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Abstract 
 
Destination governance has emerged as a very important issue in local and regional 
development in Sweden. The article investigates the pattern in which local tourism 
governance operates based on a single case study of the ski resort of Hemavan and Tärnaby, 
and evaluates the effectiveness of this governance pattern on local tourism development 
according to a six-measurement criteria scale. A semi-structured interview approach with 
open-ended questions was used in this paper. Ten respondents were interviewed in Hemavan 
and Tärnaby, and they are representatives from both private and public sector. In the 
concluding section, the results are developed into an evaluation and analysis concerning how 
the characteristics of the local DMO matter in terms of its governance effectiveness. The 
results indicate that overall the DMO is an effective form by organizing various actors with 
mutual resource dependencies. However, the uneven balance of power between Tärnaby and 
Hemavan, as well as between various network participants, is hard to reconcile, which may 
strongly influence their governance effectiveness.  
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1. Introduction 
 
Destination development has emerged as a very important issue in local and regional 
development in Sweden and in other regions worldwide. Tourism is always identified as a 
key generator of local growth and employment, not least in the areas where there are few 
other opportunities for economic development. As destination development is a process 
aiming at improving the functioning and attractiveness of places as visiting areas (Svensson 
et al., 2005), increasingly destination stakeholders are rethinking how they “do business” 
since innovative governance practices are needed to increase the competitiveness of many 
destinations (Gill & Willams, 2011). According to Dwyer et al. (2009), a governance 
perspective is well suited for increasing our understanding of the dynamic development of a 
certain destination and its direction of change in order to achieve competitive advantages in 
the long run.   
 
Besides, tourism is an interesting context for studying governance since it lies at the junction 
of the public, private and community sectors. Traditionally, the public sector has taken a 
“top-down”, centralized management approach. The local government owned and ran the 
central tourist facilities, except for the basic public provision of land, schooling, planning 
control, infrastructure etc. Recently, an alternative “bottom-up” decentralized form of 
governance has been recommended, where local business companies are encouraged to take 
more responsibility for destination management (Ruhanen et al., 2010). In this context, 
different network conditions lead to various network-level outcomes, thereby generating 
various governance approaches. Understanding the function of local governance 
arrangements is very important since only then we can know why certain governance 
approaches produce certain outcomes and how actors and groups can better work together 
(Provan & Kenis, 2007). Within the tourism literature, there are a few studies that explore 
local tourism governance networks and the effectiveness of each network pattern (e.g. 
Beaumont & Dredge, 2010; Provan & Kenis, 2007). From this comparison, it is interesting to 
make observations on a new case study about the strengths and weaknesses of its governance 
arrangement and the relative effectiveness of it.  
 
In terms of practical relevance, destination governance in skiing resorts has often been 
dominated by big external players and investors such as the ski lift companies (Svensson, et. 
al, 2005; Nordin & Svensson, 2007; Gill & Williams, 2011). This means that interests of 
these players are often over-represented in decision-making without considering the 
aspirations of other small local players. What is perceived as “governance effectiveness” and 
“good governance” may differ from stakeholder to stakeholder, depending on how they do 
business, who has the power to make decisions, within what principles or rules should 
decisions be made, etc. It is important to understand the diversity of perceptions and priorities 
among different actors since their goals cannot be achieved single-handedly. And the 
potential conflicts of interests are also important to understand in order to develop 
appropriate response mechanisms. On the other hand, although networks have been studied 
from a variety of perspectives, very few tourism researchers have so far focused on the 
effectiveness of tourism governance, especially in rural and peripheral areas (Zhang & Zhu, 
2014). These rural places are often different from other tourism destinations. They are more 
likely to be dependent on big external investors. They have a lack of critical mass of locally 
based entrepreneurs, as well as a strong legacy of dependency on government to fix problems, 
and may therefore be less entrepreneurially driven (Schmallegger & Carson, 2010). Besides, 
they have no other economic alternatives and are like single-industry towns where tourism is 
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the only dominant industry. So, these factors are likely to influence the network constellation 
and how the various players involved interact with each other.   
 
The aim of this research is to investigate the pattern in which local tourism governance 
operates in the peripheral skiing resort of Hemavan and Tärnaby in northern Sweden, and 
evaluate the effectiveness of this governance pattern on local tourism development. The 
following research questions are to be answered: 
 
Q1: What kind of network form or mode of governance does the Hemavan and Tärnaby 
destination belong to based on its network performance?   
Q2: Who are the important actors and what is their role in the destination governance 
network? 
Q3: How effective is this governance mode in tourism development of Hemavan and Tärnaby?  
 
