responsible for developing the meeting agendas and
structuring the meetings, but all representatives felt they were able to influence the process. The
informants experienced that they had the opportunity to express their opinions and voice concerns,
and several RHC representatives mention that they were positively surprised that the authorities
listened to them.
I have had to change my opinion about authorities [...], in this process we were allowed to sit down and
discuss. We have never been allowed to do that before… in this way. And they listened. (RHC
representative 2, pers. comm.)
Plenty of time was given to process issues and concerns raised by the representatives. When needed,
the agenda was restructured, and issues were given the time necessary to properly discuss them
through (tourism representative, pers. comm.). The agendas and information documents were sent to
the representatives long in advance before the meetings, to allow for all representatives to prepare
before the meetings (regional desk officer 3, pers. comm.). The RHCs were given the influence to
decide when to schedule meetings, to fit with the various workloads of the reindeer husbandry
throughout the seasons (RHC representative 5, pers. comm.).

38

CAB, SEPA, Sami Parliament, Handölsdalen RHC, Mittådalen RHC, Tåssåsen RHC, Berg municipality, Åre
municipality
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The process was built on a consensus approach, which helped create a sense of safety for the RHC
representatives. RHC representative 3 expresses that they never felt they had to worry about going to
a meeting and become overruled by any majority (pers. comm.). Many of the decisions were made in
consensus, including the final decision to accept the MSPÖI document in October 2018 (SEPA, 2018j),
despite representatives concluding that not all aspects in the document had been fully discussed on
and needed further consideration. This was also clearly stated in the MSPÖI document, where it was
concluded that the only permanent decisions regarding a potential park were the national park
purpose and associated objectives.
The document is not a final decision about establishing a national park or the design of such a park,
but rather a milestone - a declaration of intent - on which further work in the national park project will
be based. The document contains a final decision only concerning the eventual park’s objectives and
purpose. (SEPA, 2018f:1)
After the MSPÖI document had been accepted in the negotiation group, the representatives had to
anchor the document in their respective organisations. This step was set as a precondition, a
milestone, for the process to move into the second stage (see Figure 1. Process plan page 37). The
anchoring of the document was a clear feature of equality since the organisation was given the
opportunity to accept or reject the document and the national park process. When reflecting on this
step, many of the negotiation representatives experienced that this milestone backlashed on the
process. According to RHC representative 2 and 3, some members in the RHCs seemed to perceive this
step as a final decision and that acceptance of the document would entail the establishment of the
national park, without any opportunities for the RHCs to further influence the process (pers. comm.).
The veto right was, therefore, played out in February 2019, when Handölsdalen RHC decided to
withdraw from the process.

7.2 Reason
The quality of reason took different expressions and looked quite different during the two stages of
the national park process. During the first stage, from 2015 to the summer of 2017, the level of
reasoned analysis also differed throughout the process. In the start-up in 2015, the initial intention of
SEPA to only include representatives from the agency itself, CAB, and Berg and Åre municipalities in
the negotiation group (CAB and SEPA, 2016a) displayed a top-down approach with limited room for
reasoned analysis. The decision, mainly advocated by CAB, to include representatives from the RHCs
in the negotiation group as well as a representative from the tourism sector allowed for the inclusion
of two very important sectors in the area and, consequently, a broader set of perspectives in the
national park process.
During the first negotiation group meeting that took place in June 2015, the regional and national
officers made attempts to bring different perspectives together and into the discussions. Different
exercises were carried out where the participants were asked to discuss in groups how they perceived
a national park and what positive and negative outcomes they envisaged, as well as how the
participants considered the objectives of a future park (SEPA, 2015a). At the same meeting, discussions
were held about the possibilities to arrange study visits to other national parks, with the purpose to
learn from other similar processes. Several suggestions were discussed, including one marine national
park in the south-west of Sweden and national parks in reindeer husbandry areas in Finland or Norway,
parks that have similar conditions as the proposed area in Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags (ibid.). The
intention was to carry out a study visit during the spring of 2016, but the trip was never realised.
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Despite seeming attempts in the first meeting to open up the discussions for a broader set of
perspectives, several participants describe the discussions during the initial negotiation meetings as
narrow and limited and with SEPA constraining the dialogue (RHC representative 4, pers. comm.,
former regional desk officer 1, 2 pers. comm., tourism representative, pers. comm.). The RHCs
experienced that issues they considered important regarding reindeer husbandry were not brought
into the discussions and often postponed to future discussions.
The discussions in the negotiation group highly revolved around the national park purpose and with
participants attempting to discuss how to develop the purpose of the park to include more than
preserving nature, since the landscape is characterised by grazing reindeer. The responses from SEPA
did not contribute to facilitating further discussions.
[...] SEPA replied that the national park purpose is clearly stated in the National Park Ordinance. It
states that should be an ‘area that is preserved in mainly unchanged condition’. And it was repeated
from SEPA as a mantra, which made everyone in the negotiation group, including CAB, very frustrated
because we still needed to define how and in relation to what. That was an issue that arose in the next
meeting and the next meeting and the next meeting (former regional desk officer 1, pers. comm.).
The limited scope of what issues to discuss and how, ultimately resulted in the RHC representatives
not feeling involved and taken seriously (RHC representative 2 and 3, pers. comm.), which led to the
opposition from Handölsdalen RHC, supported by the two other RHCs, in May 2016 (Handölsdalen
RHC, 2016). In the opposition letter, unpredictability around many for the RHCs important issues was
explained as one of the main reasons.
The different communicative aspects presented above show a low quality of reason. It led to
Handölsdalen rejecting the process in 2016, and it also resulted in the negotiation group getting stuck
in the first stage of the process. The regional desk officer 2 describes the atmosphere in 2017 as
polarised, where many participants were critical to the process and participated to defend their own
interests (pers. comm.). During a negotiation meeting in June 2017, an RHC representative expressed
that apart from the importance of adhering to legislation and conventions, it is also important to
consider the interests of the RHCs (SEPA, 2017c). The comment displays a frustration of the RHC
representative of the rigidness of a framework that does not fit with the livelihoods of the RHCs. The
comment can also be seen as a request to broaden the perspectives in the negotiations, from building
on solely a technical dimension to also incorporating livelihoods and culture in the discussions.
When the process entered the second stage with a new project management team in the late summer
of 2017, a new approach was taken. The new strategy of CAB and SEPA was to immediately deal with
difficult questions rather than avoid them, which was the experience from the previous stage of the
process (regional desk officer 2, pers. comm.). By identifying difficult issues and bringing them to the
table early in the process, the idea was that it would enable trust-building and allow the participants
to feel that they were taken seriously and listened to (ibid.). At a negotiation meeting in October 2017,
different discussion exercises were held. The participants were divided into smaller groups and were
asked to comment on, replace, and suggest new formulations for the original national park purpose
that was proposed in the pre-study from 2012 (SEPA, 2017e). Several exercises were carried out to
stimulate discussions on some of the most controversial issues of the process, the national park
purpose and possible objectives for the park. The participants were also given homework to discuss
the same issues with the respective organisations, and they were asked to bring the results to the next
meeting for further discussions (ibid.) CAB and SEPA often provided the representatives with different
types of written information, for them to process and discuss with their organisations before bringing
the results to the upcoming meeting.
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In 2017, CAB and SEPA initiated several projects to build a knowledge base for the national park
process. SEPA started a project on reindeer husbandry with the aim to uncover the relation between
Sami rights and protected areas (SEPA, 2017b). A trail investigation was initiated with the purpose of
revising the area’s trail system while preventing and minimising negative impacts on the ecological
values and the reindeer husbandry in the area (SEPA, 2017a). In the projects and during the meetings
with the negotiation group, work on identifying different types of land use and human activities were
carried out. An important part of this work was mapping the RHCs’ land use in the mountains,
identifying the locations of reindeer herder cabins and other important facilities (RHC representative
4, pers. comm.). The approach of CAB and SEPA was highly evidence-driven in that different experts
were consulted throughout the process. Several researchers were invited to the negotiation meetings
to provide knowledge about certain topics such as impacts of human activities and exploitation on
reindeer husbandry (SEPA, 2018b) and conflict resolution and inclusion of RHCs in decision-making
processes (SEPA, 2018d). Experiences from other Swedish national parks and protected areas were
also brought into the process. During one meeting, an officer working for the Swedish marine national
park Kosterhavet, famous for its local management structure, was invited over Skype to present his
experiences of the local management organisation and the process of establishing the marine national
park (SEPA, 2018c). At the beginning of the second part of the process, a representative from the
Laponia39 process was invited (SEPA, 2017a). The Laponia process also revolved around conflict of
interests, and the representative was invited to talk about how the negotiations formed around
learning, mutual respect and by building a general picture of the situation (SEPA, 2017a). Discussions
followed at a later meeting on how the national park process could learn from Laponia, by building on
common values and by creating a framework on how to deal with issues (SEPA, 2017b).
The Open Standard workshops that were carried out in 2018 were one part of the process that had a
distinct feature of reasoning. The set-up of the workshops, where different perspectives were brought
together to analyse the status of different values in the national park area (ecological, cultural,
reindeer husbandry, and outdoor life values) allowed for reasoned analysis and stimulated the
participants to share their knowledge, experience and perceptions with others. The negotiation group
representatives, professionals from CAB and SEPA, as well as tourism representatives, were invited
and teamed in groups to discuss and contribute to the scoping exercise. The information produced at
the workshops were supposed to be used further into the process by different working groups who
would develop suggestions for national park regulations and guidelines. Apart from knowledge
production, the workshops also contributed to breaking down silo mentalities and helped to build a
shared understanding of opportunities and threats of the area.
I mean, there was an official purpose, but unofficially it was also about having these different people,
actors in this context to look at the others’ perspectives. But also, to see, when putting these serious
threats next to each other, looking at which way things actually come together, you have common
concerns [...]. Sometimes you have common threats. (regional desk officer 1, pers. comm.)
The reaction from the workshop participants differed, but for many, the discussions resulted in an aha
moment, ‘Is that how it is? It that how the reindeer herders perceive it?’ (regional desk officer 1, pers.
comm.). Several of the RHC representatives explain that the workshops were helpful for them to
illustrate the challenges of reindeer husbandry in the area, and they felt that their concerns were
considered (RHC representative 2, 3, 4, 5, pers. comm.). The representatives felt they had the chance
39