The key contribution of this paper from one perspective is to develop a theoretical analysis 
approach for evaluating the outcomes of adopting one governance form over another, which 
can assist in understanding the successful achievement of network-level outcomes. On the 
other hand, although practitioners and policy-makers of one destination can choose forms of 
governance for reasons like past experience, personal preference and imitation, the choices 
that are based on these kinds of factors alone are not in line with the characteristics of the 
governance form itself (Provan & Kenis, 2007), thus leading to a limited chance of being 
successful. Another contribution of this paper is to help the decisions makers, like planning 
stakeholders, who may want to base their decision-making about how the network will be 
governed on evidence. So, the understandings of network and network governance are very 
important and can interpret considerable variance in the choice of one form over another by 
considering what form seems most likely to be effective under a particular set of conditions.  
 
This paper is organized as follows: The literature review section provides a conceptual 
insight into the definition of destination governance, modes of governance, as well as the 
effectiveness of these various modes. The case study part introduces the destination and 
tourism industry of Hemavan and Tärnaby, and describes its current tourism development 
situation, important actors and their roles in tourism governance network, as well as the 
historic background of this destination. The methodology part presents the research approach 
and details the methods used for answering the research questions, including a discussion of 
the participant sampling, data collection, and data analysis strategies. Besides, the limitations 
and ethical considerations will also be discussed separately in this section. The findings part 
provides results and an analysis based on the research questions. Then the author discusses 
the implications of this paper in relation to the theory regarding the effectiveness of 
governance patterns and identifies further research directions in the discussion and 
conclusion section.  
 
2. Literature Review 
 
The rapid growth of resort destinations in recent years has generated more attention on 
destination governance, which facilitates destination development and management strategies 
shaping. Another reason is that innovative governance practices are necessary for increasing 
the competitiveness and sustainability of many destinations (Gill & Williams, 2011). 
According to Dwyer et al. (2009: 63), “achieving competitive advantage in times of rapid 
change requires stakeholders to have a clear understanding of the direction of change and its 
implication for business or destination management”. 
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Besides, tourism is an interesting context to study governance as it lies at the intersection of 
the public, private and community sectors (Ruhanen et al., 2010). Destination stakeholders 
are increasingly thinking how they do business, who has the power to make decisions, within 
what principles or rules should decisions be made, and to whom should decision-makers be 
accountable? This paper provides an insight into local tourism governance of Hemavan and 
Tänaby, one rural area in northern Sweden, by analyzing its governance mode, finding out 
the roles that public and private actors play, and evaluating the effectiveness of this 
governance network on local tourism development. 
 
Since tourism destination governance is an emerging research subject, very little tourism 
research has so far focused on the effectiveness of tourism governance, especially in the rural 
and peripheral areas (Zhang & Zhu, 2014). Although some recent studies have started to pay 
attention to different modes of governance and explored the impact of governance on ski 
resorts (Svensson et al., 2005; Gill & William, 2011; Beritelli et al., 2007), the strengths and 
weaknesses of certain governance networks and their relative effectiveness have not been 
explicitly examined to date (Beaumont & Dredge, 2009). This is despite the fact that there are 
special characteristics of small remote destinations, such as investment dependency on 
outsiders, resource interdependencies between stakeholders, local impact shifts from public 
to private, etc. (Nordin & Svensson, 2007), all of which can highly influence the 
effectiveness of destination governance in terms of controlling development priorities and 
producing a common vision in destinations.  
 
This section will provide a conceptual insight into the definition of destination governance, 
modes and dimensions of governance, as well as the effectiveness of various modes and their 
performance. These conceptual theoretical reviews will be used to inform the three research 
questions in this study.   
 
2.1 The definition of governance 
 
Beritelle et al. (2007) point out that destination governance refers to a whole system of 
powers, processes and controls established both externally and internally over the 
management of one business entity in order to protect the interests of all stakeholders. 
Therefore, the definition of governance can be concluded as setting rules and mechanisms for 
developing policies and business strategies, by involving all the institutions and individuals. 
The authors also point out that tourist destination territories not only have firms as main 
service suppliers but also have political bodies involved such as local governments or 
municipalities. Such varied participants involved demonstrate the feature of multi-actor 
complexity in tourism destinations.  
 
Nordin and Svensson (2007) put forward a conceptual framework for studying destination 
governance. The authors agree with Rohde (1997:15) who states “governance is used to self-
organizing, inter-organizational networks characterized by interdependence, resource 
exchange, rules of the game and significant autonomy from the state”. It points out that 
destinations are rarely run by one single actor. Instead, in this network, there are various 
actors who have diverse interests and interdependence, exchanging their resources, solving 
joint problems, abiding the rules that are set up by negotiation, and having the power of 
autonomy. This definition draws attention to complex sets of organizations and their 
interactions in one destination. And the authors argue that usually the public-private 
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dimension of this interaction is a curial component for understanding the governance process 
and needs to be taken into account.  
 
Besides, Nordin and Svensson (2007) argue that in destinations, resources dependencies are 
central attributes of network. Governance can be seen as a means of resources allocation and 
coordination and, since many separate organizations often interact or co-ordinate through 
interdependencies of resources and interests (such as public sectors and private organizations 
interact with each other and are all interdependent on resources). And these exchanges and 
frequent interactions in the networks are regulated by the certain rules of the game formed by 
involved participants. Therefore, this conceptual framework of governance includes three 
dimensions: multi-actor complexity, public-private interface, and resource dependencies, 
which play an important role from a destination perspective.  
 
Eagles (2009) divides governance from three spheres: economic, administrative and political, 
which involves corporations, government, nongovernment organizations and individuals. He 
argues that governance is the process of decision-making that determines policy. 
Organizations or society decide whom they involve in that process to make the decision and 
how they render account. According to Vernon et al. (2005) traditionally, the public sector 
has taken a “top-down”, centralized approach, which indicates that government takes 
responsibility for infrastructure provision, tourism planning, marketing and promotion. 
Recently, an alternative “bottom-up”, decentralized form of governance has been taken by 
which local communities and enterprises are encouraged to take more responsibility for 
management. And the boundaries between organizations and private and public sectors have 
become permeable (Stoker, 1998). With this ongoing transformation of the role of the public 
sector, the concept of governance is embodied with new actor constellations forming, new 
kinds of participation, cooperation and accountability progressing, as well as new network 
structures developing (Nordin & Svenssen, 2007).  
 
Besides, Rhodes (2000) points out that varied actors, their roles and relationships need to be 
understood. There is usually a core and a periphery regarding the governance process. Some 
actors are likely to be more involved than others, which leads to the governance network 
having restricting access when handling important issues. Due to this situation, the character 
of each involved actor and their relationships, their resources and their capacity to allocate 
resources, as well as to carry through investments need to be understood clearly.  
 
In the context of winter sports destinations, Flagestad and Hope (2001) argue that destination 
management is often represented or dominated by a business corporation. Such corporation is 
based on a strategic selection of business units of service providers (such as lift operations, 
ski rentals, retail franchise, etc.) incorporated by ownership and/or contracts. Public 
ownership of alpine facilities usually impedes successful development due to lack of market 
orientation. On the contrary, a strong involvement of powerful corporations willing to bring 
investment in tourism is put forward. It has been suggested that the ski corporations have a 
dominant influence on how the destination is developed and operated in the community 
(Flagestad and Hope, 2001; Nordin & Svensson, 2007; Svensson et. al., 2005; Gill & 
Williams, 2011).  
 
However, this single corporation dominance has turned out to have some other negative 
impacts. Since the major business units are centered on the “ski product” in winter sports 
destinations, the role of the ski lift companies, in some ways, is very important. In some cases, 
a powerful tourism corporation (like the ski lift company) purchases the local tourism 
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infrastructure and makes significant investments. It has the dominant administrative power or 
dominant “ownership” within the destination, therefore strongly affecting decision-making 
and local governance outcomes. On the other hand, small companies in the destination 
community may invest less in tourism and are therefore not so powerful. It may also be the 
case that government agencies have limited vested interests, as they do not invest so much as 
the private enterprises and are not taken seriously by the major entrepreneurs or corporation. 
Small companies and government agencies may therefore not be as committed as the major 
entrepreneurs. Moreover, in terms of gathering stakeholders in a common vision, the 
corporation has a risk of leaving the discussion table, unwilling to accept the diverging 
opinions of local stakeholders (Müller & Jansson, 2006) since the opinions of both small 
companies and government agencies are not being listened to.   
 
Although this diverse usage, definition, scope and dimensions of the governance concept 
makes various scholars not reach a consensus on the definition of destination governance, 
Ruhanen et al. (2010) find that there are three common characteristics or generally agreed 
principles of governance among different narratives: first, governance implies less 
government control and predictability, no self-evident leadership and no given hierarchy 
(Breda et al., 2006). Second, governance is about steering and the rules of the game; and is 
much broader than government monitoring. Third, governance involves multiple stakeholders. 
Besides, certain resources dependencies between varied actors (especially public-private 
dimension of interplay) are important dynamic factors of the governance process, and the 
leadership (who is in control aspect) is always an open issue in destination development.  
 
2.2 Modes of governance 
 
Since destination governance is about steering and the rules of the game, more attention in 
the tourism literature has been paid towards analyzing the different governance arrangement 
or network forms within destinations. Governance structure and relational characteristics are 
important determinants of a network’s capacity to achieve good governance, which will be 
explained by the parameters of good local tourism governance in the following section. 
Therefore, under the context of network-based destination governance, Beaumont and 
Dredge (2009) classify three operating modes:  
 
(1) Lead organization-governed network, which can be described as a single participating 
member or network wherein a lead organization takes a central coordinating role, provides 
administration for the network, and facilitates collaboration with other member organizations 
in order to achieve network goals. Lead organization-governed networks often contribute in-
kind support and leadership, since all major network-level activities and key decisions are 
coordinated through and by the lead organization. It may undertake the cost of network 
administration on its own, receive resource contributions from network members, or seek and 
control the access to external investment through grants. Power is generally highly 
centralized and brokered; communication and decision-making may be top-down (Provan & 
Kenis, 2007; Beaumont & Dredge, 2009).  
 