Laponia is a UNESCO world heritage site in northern Sweden comprised of four national parks, two nature
reserves, managed by a local association where the area’s seven reindeer herding communities are
represented. See “Laponia – ett levande världsarv” 2020.
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to shed light on how the increasing tourism and outdoor life in the area impact reindeer husbandry
and their livelihoods. “It was really good. We even took the workshop coordinator (CAB officer, my
comment) and went for a small field trip, ‘is it really that bad in certain areas and places?’ Yes, it is, I
said!” (RHC representative 4, pers. comm.).
The discussions during the negotiation meetings were also structured in a way that facilitated reasoned
analysis. Different approaches were used for different issues, but one frequent approach was to
discuss controversial issues on multiple occasions (municipality desk officer 1, pers. comm.). When the
issue of the management structure for the future park was discussed at a meeting, the project leaders
gave a presentation of different management alternatives, which was followed by group discussions
about the pros and cons of each alternative (SEPA, 2018c). The meeting was preceded by a
memorandum sent from SEPA to all representatives about different management structures and local
and national experiences of each alternative (SEPA, 2018l). Other meetings were structured with
similar settings, identifying different alternatives for each issue and discussing the pros and cons. In
the decision-making processes, the representatives were asked to explain their claims and positions,
and to suggest changes and corrections in proposals (national desk officer 3, pers. comm.) The
negotiation group representatives experienced the discussion climate and meeting set-ups as positive.
“You never had to feel that, ‘God, what is it we are talking about now?’, but it was always that we got
the whole general picture” (municipality desk officer 1, pers. comm.).
It has been a very constructive approach. Every actor describes how one sees it and why they see what
they see, and also, you listened to the arguments of the others. (national desk officer 1, pers. comm.)
When the negotiation group worked on developing the MSPÖI document, a working group of four
people was set up in December 2017 and assigned to develop suggestions for the national park
purpose and associated objectives (SEPA, 2018m). The working group was comprised of the project
leaders of CAB and SEPA, the Sami coordinator and the tourism representative, and worked along with
the negotiation group to develop different formulations. The formulations were presented to the
negotiation group, who discussed it and developed revised formulations. The representatives then
discussed with their respective organisations and suggested revised and new formulations, which were
then brought back to the negotiation group for further discussions (national desk officer 1, pers.
comm.). This way, the issues were processed multiple times over a long time before the final
formulations were accepted in the MSPÖI document.
Many representatives describe the second part of the process as a forum for learning and mutual
understanding (tourism representative, RHC representative 2, 3, pers. comm.), and the strong will
among the representatives to find joint solutions. “It has been clear, I think, that there was trust in the
work. There was a joint, a clear picture where we, a joint picture for joint work really. And a will
forward. This is what we want together.” (municipality desk officer 2, pers. comm.). Municipality desk
officer 1 describes the process as a continuous dialogue rather than a negotiation process. “It was not
like ‘okay if you get this, we get this’, it wasn’t those kinds of discussions, but rather, how can we do
this in the best way possible for everyone?” (municipality desk officer 1, pers. comm.).
The RHC representatives experienced that the understanding of the conditions for reindeer husbandry
by the non-Sami actors grew during the process (RHC representative 3, 4, 5, pers. comm.), but the
growing understanding was mutual. RHC representative 2 describes the process as an eye-opener to
better understand how the authorities are constituted and how their work is set up (pers. comm.). The
shared understanding as a result of reasoning, likely contributed to the high level of trust among the
participants in the negotiation group, experienced by many representatives (tourism representative,
municipality desk officer 2, RHC representative 2 and 3, pers. comm.). The sense of trust positively
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contributed to the decision of all present negotiation group representatives to accept the final MSPÖI
document in October 2018, a decision made in consensus after over a year of reasoning (SEPA, 2018j).
During the same period, however, the two legal reports about the rights of RHCs and Sami rights in the
MSPÖI document were published. The reports, published in October and November 2018, were only
briefly presented during a negotiation meeting at the end of November 2018 (regional desk officer 2,
pers. comm.), one month after the MSPÖI document had been accepted by the representatives. Before
the negotiation meeting in November, the RHC representatives had discussed the legal reports at a
separate meeting (RHC representative 3, pers. comm.). The timing of the release of the legal reports
did not fall out well with the work of anchoring the MSPÖI document in the different organisations.
Representatives requested that the lawyers come to a negotiation meeting to present their results and
to provide clarification on certain issues (SEPA, 2018k). It was also requested that the lawyers of SEPA
would attend the same meeting to also include the perspectives of environmental legislation in the
analysis (municipality desk officer 1, pers. comm.). The meeting was, however, never realised, which
sparked frustration among several participants. RHC representative 1 questioned the purpose of
ordering the reports as they were not sufficiently considered and processed in the process (pers.
comm.). The lack of reasoning over the results of the legal reports contributed to the turmoil in the
last months of the process. As the two legal reports came to quite different conclusions, one providing
guidelines to strengthen Sami rights and one suggesting radical changes in the MSPÖI document,
confusion and uncertainty arose in the RHCs on how to interpret the reports. The confusion further
fuelled distrust and miscommunication and was a contributing factor to the decision of Handölsdalen
RHCs to reject the MSPÖI document in February 2019.

7.3 Publicity
During stage one of the process, much focus was put on communicating the national park process to
the public. Several dialogue meetings open to the public were arranged in local communities located
in and around the national park area during the winter of 2015/2016. The purpose of the meetings
was two-fold, to provide information and to enable the public to contribute with knowledge and
opinions (CAB and SEPA, 2016a). The dialogue meetings received much media attention and were
covered in both local TV and radio as well as newspapers. Many local citizens were critical to the idea
of a national park, and the critical voices were reflected in the media coverage (SEPA, 2016a+b). During
the spring of 2016, a communication plan was developed and was published along with the original
project plan (CAB and SEPA, 2016a), displaying the high ambitions of CAB and SEPA to put the national
park process under the scrutiny of the public eye. The communication plan identified several target
groups, including RHCs, local communities, and tourists, and several up time-bound communication
targets were set up. Targets included among the following, more than 80 percent of the adult
population in the county of Jämtland would be aware of the national park process by the end of 2018,
and that by the end of 2016, all organisations represented in the negotiation group and related working
groups would perceive the project as built on dialogue and collaboration. As a further step of
communicating the national park process to the open public, a webpage was developed in 2016 (SEPA,
2016b). The results from the dialogue meetings were published on the webpage (former regional desk
officer 1, pers. comm.), but the meeting minutes from the negotiation meetings were not made
available to the public.
Despite ambitions of building the process on “pro-active an open communication” as set out in the
communication plan (SEPA, 2016b:1), the RHCs did not experience open communication in the
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beginning, and they were increasingly concerned over the process, as they felt their interests were not
taken into account.
They had a few meetings, maybe we had a couple of meetings [negotiation meetings, my comment],
but mainly they were out arranging meetings in the villages. We felt like they promised things, how the
national park would look like, for example, that snowmobile driving would still be allowed, but we had
not even discussed that. [...] So we had the feeling, this has already been settled, it is done. (RHC
representative 3, pers. comm.)
After the rejection of Handölsdalen RHC in May 2016, the process was set on hold, and no information
was given to the RHCs for several months (RHC representative 4, 5, pers. comm.).
When the second stage was initiated, the revised project plan reflected a higher ambition concerning
publicity. The document stated that the project “shall entail a national park process that is clear,
transparent and gives the opportunity to the Sami Parliament, affected RHCs and municipalities to
participate, as well as to give those who are interested and feel affected to share their opinions, fears,
and suggestions (SEPA, 2018a:19). This was also stated in the written communication from SEPA to the
negotiation group in October 2017, where they stated their intentions with the national park process
(SEPA, 2017d). No public dialogue meetings were held during the second stage of the project, it was
decided that meetings with the public would be held after the MSPÖI document containing a
preliminary direction for the process had been developed (SEPA, 2017e). Initially, the public dialogue
meetings were scheduled to start by the end of 2018 (ibid.), but as the decision-making process was
delayed, no meetings were carried out.
The webpage was an important tool to communicate with the public and contained information about
the area, updates about the process, and information on how an eventual park could impact different
activities. In 2017 and 2018, the public was also able to subscribe to regular newsletters containing
brief information about what was happening in the process.40 Meeting minutes from the negotiation
group meetings were in the second part of the process published on the webpage, which made the
process more available to public scrutiny. The meeting minutes were of a very concise character which
displays the trade-off between transparency and integrity since the purpose of keeping the minutes
brief was to ensure the integrity of the representatives and to allow for an open discussion climate at
the meetings (former regional desk officer 1, pers. comm.).
The negotiation group representatives experienced that the communication within the negotiation
group worked very well, with an open discussion climate and clear communication between the
officers of CAB and SEPA and the representatives from the other organisations. A limiting constraint
regarding the publicity aspects of the process was the difficulties for the RHC representatives to
communicate the discussions of the negotiation group to their members in the RHCs. Several RHC
informants expressed that the workload during the last stage of the process was too high and that they
struggled with keeping up with processing all information and discussing it with the respective RHC
members. The representatives were to some extent given support by the Sami coordinator and a legal
advisor from CAB, but both RHC representatives and public officers express that it was not sufficient
(Sami Parliament desk officer, RHC representative 4, regional desk officer 1, pers. comm.).
[Y]ou still have 40 members to which you have to present the proceedings of this work. So, it was not
just that meeting, it was continuous information to our members. It was a damn job just working with
that. (RHC representative 4, pers. comm.)

40

Webpage accessed May 20, 219.
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The poor level of publicity in terms of communication between the negotiation group and the RHCs
was a major contributing factor to the turmoil at the end of the process, according to several
informants (Sami Parliament desk officer, regional desk officer 1 & 2, municipality desk officer 1, RHC
representative 2 & 3, pers. comm.). Apart from informing about the proceedings and outcomes of the
negotiations, RHC representatives explain that it was difficult to transfer the sense of trust that the
representatives experienced to the other members in the RHCs. The members that had not been
participating in the negotiation meeting did not have the same understanding of how the process had
played out (RHC representative 3, pers. comm.). The regional officers at CAB express that they should
have been more present and participated at more meetings with the RHCs, to inform about the process
and to listen to concerns and opinions (regional desk officer 1 and 2, pers. comm.). “Why would they
trust people that they haven’t even met that are sitting and discussing issues concerning their
livelihoods, who don’t even show up?” (regional desk officer 1, pers. comm.). In a report made by the
Sami coordinator in 2018, the RHCs’ need for more information about the process became evident.
The report presented the perceptions and views of the RHCs and built on several meetings between
the Sami coordinator and the RHCs that had been carried out since September 2017 (CAB, 2018). In
the report, the Sami coordinator affirmed the lack of time of the RHCs representatives, presented
above. “It is obvious that the RHCs’ representatives in the negotiation group do not have time to inform
the other community members about the discussions held during the meetings, or about the principal
positions that are taken during the work” (CAB, 2018:11). The report, published in February 2018, was
perhaps an early warning bell as one of the main messages of the report was the need for clear
information about the proceedings of the process, “in the continued work the need for information
towards all RHC members must be noted (ibid:11). It is unclear how the report was received by the
authorities and the other organisations since no references are made to it in the public national park
process documentation.
Regional desk officer 1 regrets that the CAB officers did not participate in the meetings between the
RHCs and the Sami coordinator, and concludes that they should have been more active in providing
the RHC members with information about the process. The project leaders of CAB and SEPA
participated in a few meetings with the RHCs at the end of the process when the situation was already
shaky, but by then it was already too late (regional desk officer 2, pers. comm.). The lack of information
and open communication in the RHCs was a contributing factor to the confusion and uncertainty that
arose in the RHCs after the MSPÖI and the legal reports had been published. Several informants doubt
that all information reached all RHC members in the process and imply that the lack of full and open
information likely contributed to the internal disagreements in the RHCs. Ultimately, the limited
communication between the negotiation group and the RHCs members was an important factor in the
happenings that resulted in the rejection made by Handölsdalen RHC in early 2019.
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7.4 Deliberative elements in review
2015
Process start-up