In tourism destinations, lead organization governance often occurs when one organization has 
sufficient resources and legitimacy to play a leading role because of its central position in the 
flow of resources and customers. This governance form is readily able to accommodate larger 
numbers of network participants. By centralizing governance, direct involvement of all 
organizations is no longer required for many network decisions; instead, participants can 
interact directly with the lead organization for the purpose of coordinating network-level 
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needs. Although this form of governance is more efficient to make decisions, it may reduce 
the commitment of other network participants and have a risk of mainly focusing on the 
needs of the lead organization; thus potentially reducing overall network effectiveness. 
Besides, lead organization-governed networks are likely to be effective when participants can 
generally consent to the network-level goals. In this situation, participating organizations can 
make their own contribution to broad network goals while attaining their own goals at the 
same time. This situation may not be conducive to long-term sustainability; however, in a 
short term the lead organization can maintain a broad network-level focus. There are also 
some issues in the lead organization-governed network. In the process of decision-making, 
the lead organization will have its own particular set of skills or interests that may not match 
the collective needs of the network participants. It leads to a risk of the lead organization 
striving to maintain its dominant role and alienating other network participants, which 
destroys the intent and purpose of governance (Provan & Kenis, 2007).  

 
(2) Participant-governed network, which can be described as network members themselves 
collaborating on a relatively equal basis in the process of governance for achieving goals. 
Such form of governance can be accomplished either formally, through regular meetings of 
organizational representatives or informally. It depends exclusively on the commitment and 
involvement of all the participants. Involved participants per se take responsibilities to 
manage internal network operations and external relations with such groups as government, 
investors and customers. They act collectively and no single or unique entity represents the 
network as a whole. To sum up, participant-governed network relations are generally 
decentralized, less formal and dependent upon the social and human capital that exists in its 
members (Provan & Kenis, 2007; Beaumont & Dredge, 2009).  
 
In tourism destinations, participant-governed networks are used in smaller strategic alliances 
and partnerships designed to develop new tourist products or to attract new business in ways 
that cannot be achieved single-handedly through the effort of network members. Participants 
in this governance form can retain full control over the direction of the network. Besides, 
participant-governed networks are highly flexible. When the network’s expectations change, 
participants enter and leave the network and governance adapts accordingly because 
participants are directly involved in the decision-making. However, as the number of 
organizations in the network gets larger, participant-governed networks become highly 
inefficient since the participants may spend more time trying to coordinate across more than 
ten organizations. Especially when participants are spread out geographically, making 
frequent meetings of all participants seems difficult. So, the participant-governed network is 
best suited to small networks of organizations (fewer than six to eight members’ 
organizations). Another issue is that this form of governance will be less effective when 
interdependent task requirements are high because the requirements will be allocated to 
individual network members who may not possess such skills (Provan & Kenis, 2007).  
 
(3) Network administrative organization (NAO), which can be described as one separate 
administrative entity that is established specifically to undertake governance activities. This 
administrative unit is centralized and plays a key role in coordinating, communicating and 
sustaining the network. Although network participants still interact with each other, as the 
lead organization model, the NAO is centralized. However, unlike the lead organization 
model, the NAO is not another member organization operating its own business. Instead, this 
form of network is externally governed and established as NAO, either through mandate or 
by the members themselves, for the exclusive purpose of network governance. The NAO may 
be a nonprofit organization or a government entity, which is often the case when all the 
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network members are for-profit firms. An NAO may consist of a single individual or a formal 
organization. The latter includes an executive director, staff, and board operating out of a 
physical office. More formalized NAOs typically have board structures that include a subset 
of network members and may be used as a mechanism for strengthening network legitimacy 
and dealing with complex network-level problems and issues. Besides, the board addresses 
strategic-level network concerns, leaving operational decisions to the NAO leader. Generally, 
government runs the NAOs when it is first set up to stimulate its growth through financial 
support and network facilitation. Such NAOs are established locally for the purposes of 
accomplishing the broad goals, such as regional tourism development (Provan &Kenis, 2007; 
Beaumont & Dredge, 2009).  
 