Equality low

Oct-Nov 2018
Release of legal reports

Reason & publicity low

Oct-Feb 2018
MSPÖI document
acceptance
by organisations

Equality high

Winter 2015/2016
Dialogue meetings local
communities

Publicity high

October 2018

May 2016

2017

Rejection by the RHCs

Process re-start

Equality & reason low

Equality & reason high

MSPÖI document
acceptance by
negotiation group

Spring 2018

October 2017
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FIGURE 3. DELIBERATIVE MILESTONES IN THE NATIONAL PARK PROCESS AND LEVELS OF DELIBERATIVE ELEMENTS
As presented in the chapter above, the quality of equality, reason, and publicity and thus deliberation
as a whole varied largely throughout the national park process. Figure xx, above, illustrates the most
prominent milestones with regards to the deliberative qualities. Overall, there was a large shift in
deliberative quality from the first stage to the second stage. Although the deliberative elements varied
over time, the sum of deliberative qualities increased significantly during the second stage of the
process.
The first stage of the process facilitated poor levels of equality. The initial intention of SEPA of not
including the RHCs, the stakeholder group whose livelihoods depended on access to the lands, into the
negotiation group (steering group) illustrated the unequal starting point for the process, in terms of
deliberation. Though the RHCs and representatives from the Sami Parliament and the tourism sector
was later included in the group in the start-up of the process in 2015, levels of both equality and
reasoning were low during the negotiation meetings. According to the representatives, SEPA dictated
the discussions and controversial issues were either postponed or considered difficult to discuss.
Levels of publicity were, on the other hand, quite high in the first of the process. Both CAB and SEPA
were active in making the process available for public scrutiny as they arranged several dialogue
meetings with local communities where local citizens were provided with information and the ability
to provide their opinions to the authority. The high levels of publicity did not fall into fertile ground
among the RHCs, however, as they felt the authorities made promises to the local communities, which
had not been discussed yet in the negotiation group. The poor quality of reason and equality resulted
in a lack of trust among the RHCs, which was expressed in their first missive that they handed over to
CAB in January 2016. Since the RHCs did not consider that their demands were met by the authorities,
they announced that they dropped out of the process in May 2016. Altogether, the quality of
deliberation was limited during the first two years of the process.
When the process restarted in 2017, elements of deliberation became more salient. CAB and SEPA
chose a different approach when initiating the second stage of the process, focusing on trust-building
in the negotiation group. When SEPA in October 2017 submitted their written intention statement,
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concluding that they would not proceed if any of the municipalities, RHCs, or the Sami Parliament
would oppose the national park. The statement gave the actors, apart from the tourism organisation,
a veto and ultimately an equal vote in the national park process. Through the statement, SEPA thus
completely re-arranged the power relations between themselves and the other organisations and it
raised the bar regarding equality throughout the second stage of the process. For the RHCs, the veto
entailed both the possibility to negotiate on equal terms with the authorities, but it played an
important role in rebuilding the trust towards the authorities in the negotiation group. The decision of
CAB and SEPA to deal with difficult issues before the more easily solved ones was a strategy that both
improved the levels of trust in the group, but it also allowed for reason to take a more prominent role
in the process. The negotiations meetings were structured in such a way that improved joint learning
and shared understanding among the negotiation group representatives. This was further exemplified
through the Open Standards workshops that were carried out during the spring of 2018. Through the
workshops, many of the RHC representatives felt they were able to properly present the reasons
behind their positions and claims, one of the key elements of reasoning. The majority of the
negotiation group representatives interviewed stated that the negotiation group was working for the
common good in that they sought for joint solutions for the benefit of all organisations. Moreover, the
decisions were to a large extent taken through consensus. These features represent high levels of
equality and reason, and it resulted in high levels of trust in the negotiation group.
The level of publicity was, however, quite limited in the second stage of the national park process. The
decision of the authorities to not hold any dialogue meetings with the local communities until after
the MSPÖI document had been anchored with the respective organisations limited the abilities for
public scrutiny. The process was made public through the webpage, meeting minutes and newsletters,
but the documentation was deliberately concise. The concise format was a compromise between high
transparency to allow for public scrutiny and an open discussion climate that allowed the
representatives in the negotiation group to speak freely. A feature of the limited levels of publicity was
also the lack of sufficient communication between the authorities and the RHCs. The RHCs
representatives did not have the time to sufficiently communicate the proceedings and discussions of
the process to the other members of the RHCs, despite support from the Sami coordinator and a legal
adviser from CAB. The insufficient communication between the authorities and the RHCs limited the
opportunities of trust-building, as the trust experienced in the negotiation group could not be
transferred to the RHCs. The legal reports were released at a time when the lack of trust had become
mobilised in the RHCs, during the fall of 2018 when the MSPÖI had to be accepted or rejected by the
organisations. The reports were not sufficiently processed in the negotiation group or the RHCs,
according to both Sami and non-Sami representatives. The decision not to process the reports can be
viewed as a poor level of reasoning since the conclusions were not brought in for discussion or
evaluation in relation to the MSPÖI document. The limited quality of reason and publicity likely fuelled
the lack of trust towards the authorities among members in the RHCs.
The anchoring of the MSPÖI document during the fall and winter of 2018/2019 became the ultimate
proof of equality since the intention of the authorities was to give the organisations the opportunity
to have an equal say if the national park process should continue or not. When Handölsdalen RHC
rejected the MSPÖI document in February 2019, SEPA accepted the rejection and decided not to
proceed with the project, in May 2019. The levels of equality thus remained at a high level throughout
the second stage of the national park process, despite more limited levels of publicity and reason.
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8. Discussion
8.1 Answering the research questions
8.1.1 Sub-question A: What is the socio-cultural and political context for the
participating actors in the national park process?
The contemporary situation in the area of Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags highly influenced the negotiations
in the national park process. Increasing pressures of land use claims in the area have reshaped the
mountain arena significantly with increasing demands for the landscape to provide a multitude of
functions such as job provision, raw material, energy, and recreation. The increasing land-use interests
have resulted in negative economic impacts on the reindeer husbandry since increasing fragmentation
is detrimental to the connectivity required for the semi-domesticated reindeer herds to roam freely.
The development in the area is not a single phenomenon but is rather a manifestation of current trends
on increasing land use claims on Sami lands (see e.g. Spangen, Salmi, Äikäs, Ojala and Nordin, 2015,
Larsen et al., 2017, Johnsen, 2018). It further links to growing natural resource exploitation demands
on Indigenous territories globally due to growing populations and rising energy demands (Lawrence
and Larsen, 2017). At the forefront of the development in the area is the expanding tourism sector, an
important engine for rural development and job provision, which relies on access to the same lands as
the reindeer husbandry, resulting in conflicts with the interests of the reindeer herders. Apart from
the increasing negative impacts on reindeer husbandry, the large streams of visitors have led to the
deterioration of the ecological values in parts of the area in recent times.
The historical context of the Sami-state relationship largely influenced the national park process. The
relation between the Swedish state and the Sami has historically been characterised by discrimination
and colonial structures. The past reveals land-use conflicts between Sami reindeer herders and nonSami settlers in the late nineteenth century, where the reindeer herders’ needs were considered of
lesser importance by the state than the settlers’ interests (Jentoft, Minde, and Nilsen, 2003). The
adoption of the Reindeer Grazing Act in 1886 that formalised the herders’ customary use but
terminated any forms of formal ownership (Mörkenstam, 2005), and the imposition of nomadic
herding as the true Sami identity through segregation and assimilation policies in the first half of the
20th century41 are two different manifestations of the colonial enactment of the Swedish state towards
the Sami community. Remnants of history continue to imprint the relations between the Sami and the
authorities (Green, 2009) and were expressed by all RHC informants. The historical role of reindeer
husbandry in Sweden is largely congruent with the historical and colonial trajectories of pastoralist
marginalisation and discrimination around the globe (cf. Nori, Taylor and Sensi, 2008, Pavanello, 2009,
Haller et al., 2016). In the national park process, representatives of all participant organisations could
subscribe to history as a contextual factor that implicitly underpinned the perceptions of the
negotiations.
Political aspects surrounding protected area designation processes in Sweden today was a contextual
factor that further affected the national park process. National park establishment processes in
Sweden have traditionally been top-down and expert centred (Holmgren et al., 2017), building on a
legislative framework underpinned by ideas of protecting areas perceived as characterised by
wilderness or pristineness (Mels, 2002). The conceptions of protecting nature perceived as untouched

41

See ”Colonisation” 2020

79

often conflict with traditional land-use practices and customary rights (Holmgren et al., 2017, Moen,
2006), and was manifested early in the national park process through the contestation of the RHCs.
Against this background, the national park process of Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags put the state actors at
a crossroads, either to proceed with traditional conservation as business as usual or to refashion
national park establishment practices and reformation of conservation objectives.

8.1.2 Sub-question B: Which institutions did the participating actors draw on
to support their positions in the national park negotiations, and how
did these institutions affect the negotiations?
Socially embedded institutions such as local norms and beliefs were highly present in the national park
process, and the results suggest that local institutions played a central role in the negotiations.
Throughout the national park process, the reindeer herders supported their positions, building on local
norms of appropriate land use and cultural beliefs of distrust towards authorities. Local norms of
appropriate land use became visible in how the RHCs framed their dependency on the landscape as a
matter of survival and as having to defend reindeer husbandry against other land-use interests and
perceived threats. The norms of appropriate land use link to and build on other norms and beliefs,
such as beliefs of heritage and identity, expressed e.g. through perceived obligations to pass the
tradition of reindeer husbandry on to future generations. Drawing on these norms, the RHCs
accentuated their indigeneity and managed to distinguish themselves from other local stakeholders in
the process. By positioning themselves as rights holders, the RHCs advanced their negotiation space
and propelled the authorities to address the state’s obligations towards the Sami people in the
negotiations.
The norms of appropriate land use were often accompanied by beliefs of distrust towards authorities.
The beliefs entrenched the collective perceptions of the reindeer herders and can be traced back to
the colonial relationships and incidents between the Swedish state and Sami reindeer herders, but also
links to modern-day unequal power structures between Sami and public state actors (Green, 2009).
These beliefs can be seen to constitute a part of the reindeer herder identity, housing perceptions of
continuous struggles with authorities and a sense of feeling misunderstood. Beliefs of distrusting
authorities were not explicitly used to support the RHCs’ positions, but it underpinned the claims of
the communities through the constant seeking of guarantees to defend reindeer husbandry
throughout the negotiations.
The use of bureaucratic institutions was also highly prominent in the negotiations. The main institution
used by the RHCs to support their positions was the Reindeer Husbandry Right. Being both a socially
embedded institution in that the right builds on the herders’ customary land use, and a bureaucratic
institution formalised in the Reindeer Husbandry Act, the RHCs utilized the right as a bureaucratic
institution, and it became a powerful tool that helped them strengthen their position as rights holders.
By building on the Reindeer Husbandry Right, they could advance themselves beyond the stakeholder
role, a conception sometimes applied in land use decisions where state actors risk treating reindeer
husbandry as one of many land-use claims, thus “ignoring Sami rights to land and resources” (Kløcker
Larsen & Raitio, 2019:15). Through their claims, the RHCs tested the practical worth of the Reindeer
Husbandry Right and its robustness against other bureaucratic institutions such as the Right of Public
Access or the Hunting Ordinance. The outcomes were mostly in favour of the RHCs. In several
discussions, the RHCs advanced their claims and successfully refashioned the status of the Reindeer
Husbandry Right in the national park and its relation to other land use claims.
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Sami rights beyond the Reindeer Husbandry Right were, however, not highly prevalent in the
negotiations. The Sami parliament attempted to broaden the negotiations beyond reindeer husbandry
to involve Sami culture and land use and supported their claims by appealing to the importance of
incorporating traditional knowledge in the process. This was neither contested by the RHCs, but nor
considered crucial and can likely be traced back to the forceful imposition of nomadic herding as the
true Sami identity through government policies in the first half of the 20th century42. These policies
institutionalised a division between Sami reindeer herders and non-reindeer herding Sami, which likely
contributed to the perceptions of the reindeer herders in that reindeer husbandry is what constitutes
Sami culture and societal life.
In the national park purpose negotiations, the institutions which the authorities and RHCs drew on
diverged greatly. The divergence displayed a misfit between the bureaucratic institutions attempted
to be imposed by the authorities, and the socially embedded institutions of the herder communities.
The provision in the Environmental Code, which regulates the purpose, is underpinned by norms that
build on ideas of nature as untouched (Mels, 2002). The institutional practices of SEPA are aligned with
the provision and reveal similar norms on conservation objectives and links to beliefs of what nature
is constituted of. This set of norms and beliefs separates culture from nature and, together with the
legislative framework, leaves little room for interpretation of landscapes that lay outside the perceived
realm of wilderness. These institutions clashed with the realities of the reindeer herders early in the
process. The RHCs, drawing on norms of landscape perceptions, framed the area as a cultural
landscape and thus rejected norms on untouched nature through their demand of including reindeer
husbandry in the purpose. Through their demands, the RHCs problematized the authorities’ beliefs on
what nature is and how it should be protected by contesting the separation of culture and nature, by
claiming that there is no separation. The authorities acknowledged early in the process that the area
is shaped by the presence of the Sami and reindeer husbandry, but the set of rules, norms, and beliefs
held by SEPA were tough and did not allow for different interpretations to take place in practice which
explains why the purpose negotiation could not be resolved so easily. The gradual shift that started
within SEPA displays an alteration process where beliefs of what nature is and norms on what to
protect gradually shifted to the realisation that national parks could seek to protect more than
ecological values. The shift started with the introduction of national park objectives, allowing reindeer
husbandry to be one of them, but became most prominent in the summer of 2018, when SEPA
accepted the inclusion of reindeer husbandry in the national park purpose. The displayed shift aligns
with the conclusion of Holmgren et al. (2017), who contend that Swedish conservation practices are
moving away from national parks as “museums of ecology” (p. 33) and towards practices where
conservation and natural resource use can be combined.

8.1.3 Sub-question C: How did the deliberative quality of the process
influence the negotiations of institutions?
The quality of deliberative elements varied throughout the national park project, with the most
prominent shift exhibited between the first and the second stages.
The first part of the national park process exhibited poor levels of equality and reason. The initial
intention of SEPA in not including the RHCs in the negotiation group revealed unequal power structures
and was later cemented in the group despite the inclusion of the RHCs. Both Sami and non-Sami actors
stated it was mainly SEPA who steered the discussions and decided what could be discussed or not.
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Despite poor levels of equality and reason, the level of publicity was high due to the ambitions of the
authorities to carry out a number of local dialogue meetings. The poor levels of equality and reason in
the negotiation group but rather high levels of publicity fuelled a sense of alienation among the RHCs
and fuelled already existing beliefs of distrust towards authorities among the RHCs representatives,
and contributed to the articulation process where the reindeer herders rejected the process in May
2016.
The second stage of the process entailed increasing levels of both equality and reason. The veto given
to the organisations in 2017 helped to facilitate the elimination of a large deal of the unequal power
structures and thus increased the RHCs’ negotiation space RHCs significantly. High levels of reason
permeated the second stage, and all actors, including the actors, expressed that they worked for
shared solutions and a park that would cater to all stakeholders’ interests. When the two legal reports
were released in the fall of 2018, the quality of reason dropped, however. The decision of the
authorities not to process the conclusions of the legal reports contributed to the mobilisation of the
RHCs’ beliefs of distrust towards the authorities. The limited levels of publicity in terms of poor
communication between authorities and RHCs, and limited reasoning regarding the legal reports,
contributed to fuel the beliefs of distrust towards authorities and ultimately contributed to the
articulation process, when Handölsdalen RHC withdrew in February 2019.
The poor levels of equality and reason in the first stage help explain the rejection of the RHCs in 2016.
The second rejection by Handölsdalen RHC in February cannot, however, be explained by poor levels
of equality and reason, as the level of equality was high, and levels of reason were still moderate. The
results show that high levels of equality were not sufficient for the participants to find a solution that
was accepted by all, and further, that deliberation might not be enough to achieve the desired
outcome.

8.1.4 Main research question: How do participating actors rework and
negotiate institutions in the national park process Vålådalen-SylarnaHelags in Sweden?
The negotiations of the national park process can be seen to have taken place against the backdrop of
historical relationships between the Sami and the Swedish state. The discriminatory and colonial
practices that were enacted by the Swedish state towards the Sami up until less than a century ago
have not been resolved in modern times, and the memories persist and are manifested in
contemporary conflicts on land use between the Sami and the Swedish state.43 Whereas the national
park process was not a conflict per se but rather a negotiation between different interests, memories
of history lingered into the negotiations both in the minds of Sami and non-Sami actors.
The process was constituted by the attempted introduction of a set of bureaucratic institutions onto a
landscape with actors that housed a number of socially embedded institutions in the form of local
norms and beliefs, just like any national park project in areas where there are local actors. What made
the national park project differ from many other projects was the presence of reindeer husbandry and
RHCs, which provided another dimension for the authorities to navigate in, namely that of Indigenous
rights and customary land use. The project thus became a venture for the participating actors in
43

See for example the Gállok case on the unresolved conflict between reindeer husbandry and a mining
concession bid, and the Girjas verdict, a decade long legal lawsuit, where the Swedish Supreme Court in January
2020 granted Girjas RHC the right to control hunting and fishing permits on the grazing lands of the RHC, a task
previously assigned to the CAB of Norrbotten.
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assessing the fit between conservation legislation and legislation on Sami and reindeer husbandry
rights. The misfit became evident early in the national park process and was expressed through the
many aggregation, alteration, and articulation processes of the bureaucratic institutions with the RHCs
as main bricoleurs but often supported by CAB and SEPA and the Sami Parliament as co-bricoleurs. The
attempt of the authorities to bring the actors together in the process was mainly built on bureaucratic
institutions, failing to address and incorporate socially embedded institutions in the negotiations such
as local norms and beliefs. This is displayed in the lengthy negotiations over the national park purpose,
which in the end failed. By focusing solely on conservation objectives (however including reindeer
husbandry as one of them), the discussions ignored the historical context and consequently failed in
adequately addressing the RHCs’ cultural beliefs of distrust towards the authorities before it was too
late. The historical context thus became somewhat the elephant in the room - a majority of the
informants talked about the historical relationship between the Sami and the state during the
interviews, but it was not addressed in the negotiations. The insufficient integration of local institutions
into the negotiations thus led to the articulation of the same local institutions through the rejection of
Handölsdalen RHC.
In the negotiations, the authorities used deliberative methods to varying degrees to overcome some
of the obstacles associated with the process and to steer it towards the desired outcome. High levels
of equality in the second stage of the process helped to alleviate unequal power relations between the
RHCs, and the authorities and moderately high levels of reasoning facilitated the enhancement of
shared understandings between the participating actors. The qualities of deliberative elements were,
however, not sufficient as the process did not make it past the first checkpoint. To sum up, the
participating actors negotiated institutions in a deliberative manner and focused mainly on
bureaucratic institutions, which resulted in limited space for consideration of local norms and beliefs
and its potential consequences for the negotiations. The attempts of the authorities to establish a
national park through the reshaping of bureaucratic institutions failed as the negotiations did not fully
consider the expression of local institutions important to the RHCs.