NAO is the most effective form in those networks having the largest number of participants, 
since it will be able to handle a large number of diverse participants through this unique 
administrative structure. Besides, the NAO governed network requires greater involvement 
by at least the governing board members. These members are more likely to be involved and 
committed to the network-level goals and have a strategic involvement in the network as a 
whole. Other network members outside the board are less committed and involved with only 
modest goal consensus. Therefore, NAO normally ties to local projects and is motivated by 
common interests and ideas in a specific issue. Actors in these projects can be viewed as 
project partners and the destination has been skillful in mobilizing resources around such 
projects. This type of governed-structure is likely to emerge where there are difficulties in 
reaching consensus on common visions and long-term goals for the destination (Svensson, 
et.al, 2007). From a governance efficiency and inclusiveness perspective, the NAO mode of 
governance provides a greater balance than the other two forms since any increase in 
administrative efficiency may be seen as being bureaucratic by members. The NAO allows 
representatives participate for key strategic issues and also have staff to handle routine 
administrative burdens. The issue of NAO mode is that this governed network is likely to be 
much more formalized, emphasizing stability, which means that participants can develop 
long-term relationships with other members. Therefore, it is not easy to meet the changing 
needs of stakeholders by rapidly responding to their different opinions (Provan & Kenis, 
2007). Besides, NAO network form is also more expensive compared with the other 
governance modes, since this network is normally externally governed rather than reliant on a 
certain member organization providing its own service, thus not every destination can afford 
to have this governance form. Besides, network participants need to buy stocks each year in 
order to be a formal member of the NAO.  
 
Since every mode has its pros and cons, their advantages and disadvantages must be assessed 
from different dimensions in order to understand the various factors influencing their 
effectiveness as a whole. Therefore, the following section seeks to elaborate what good or 
effective governance is by identifying different characteristics of good governance. The 
governance system shows varying degrees of effectiveness based on these evaluation 
dimensions.   
 
2.3 Dimensions of local tourism governance effectiveness 
 
According to Eagles (2009), governance effectiveness involves the capacity to realize 
organizational network objectives. In the tourism context, destination governance and 
network effectiveness is defined as the fulfillment of positive network-level outcomes that 
could not normally be achieved by individual organizational participants independently 
(Provan & Kenis, 2007). Therefore, effectiveness is viewed at the whole network level, 
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which empowers local participation and ownership of strategy implementation, and provides 
a forum for information sharing, learning, discussion and negotiation (Bramwell & Lane, 
2008).  
 
According to Beaumont & Dredge (2009), the way local governance networks operate is 
crucial to design more targeted and effective tourism management structures and practices. 
“Good” governance relies on how the stakeholders and groups involve into the network, their 
values and aspirations and the decisions they make about issues, for instance, participation, 
communication, transparency, accountability, knowledge sharing, equity and efficiency. 
Governance efficiency refers to making the best use of resources. It is the capability of 
producing effectively with minimum quantity of efforts (Eagles, 2009; Scott et. al., 2008). In 
this paper, the effectiveness of a particular case study network is examined by identifying and 
discussing the characteristics of good governance in its network structure.   
 
Although networks have been studied from a variety of perspectives, few studies have 
focused on the effectiveness of various modes of destination governance. Based on what is 
known about networks and network interactions, there are certain principles and 
characteristics of governance itself that can be used to interpret whether or not a particular 
form of network is likely to be effective (Provan & Kenis, 2007). In order to address the 
effectiveness of different governance arrangements, six parameters of good local tourism 
governance were derived from a review of Beaumont & Dredge (2009)’s work. These 
parameters are shown as follows and will be explained in more detail below: 
 
• Positive culture, constructive communication and engaged communities 
• Transparency and accountability 
• Vision and leadership 
• Acceptance of diversity and the pursuit of equity and inclusiveness 
• Developing knowledge, learning and sharing expertise 
• Clear roles and responsibilities of participants and clear operational structures and 

processes of the network 
 
2.4 Principle of good governance 
 
Governance parameters and explanation 
 
Ø Positive culture, constructive communication, participation and engaged communities 

participation/coherence  
 
Positive culture refers to the active environment built by network participants where actors 
can gain support for a common viewpoint on destination development or for the mobilization 
of common resource in order to implement agreed operations (Svensson et al., 2005).  
Communication participation refers to all people having a voice in decision-making, either 
directly or through legitimate institutions that represent their interests and have freedom of 
association (Eagle, 2008; Scott et al., 2008). And such participation can be joined by diverse 
groups or individuals.  
 
Besides, there are some challenges and issues in tourism governance: first, not all groups and 
individuals have equal opportunity to participate in policy-making, some participants are 
excluded in network dialogues and decision-making (Scott et al., 2008). Second, participants 
may represent narrow interests instead of broad public interests. Third, involved actors may 
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lose coherence if the actors involved pursue their own goals without considering others’ 
interests (Svensson, 2007), and this kind of partnership does not add value to the cooperation 
process. 
 
The three modes of governance (lead organization-governed network, participant-governed 
network, and NAO) have been highly evaluated on positive culture, constructive 
communication and engaged communities, since these network participants are more likely to 
be committed to and involved in the network and work together. However, actors outside the 
governance network may feel less engagement, for example, the network members of NAO 
may be seen by non-members as “elite club”. And the participants of lead organization-
governed network may feel paternalistic in their engagement.  
 
Ø Accountability  
 
Accountability refers to the requirement of official answer to actors about the disposal of 
their powers and obligations, accepting responsibility for failure, incompetence or deceit 
(Eagles, 2008). It concerns the mechanisms through which decision-makers may be held 
accountable. Accountability may threaten the legitimacy of partnership, and this is the most 
evident and controversial distinction between private and public sector. For example, at the 
last municipal election in a certain ski resort, the town’s mayor was replaced by the 
opposition leader after the campaign. The close ties between the municipal election and 
leading business interests in this area suggested that businessmen rather than politicians were 
in power (Svensson et al., 2005). 
 