8.2 Negotiating wilderness
Conceptions of wilderness have, as described in the results, influenced the national park process, and
these historical ideals can be found in the negotiations on the national park purpose. Ideals of
wilderness trace back to the 19th century when the world’s first national parks were established, and
nature and culture were viewed and treated as two completely separate entities (Cronon, 1996). In its
most radical forms, wilderness ideals led to the displacement of Indigenous peoples and local
communities in the early national parks in the United States (Colchester, 2004). Sweden was the first
country in Europe to establish national with the creation of nine parks in 1909. The establishments
built largely on the Yellowstone model, aiming to preserve the state of nature, the plant and animal
life, and its beauty for future generations by letting the natural values develop completely undisturbed
from the impact of humans (Hjulman, 2017). Sweden’s first parks differed from many other national
park establishments of that time, however, in that the Indigenous Sami were not evicted but were
sought to be preserved living inside the parks. The reason for this was not the absence of wilderness
ideals but rather linked to the colonial conception of the Sami as less ‘civilised’. This enabled
conceptions of the Sami as being outside of culture, which then justified the assumptions of the
nomads as part of nature, according to Hjulman (2017). Consequently, the Sami had no say in the
planning of the first national parks (Mels, 2002). The perceptions of Sami as part of nature shifted a
few decades later when the Swedish state concluded that to preserve the pristine character of the
parks, Sami rights needed to be restricted (Hjulman, 2017). This shift display how the Sami was then
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conceived as being a ‘threat’ to nature, a conception that has prevailed into modern times (Mels, 2002)
and is much in line with the outcomes of the Yellowstone model in conservation, where lifestyles of
local and Indigenous peoples have been represented as detrimental to conservation (Dowie, 2011,
Stevens, 1997).
A century later, wilderness ideals are still embedded in national park legislation and establishment
practices. National parks are still established to preserve areas in their “natural condition or mainly
unchanged state” (Environmental Code, chapter 7, para. 2, SEPA, 2015c). The wilderness ideals are
also made explicit in the pre-study where the landscape was referred to as being characterized by
wilderness, despite recognizing the area as characterised by Sami reindeer husbandry in the same
sentence (CAB, 2013:13). These ideals of preserving landscapes as natural or framing them as
wilderness landscapes imply that landscapes that are modified by people are not natural, thus
contributing to the nature-culture dichotomy, which Reimerson (2015) argues dominates Swedish
conservation and protected area discourses. This notion in Swedish national park practices was further
examined by Mels (2002), who contended that the nature-culture dichotomy is reproduced through
the general conceptions where nature “in its most ‘natural’ form requires the absence of (modern)
culture” (p. 143). Such conceptions were contested by the RHCs in the Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags
process. The demand of the RHCs of reindeer husbandry to be incorporated in the national park
purpose can, apart from their strive to secure their rights, be seen as a protest against how the
authorities framed the landscape as wilderness and also a protest against national park practices that
build on beliefs of wilderness and pristine nature. As such, the negotiations moved beyond
negotiations on conservation objectives and national park procedures and transformed into a
recognition process. When the RHCs demanded reindeer husbandry to be included in the purpose,
they were seeking formal recognition of the area as a cultural landscape, and utterly, recognition of
their presence, culture, and history.
Although the national park was not realised in Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags, the demands of the RHCs set
a ball in rolling concerning the protected area discourse of SEPA. The gradual change of position of
SEPA regarding the national park purpose displays an internal shift of the agency where ideas of nature
were re-evaluated, and wilderness ideals increasingly deflected. This shift likely happened partly
because of the realization that unless the agency transformed their conceptualization of nature and,
consequently, their practices, the national park would not be realised. In addition, the shift of SEPA
correlates with global trends abandoning wilderness ideals and fortress conservation in favour of
recognition of Indigenous participation, local influence, and cultural values in conservation (cf. Adams,
2005, Gavin et al., 2015, Jonas et al., 2017), what Phillips calls “the new paradigm for protected areas”
(2003:1). The national park process may not have reached the desired outcome, but it certainly set the
Swedish protected area boat rocking.

8.3 The power of local institutions
Research in natural resource management has a long tradition of focusing on institutional design when
examining the role of institutions (de Koning, 2011). Taking the critical institutionalist stance, de Koning
goes beyond this notion and concludes that the influence of institutions on local communities is often
ad-hoc and highly context-dependent, contesting the efficiency of institutional crafting. As Cleaver and
de Koning (2015) denote, social interactions cannot be expected to be linearly derived from the
institutions designed to guide them but are rather messy processes shaped by identity, and political
and spatial contexts. The results of this study reveal similar tendencies, the negotiations between the
participating actors were indeed rather messy processes, and the attempted application of the set of
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bureaucratic institutions did not follow the planned outcome. The results further reveal that it was
predominantly bureaucratic institutions that were negotiated, which left little room to address socially
embedded institutions in the process. Socially embedded institutions, such as local norms of
appropriate land use and beliefs of heritage and identity, were expressed by the RHCs, but they were
not incorporated into the negotiations to any larger extent. In her research examining how local actors
reshape institutions to fit local forest practices in the Amazon, de Koning (2011) concludes that socially
embedded institutions play a key role in natural resource management, but that a major problem is
that these local norms and beliefs are often hidden and difficult to identify. As these socially embedded
institutions are internalised by the actors and not always made explicit, it poses challenges during the
application of bureaucratic institutions into local settings (ibid.). When Faggin and Behagel (2018)
examine the implementation of sustainable forest management in Brazil, they assert that the lack of
consideration of socially embedded institutions and the socio-ecological context might lead to failure
in policy implementation. This provides a clue when attempting to understand why the national park
was not realised. Local beliefs of distrust towards authorities among RHC members were internalised
and quite subtle. The potential implications of the beliefs were not recognized until late stages in the
process by the national and regional desk officers when the beliefs had already started mobilising in
the RHCs, and it became too late to address them.
De Koning (2011) holds that articulation is a process of rejection of bureaucratic institutions when the
externally applied institutions contradict with the identity of the local actor. The identity of the
reindeer herders is strongly linked to their livelihoods of herding reindeer. Their dependency on the
area is not just functional since they make use of the lands for grazing, the area is also embedded with
symbolic values as the reindeer husbandry is an important pillar of Sami culture. The intricate links
between livelihood and identity are supported by Cleaver (2001), who contends that livelihoods go
beyond the technical and economic aspects of making a living, they are also “clearly linked to ideas
about a way of life, to practices in relation to resources, to other people and to aspirations that are
heavily loaded with symbolic meaning (p. 31) (see also Mehta et al., 1999). The perceived risks of the
RHCs of losing their ability to carry out reindeer husbandry due to increasing tourism or strict
regulations due to conservation objectives entailed risks of losing their livelihoods and utmost their
identity and culture. These perceived risks have to be seen within the social and historical context, e.g.
the contemporary situation of increasing competing land use claims and the historical context of
colonial relationships between the Swedish state and the Sami. Insufficient consideration of the
assumed conflicts with the RHCs’ identities that a future national park could impose likely played a role
in the happenings that led to the national park process terminations.
Contemplating on the implications of bricolage research, Cleaver (2001) envisions great potential for
recognition of institutional bricolage processes in natural resource management policymaking and
emphasises the importance of acknowledging complexity and the social context when developing
policies. Institutions are nested “in structures of meaning” (March and Olsen, 2007:4), which steers
and legitimizes the actions of people. This perspective is much in line with Mehta et al. (1999), who
contend that “institutions do not merely serve rational or economic ends but are also rooted in
symbolic constructs or meanings and hence cannot be viewed merely in purposive terms” (p. 30). The
institutions governing the establishment of national parks have to be reviewed beyond their rationality
and further examine and identify the meanings that they are rooted in and how these meanings
become manifested when the institutions are applied onto local settings. As discussed in section 8.2
above, the national governance framework is partly constructed on wilderness ideals and a natureculture dichotomy, which became evident in the national park process through the clash with the local
institutions of the RHCs. Thus, understanding what meaning bureaucratic institutions are ascribed by
local communities and by authorities is important when assessing the attempted fit of those
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institutions with local dittos. Moreover, recognition of historical trajectories is crucial as historical
events contribute to shaping governance arrangements (Cleaver, 2001, Cleaver and de Koning, 2015),
which in the case of the Sami reindeer herders should urge policymakers to address colonial
trajectories of the past in when assessing and implementing contemporary policies. Going back to de
conclusions of de Koning (2011), she argues that socially embedded institutions, just like bureaucratic
institutions, are not static but are also open for negotiation and change. In this study, the local
institutions of the RHCs did indeed transform throughout the process, e.g. as local beliefs of distrust
towards authorities were, in some cases alleviated among the RHC representatives. This resulted in
that the actions of the authorities were perceived as more legitimate, which help explain why the
national park process could proceed beyond the temporary halt in 2016. This particular process
epitomises the potential of adequately considering socially embedded institutions during the
implementation of bureaucratic institutions in natural resource governance arrangements. Future
research should continue to examine bricolage processes taking place at the meso level of institutional
application, in the negotiations between legal enforcing public bodies and indigenous peoples and
local communities. Special attention should be paid to how to improve the capacity of these public
bodies in identifying and addressing local institutions, to facilitate and strengthen the design and
implementation of protected area governance arrangements that allow for multiple conservation
objectives.

8.4 The limits of deliberation
As exhibited in the results, the extent to which deliberative qualities were facilitated varied throughout
the national park process. The levels of equality and reason were poor in the first part of the process
and can help explain the rejection by the three RHCs in the first part of the process. Looking at the
second part of the process, deliberative qualities were significantly improved, especially in terms of
equality but also of reason. However, the national park process did not reach the desired outcome.
Many deliberative democratic theorists seek to explain failures in outcomes with insufficient levels of
deliberative qualities (Mutz, 2008). From a normative perspective, the national park process was
perhaps not deliberative enough. The drop in quality of reason after the publication of the two legal
reports and the limited quality of publicity provides one explanation of how the process did not
facilitate the actors’ interest transformation enough for them to agree on a common good solution.
Looking solely at the ability of deliberative quality in providing desired outcomes is, however, likely not
sufficient. This study did not depart from the normative stance of deliberative democracy, where
deliberative processes should linearly result in consensus decisions beneficial for all. According to
Thompson (2008), it is necessary to acknowledge that different deliberative elements can be
conflicting with each other and that not “all the goods it promises can be secured at the same time”
(p. 511). This partly corresponds with Lövbrand and Khan (2010), who contend that a deliberative
process is not a guarantee to achieve effective and sustainable outcomes; there might be potential
trade-offs between process and outcome. One trade-off between process and outcome is displayed in
the termination of the national park process. The authorities secured equal participation by giving the
key actors a veto, but this feature of equality led to a trade-off regarding the outcome since one of the
actors opted out. As most informants concluded, the challenges in the area related to the impacts on
reindeer husbandry and ecological values due to increasing tourism will remain. It can be discussed if
the no park outcome is the best outcome for the RHC who rejected the national park process, as the
actors currently have no means to protect reindeer husbandry against the increasing tourism in the
area.
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When examining the results apart from the final decision-making process, the deliberative elements
in the national park project provided several promising outcomes. The negotiation group
representatives experienced high levels of joint learning and improved sharing understanding. The
enhancement of deliberative qualities supported trust-building in the negotiation group and appeared
to have strengthened the acceptance for and recognition of different interests in the group. The
second part of the process was successful in that it, to a large extent stimulated the negotiation group
representatives to look beyond individual interests, and to some extent, transform their preferences
(Niemeyer, 2011) and work for joint solutions beneficial to all interests. The one part where
deliberative quality failed to deliver was in the decision-making round, where the organisations fell
short in finding a joint solution. As such, deliberative quality was helpful to facilitate the process but
was not sufficient to resolve the complexity regarding the conflict of interests inherent in the process.
Zachrisson (2009) argue that co-management arrangements “provide excellent opportunities to
explore under which conditions deliberative mechanisms may contribute beneficially” (p. 288). Taking
Zachrisson’s middle stand that blends deliberative democracy with commons theory enables the
recognition of both contextual and procedural factors (ibid.) and allows for a more nuanced
understanding of the role that deliberative quality can play in natural resource governance.
Deliberative quality played an important role in the negotiations and to some extent influenced the
preferences of the participants, but it was not the sole determinant of the success or failure of the
national park process.

8.5 Reflection on theory
8.5.1 Institutional bricolage
This study set out to examine how local actors negotiated institutions in a national park process by
using the theory of institutional bricolage. The theory was selected as it provides a richer
understanding of how institutions work since it goes beyond the classic institutionalist
conceptualisation that falls short in explaining why institutions sometimes fail in shaping social
interactions (Hall et al., 2014). The theory of institutional bricolage seeks to understand how local
actors either reshape or renegotiate bureaucratic institutions that are applied to local settings already
structured by socially embedded institutions (Cleaver, 2002). Making use of institutional bricolage
helped me to examine how the participating actors in the national park process drew on different
socially embedded institutions in their attempts to negotiate the national park institutions and what
role the embedded institutions played in the process and for the outcome. The case study of this study
provided a somewhat different context as it did not examine how local actors reshape bureaucratic
institutions ‘on the ground’ but rather how these bureaucratic institutions were exposed to attempts
of renegotiation before their actual application. It differs from the context of de Koning’s (2011)
research, which examined how bricolage processes affect local forest practices, processes that occur
both consciously and unconsciously. According to de Koning, “institutional bricolage theory embraces
both the conscious crafting and the less intentional construction of institutional settings” (p. 240). In
the national park process, the bricolage processes on local practices never played out in reality since
the national park regulations were not enforced. Rather, the bricolage processes took place in the
negotiations in how the regulations would be enforced, envisioned in the minds of the participating
actors. The attempts of reshaping institutions in the national park process were conscious and strategic
acts of the actors and, as such, not a matter of unintentional assemblage. Although the national park
process did not resemble those cases examined by Cleaver (2001) or de Koning and Benneker (2012),
the process proved suitable with the framework of institutional bricolage. I argue that negotiation
processes on natural resource governance between local and external actors pose excellent
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opportunities for the application of institutional bricolage theory. First, it improves the chances of
identifying socially embedded institutions within local communities. De Koning (2011) argues that one
challenge regards the identification of socially embedded institutions, as local norms and beliefs are
sometimes so deeply imbedded within actors that the actors might not even be aware of them. In the
national park process, the obscured norms and beliefs rose to the surface since the actors were forced
to state their positions and, to a large extent also present the reasons for their positions. Although the
actors were not always aware of the norms and beliefs that they built their claims on, the became
visible to me as a researcher in the different media that were manifested in, e.g. in the letter
correspondence between RHCs and authorities. Second, negotiation processes offer ample
opportunities to examine how bricolage can be utilised for strengthened institutional implementation
and improved understanding of “how far bricolage can be managed” (de Koning and Cleaver,
2012:288). The national park process proved an interesting forum to examine whether the
bureaucratic institutions fitted with the socially embedded institutions and the socio-ecological
context - the bricolage processes emerged where the bureaucratic and socially embedded institutions
diverged. Similar negotiation processes might be useful for institutional bricolage research as they
provide trial-and-error processes that enable local actors to scrutinize the bureaucratic institutions in
question and thus contribute to the assessment of institutional fit.