Besides, there are some challenges and issues in tourism governance: first, the network may 
not represent broad public interests but narrow business interests. Second, the prominence of 
industrial and political actors in tourism networks is discovered, which may influence the 
decisions on tourism policy-making (Scott et al., 2008). Third, compared to the 
accountability of public partners who cannot neglect, private actors are less sensitive to their 
immediate responsibility.    
 
Ø Transparency 
 
Transparency is about information sharing and acting in an open manner (Eagles, 2008), 
which means decisions will follow guidelines and rules, and information is freely available 
(Scott et al., 2008). The key role of network governance transparency is to develop and 
encourage interaction, making it accepted and commonplace, which not only helps to 
maintain trust but also builds trust among participants (Beaumont & Dredge, 2009). 
 
Besides, there are some challenges and issues in tourism governance: first of all, informal 
networks may not have clear rules and membership guidelines, which may be a problem. 
Second, decisions may not be representative of the network members. Third, elites from 
tourism networks can have a powerful effect on the final policy outcome and government 
action. Fourth, informal networks can influence government outside-established, transparent 
policy-making procedures (Scott et al., 2008). 
 
From a local governance transparency and accountability perspective, lead organization-
governed network has a high level of transparency and accountability to major network-level 
activities and key decisions. The role of the lead organization emerges from the members 
themselves, based on what seems to be effective and efficient. Participant-governed mode 
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also has a high assessment on this governance dimension. When network governance is 
shared, the collectivity of participants makes all the decisions and manages network 
activities. The transparency and accountability in NAO network governance is also highly 
assessed since the participants of NAO are typically committed to network-level goals and 
have a strategic involvement with the network as a whole. However, the three forms of 
governance have a lower level of accountability and transparency to the network members 
who have other main interests.  
 
Ø Vision and leadership 
 
Strategic vision towards decision-making involves looking constructively towards the future, 
with consideration of historical, cultural and social complexities (Eagles, 2008). Besides, 
organizations’ collaboration is based on goal consensus, which reduces competition or 
conflict among participants. A key success factor for a vision is to persuade as many 
destinations actors as possible to engage in a broad and rather diverse spectrum of goals 
(Nordin & Svensson, 2007). Therefore, actors involved in the network are not competing 
with each other, but rather as a whole competing with other destinations. Participants could 
make their own contribution to broad network goals/vision while simultaneously attaining 
their own goals (Provan & Kenis, 2007). Since the goals of the vision are rather diverse, there 
appears to be something in it for everyone, or it could be described as the result of 
compromise. This indicates that mediation of different interests is important to reach 
consensus on what is in the best interests of the whole community within one destination 
(Scott et al., 2008). Whether everyone agrees on everything or not, the vision plays an 
important role in generating a joint destination development process.  
 
Leadership refers to local businesspersons or institutions trying to take a more active role in 
tourism planning and management (Eagles, 2008). In order to put the leadership into one 
destination, there is a need to have a local champion, whether a businessperson or other local 
person, for encouraging destination integrative development.  
 
Besides, there are some challenges and issues in tourism governance: first, vision conflicts 
may emerge between executive authority and major coalitions, between parochial participants, 
making consensus difficult to achieve (Scott et al., 2008). Second, leadership strength is very 
difficult to form within one destination since network members may have varied 
capability/expertise to respond to different problems (Scott et al., 2008). Third, some 
destinations’ networks lack public sector expertise to take the leading role in tourism 
development. Fourth, network-level goals are impossible to achieve if there is no agreement 
on prioritized issues (Scott et al., 2008). 
 
Lead organization-governed network has a high assessment of vision and leadership for 
future tourism development since this collaborative relationship not only has specific goals 
for individual network partners but also has broad goals that guide network actions. 
Participant-governed network has a medium level of vision and leadership, because the more 
organizational participants are involved in the network decision process, the harder long run 
network-level goals are built. NAO network governance also has a broad vision and strong 
leadership for future development, which are based on consultation with at least a subset of 
network members by NAO leader. Some members have more experiences, sufficient 
resources and louder voice by virtue of their business success.  
 
Ø Acceptance of diversity and pursuit of equity and inclusiveness 
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Diversity acceptance encourages value sharing and cross-cultural understanding (Scott et al., 
2008), such as holding meetings that empower minorities to participate or establish 
participatory processes free from exclusion (Scott et al., 2008). Equity refers to the 
requirement of similar cases being treated in similar ways (Eagles, 2008). Inclusiveness is 
described as the capacity of governed networks to widen the range of actors involved in the 
destination development activities for the purpose of joint problem solving and policy-
making. For example, the ski resort Åre is characterized by multi-actor inclusiveness since 
not only large private actors were described as the main drivers of development in the 
destination, but also a majority of small and medium-sized companies were involved in 
attracting new business to the region (Nordin & Svensson, 2007).  
 