8.5.2 Deliberative democratic theory
Proponents of deliberative theory (see e.g. Cohen, 1997) and critics (see e.g. Mouffe, 1999) have
debated whether deliberative processes can deliver the virtues deliberation promises, such as
increased legitimacy and decisions made for the common good (Chambers, 2003). Deliberative theory
has also received a fair share of critique since empirical scholars have claimed it impossible to bridge
the normative theory of deliberation with empirical research, or in other words, deliberation does not
deliver (Thompson, 2008). Thompson proposes somewhat of a middle ground, recognising that
elements of deliberation can conflict with each other and that there is no guarantee that deliberation
will deliver all at once. As the design of this research was developed after the national park process
had already been terminated, the objective was not to determine whether deliberation could provide
a desired or sustainable outcome. Rather, adopting the middle ground of Thompson when developing
the theoretical framework, I set out to examine how the quality of deliberative elements present in
the process influenced the negotiations of institutions. This point of departure allowed me to examine
how elements of equality, reason, and publicity were manifested in the process and whether their
presence correlated with different institutional events (bricolage processes). It resulted in the
conclusion that deliberative elements contributed to certain outcomes, but they did not determine
those outcomes. Thompson argues that empirical research on deliberative processes has produced
mixed results and that the reason for this is likely that “the success or failure of deliberation depends
so much on its context” (2008:499). I argue that Thompson’s argument is pretty much self-explanatory
- the outcomes of deliberation depends on the context. Attempting to examine if deliberation delivers
the ‘right’ outcomes could thus be a never-ending search for why deliberation succeeds or fails.
Instead, turning the gaze to identify under what conditions deliberation can provide benefits
(Zachrisson, 2009), or disadvantages, seems to be a much more promising scope.
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8.6 Reflection on methodology and limitations
This study employed empirical methods to collect qualitative data, a combination of semi-structured
formal interviews and document review. Since the national park process was terminated when I
embarked on the data collection stage, observations were for obvious reasons not possible.
Observation of negotiation meetings would have allowed for a much deeper understanding of how the
negotiations played out in several ways. First, they would have provided better insights into the
procedural aspects of how the process was structured and the dynamics between the participating
actors. Second, they would have provided valuable information both in what was being said during
negotiation meetings, but also in how it was being said. Third, observations would have given
information about what was not being said during meetings since it could contribute to the
understanding of which issues received more or less attention.
As mentioned in the methodology chapter, the document review helped in building a historical
timeline but needed complementation with semi-structured interviews to enable a deeper
understanding of the negotiations. However, the document review turned out to be crucial for the
identification of socially embedded institutions since it was difficult to uncover local norms and beliefs
only through formal interviews. The written letter correspondence between the RHCs and the
authorities were especially helpful. Although the letters were formal, they revealed beliefs and norms
held both by the reindeer herders and the authority officials and were incredibly valuable to this study.
The semi-structured formal interviews constituted a central part of this study as they provided
information on the actors’ backgrounds and the actors’ understandings and values. Since the
negotiation process ran for almost five years in total, informants were sometimes not able to provide
accounts for proceedings or certain events or could only provide vague narrations of what had been
said or how an issue was discussed. The combination of document review and carrying out interviews
were helpful since the data complemented each other. Moreover, the combination was important for
data triangulation to improve research validity.
The conduction of semi-structured formal interviewed presented some limitations. Several informants
were concerned with the objectives of this research, and some informants also held suspicion towards
my personal intentions. The suspicion and concerns should be seen against the background of the
national park process termination that was partly ridden with conflict and media speculation.
Overcoming the trust barrier during the interviews was a challenge, explaining that I was not on
‘anyone’s side in the process’ and emphasizing my role as a researcher. Before the interviews, I had
prepared by reading the meeting minutes and letter correspondence, and before starting the
interviews, I thoroughly presented myself, my background, and the objectives of the research. These
measures helped to overcome the initial suspicion that I encountered, and I experienced that most
informants opened up to me and spoke frankly about their experiences.
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9. Conclusion
To conclude, this research contends that there are significant, but not insurmountable, difficulties in
bringing local and external actors together in protected area negotiation processes. The actors have
different backgrounds and understandings, are governed by local norms and beliefs that justify their
actions and construct meaning and hold differing expectations and objectives for the process and the
outcome. The actions of the actors are partly shaped by nests of different institutions that in turn are
shaped by historical, cultural, and social factors (Cleaver, 2001). In the national park process, the
actions of the RHCs were shaped by beliefs linked to historical events of the colonial past, but also of
local norms and beliefs of the herders’ connection to the landscape, which supported their identity as
Sami reindeer herders. The practices of the authorities, on the other hand, were shaped to a large
extent of beliefs of how nature is constituted and norms on how to best protect it. The institutional
framework of national parks in terms of legislation and institutional practices are underpinned by
wilderness ideals, which in the national park process conflicted with the realities of the reindeer
herding communities. The nature-culture dichotomy is thus reproduced in Swedish conservation
practices and run the risk of negating the Sami reindeer herders their identity and culture. The latter
part of the national park process exhibited a shift towards practices that deflect the nature-culture
dichotomy, but the legal frameworks did not enable any substantive change. For improved
sustainability, the national park institutional framework needs to be revised to allow for a more
pluralistic approach that enables protection of diverse socio-ecologic values without jeopardising the
ecological integrity. As the ecological crisis becomes more pressing, there will likely be a need to
increase the number of protected areas. To follow such a trajectory requires the recognition that
achieving conservation objectives may indeed go hand in hand with the fulfilment of Indigenous rights.
This research further concludes that the national park process did not sufficiently consider socially
embedded institutions, such as local norms and beliefs, in the negotiations. As it were bureaucratic
institutions that were predominantly negotiated, the process failed to identify and address several
local institutions embedded within the RHCs. In the process, the contestation of national park
legislation and regulations was underpinned by local norms on appropriate land use and beliefs of
identity but was mainly expressed through the RHCs’ claim to defend the Reindeer Husbandry Right.
This way, the socially embedded institutions remained somewhat concealed and were not addressed
in the negotiations. The same trajectory goes for the local beliefs of distrust towards authorities, who
remained obscured until they were mobilised and articulated by one RHC, which led to the termination
of the national park process. Much in line with other research on institutional bricolage, this study
concludes that lack of consideration of socially embedded institutions in natural resource governance
may result in policy implementation failure (cf. de Koning & Cleaver, 2012, Faggin and Behagel, 2018).
Working to identify socially embedded institutions in protected area processes could contribute to
better understandings of the implicit norms and beliefs that govern local actors. Improved
understanding of how the local institutions are constituted can improve the practices on how to
address those institutions, which in turn can strengthen the sustainability of protected area
governance arrangements.
The conclusions of this study also emphasise the importance to adequately address the social context
and historical trajectories when working with protected area arrangements with Indigenous peoples
and local communities. Acknowledging that the concept of national parks itself is embedded in
constructions of meaning that were developed over a century ago, and in different ways manifested
colonial practices (Hjulman, 2017, Mels, 2002), can help to understand how Indigenous peoples might
perceive protected area institutions and those who are mandated to implement them. Future research
should continue to examine bricolage processes taking place at the meso level of institutional
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application, in the negotiations between legal enforcing bodies and Indigenous peoples and local
communities with further emphasis put on the implications of improved consideration of socially
embedded institutions for the functioning of bureaucratic institutions.
Also, this study concludes that although deliberative elements were useful in that it provided a set of
tools to facilitate the national park process, deliberation is not the panacea some scholars claim it to
be. The deliberative quality was valuable in that it facilitated trust-building and alleviated unequal
power relations, but the deliberative features were not sufficient to overcome the conflict of interests
inherent in the process since deliberation fails to recognize the importance of contextual factors in
negotiation processes. In line with the work of Zachrisson (2009), future research should delve deeper
into the contextual factors that help or hinder deliberative quality in providing sustainable outcomes.
More specifically, deliberative democracy in protected area governance research provides
opportunities in examining its potential for conflict resolution and whether particular elements of
deliberation are more or less potent in facilitating desired outcomes.
To conclude, the national park process of Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags exhibited a shift in the authorities’
general way of thinking around national parks. The shift was catalysed by the reindeer herding
communities who contested the traditional conservation practices but also the institutional framework
that governs national parks. This shift may, in the future lead to the realisation of national parks that
can protect a diversity of values while respecting customary land use. Although the national park was
never realised, the negotiations display a promising development trajectory for Swedish conservation
policy, where both ecological integrity and Indigenous rights can be safeguarded.
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ANNEX 1: INTERVIEW CONSENT FORM
Överenskommelse

Härmed godkänner jag att delta i en frivillig intervju med Linn Appelgren, som en del av MSc-uppsatsen
med titeln ”Negotiating institutions – the case of Vålådalen-Sylarna-Helags national park process in
Sweden”, utvecklad vid Wageningen University i Nederländerna.
Jag har blivit informerad om att intervjuns innehåll endast kommer användas för forskningsändamål. Jag
[__] godkänner inte, (ELLER) jag [__] godkänner inspelning av intervjun genom digital
inspelningsapparat, och jag har blivit informerad om att inspelningen kommer att transkriberas och att
transkriptionen kommer att lagras i Wageningen University Research Databas, endast tillgänglig efter
godkännande av forskaren (Linn Appelgren).
Jag har blivit informerad om att jag kommer citeras som en anonym källa [__], ELLER, [__] jag
uttrycker härmed min önskan om att inte bli anonymt citerad, utan citerad som:

___________________________________________________________________________________

Slutligen, jag [__] godkänner inte, (ELLER) jag [__] godkänner användningen av bilder som kan
föreställa/innehålla

min organisation/samfund/ eller mig/andra, om det är absolut nödvändigt att

presentera intervjun eller forskningsinnehållet i forskningen.

Datum och plats:
Namn:
Signatur:
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ANNEX 2: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

What do you work with and how do you spend your days at work?
What does nature mean to you?
What issues were discussed during the meetings?
What issues were important to your organisation in the process? What issues were of lesser
importance to your organisation? Why?
How did you present issues of importance to your organisation? How was it received by the
other representatives?
How did SEPA present their positions? How were they received by the other actors?
How did the RHCs present their positions? How were they received by the other actors?
How were the demands by the RHCs discussed during the meetings? What does your
organisation think about the demands? (going through each demand)
Why do you think some issues have been easier to discuss than others?
Can you tell me about the legal reports? How did they affect the process?
How did the termination of the national park process come about?
How would you describe the national park process?
What worked well / not so well?
How were the meetings structured? Who held the meetings?
Were there any conflicts during the meetings? If yes, how were they dealt with?
Who decided on the agenda? Were you able to influence the agenda?
How were decisions made during the meetings?
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