Besides, there are some challenges and issues in a tourism network: first, the network may 
not be representing all interests since powerful interests can seek to marginalize other 
interests. Compared to the participant-governed network, the other two network forms have a 
lower acceptance of diversity and inclusiveness of other non-member interests. Second, 
collective sanctions can work against those stakeholders who are not willing to share the 
network’s common interests (Scott et al., 2008). Third, there are questions relating to the 
participants’ inclusiveness that need to be considered, such as who participates, which roles 
do they play, and how were the partnerships decided? 
 
Ø Knowledge developing, learning and sharing 
 
Knowledge transfer across tourist partners is essential for destination competitiveness. 
Although knowledge transfer can happen informally at one destination through unstructured 
processes, a well-managed destination does not leave it to chance, but instead manages and 
thinks through the process. It occurs through peer-to-peer exchanges, group learning, iterative 
knowledge sharing and electronic discussion spaces. For effective knowledge transfer, 
organizations must be embedded within the destination network for partners to control the 
degree of access to knowledge (Scott et al., 2008). Moreover, the early phases of knowledge 
management were dominated by “knowledge is power”, but the new thinking argues that 
“sharing is power”, which creates “communities of knowledge” at destinations. Svensson et 
al. (2005) argue for the creation of institutionalized learning processes and feedback systems, 
which facilitate knowledge exchange and accumulation. Since learning between 
organizations needs certain conditions to be effective, combining the knowledge sharing flow 
with destination networking is an efficient way to communicate the common vision among 
actors.  
 
Besides, there are some challenges and issues for knowledge developing, learning and 
sharing in tourism governance: first of all, lack of gearing between knowledge generators (e.g. 
researchers, consultants etc.) and practitioners at tourism destinations, such as education, 
vision, experiences etc., can lead to different “communities of practice” (Scott et. al, 2008). 
Second, the willingness of partners to collaborate in knowledge sharing can influence the 
effectiveness of knowledge sharing (Hall & Williams, 2008). Since partners are often single 
persons in charge of a small company or a family owned enterprise, knowledge must be 
highly related to their operation if they are willing to adopt it. Third, it is very difficult to 
achieve effective knowledge transfer to employees who have a low commitment, which 
includes the situations of seasonal and part-time workers, high labor turnover, etc. (Scott et 
al., 2008).  
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Lead organization-governed network has a relative low level of knowledge developing, 
learning and sharing expertise since the major network-level activities are highly centralized, 
which limits the diffusion of knowledge sharing and learning. On the contrary, participant-
governed network and NAO have a higher assessment of knowledge developing and sharing 
since participants in these two network forms have more opportunities to interact directly 
with each other or interact directly with the governing board members of NAO. However, 
these two forms have a low assessment result regarding the wider community in which the 
actors are not involved into the governance network.  
 
Ø Clear roles of participants and clear process of network 
 
From a governance perspective, the roles of government and private firms may influence the 
level of growth and development in a destination. Private actors depend on the public sector 
to provide housing, water supply, schooling, as well as other public services for planning and 
certain permits, such as substantial investments in roads, etc. And the local government also 
realizes its high dependency on the private sector for investments, knowledge transfer, 
employment, and economic gain. However, the role of local government is quite different 
nowadays. The boundary between public and private sector has become permeable, which 
causes the responsibilities between the different sectors in handling various issues becoming 
increasingly blurred. For example, local government seeks to transfer the responsibility for 
certain decisions to the private sectors concerning the industry situation (Nordin & Svensson, 
2007). A closer collaboration between the public and private sector becomes highly valued. 
 
On the other hand, the operating modes of tourism networks are classified as participant-
governed structure, NAO, and lead organization-governed structure by analyzing the roles of 
different network participants and their relationships between each other (Beaumont & 
Dredge, 2010).  
 
Besides, there are some challenges and issues in tourism governance: first, network 
collaborations that do not follow any formal rules or codes of conduct are less effective. 
Second, relationships between actors are the key concern when dealing with questions like: 
who plays a leading role? Why? Is there a mutual dependency between them? (Svensson et 
al., 2005) 
 
Lead organization-governed network has a high assessment on clear roles and responsibilities 
of participants since the characteristics of this network are task-oriented and outcome-focused. 
A lead organization facilitates the activities of participant organizations in their efforts to 
accomplish network-level goals, which may be aligned with the goals of the lead 
organization. Participant-governed network has a medium assessment score on this 
dimension since the position for each member in this network is neither permanent nor well 
resourced. As network needs and expectations change, members enter and leave the network, 
which makes the governance adapt accordingly. NAO network form also has a high 
evaluation on this governance dimension since the roles and responsibilities of participants 
are clearly articulated in NAO rules and this network has the capacity to respond to the 
emerging needs of members, since this form of governance requires greater involvement of 
organizations from at least the governing board members. 
 
2.5 Conceptual framework 
 
From the theoretical background, a conceptual framework has emerged. The conceptual 
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framework for this study consists of three destination governance arrangements (or network 
forms) and six parameters of good local tourism governance. During the process of 
destination development, different types of networks can be more or less effective in 
achieving good local tourism governance. Each has strengths and weaknesses in promoting 
tourism development and can have a profound effect on how initiatives and opinions are 
empowered and inhibited before making the final decision. The conceptual framework is 
presented in Figure 1 below, which shows three different governance modes and six 
parameters for evaluating the effectiveness of these network forms. In the following case 
study, the author will first find out which governance mode is currently prevalent in the 
destination (Hemavan and Tärnaby) and then analyze how effective it is in tourism 
development of Hemavan and Tärnaby.  

 

 
Figure 1 Conceptual framework of destination governance   
 
 
3. Case study context and objectives 
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In recent decades, rural areas have often been considered as problem-areas. They often 
encounter depopulation, out-migration, and population aging. These consequences make it 
difficult for rural areas to maintain good services and infrastructure. Tourism development is 
promoted as a solution for areas suffering from declining population numbers and 
unemployment. Tourism development is often believed to create income and job 
opportunities, offer a broader range of restaurants and entertainment, and stimulate 
population growth to turn some rural areas into prosperous regions (Müller, 2006).  
 
Following the rapid growth of some rural destinations in recent years, more attention has 
been generated on destination governance. However, there are some specific issues around 
governance faced by rural tourism resorts that need to be considered. On one side, the 
destination is facing a period when private actors dominate the scene. Few private actors who 
own large resources only care about their own areas of interests, and not about the destination 
as a whole. It creates conflicts between big private entrepreneurs and small business actors. 
On the other side, there is a shift in influence from public to private actors, which brings 
some dilemmas in terms of how much power the public actors should have in relation to the 
private ones. In some places, the local government has little actual power in relation to the 
major companies. So, it may be difficult for local politicians in a rather small municipality to 
intervene in the development plans or investments from major cooperation. Those situations 
also raise another issue of an imbalance between centralized decision-making and democratic 
procedures where each actor has the right to cast a dissenting vote (Gill & Williams, 2010; 
Nordin & Svensson, 2007; Svensson, et al., 2005).  
 
Based on this idea of studying destination governance of rural and peripheral areas, 
especially focusing on tourism-dominated areas, small localities that own relatively large 
tourism resources are selected. This was further narrowed down to study a destination that 
uses its mountainous location as a major driving force for tourism development. In Sweden 
the mountain region, comprising about one third of Swedish land territory, is a popular tourist 
destination. Almost 85% of mountain region visits are directed toward leisure activities and 
80% of winter visitors to the Swedish mountains participate in downhill skiing (Fredman & 
Heberlein, 2005). Therefore, one international northern ski resort in Sweden, Hemavan and 
Tärnaby, is targeted for this study. It is a winter destination with good ski facilities. Besides, 
Hemavan and Tärnaby recently underwent governance restructuring (according to a 
representative from the DMO company who was contacted during a study fieldtrip in 2014). 
The destination marketing organization (main governance network) was set up in 2012; and 
the ski lifts in Hemavan were finished being sold in 2014 from its previous owner Strömma 
to a new investor called Investment AB Autopoiesis. Therefore, it is relevant to investigate 
how the destination stakeholders perceive the effectiveness of the new governance model and 
how useful it is for local tourism development. 
 
The following section will provide a historic review of the tourism development of Hemavan 
and Tärnaby to set the context for the case study.  
 
3.1 Case Study --- The Ski resorts: Hemavan and Tärnaby 
 
Until the 1930s, the region of Tärnaby and Hemavan had all the characteristics of “a 
mountain community” (Arell, 1999), which means all major facilities (such as railway, 
accessible roads, industrial culture, large enterprises etc.) were lacking. Given this lack, 
entrepreneurs seized the chance of developing tourism industry in this area, at least for parts 
of the year, for making a living out of it. Nowadays, thanks to favorable conditions of Tärna 
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Mountains, Tärnaby and Hemavan has become the only mountain community in Västerbotten 
County, which can compete with other mountain ski resorts in the national arena.  
 
The aim of this chapter is to describe the tourism industry of Hemavan and Tärnaby, which 
includes its current tourism development situation, important actors and their roles in the 
tourism governance network as well as the historic background of this destination. It will be 
interesting to follow the development of the tourism industry in Tärnaby and Hemavan and 
explore the tensions between the local and external forces based on the constantly changing 
roles of actors. Besides, the history of tourism expansion in this destination can also help to 
explain its current network structure and governance situation, since the choice of governance 
mode depends on the context of the destination’s development (Gill & Williams, 2010; 
Svensson, 2007). 
 
3.2 Case Description:  
 
Hemavan and Tärnaby is one destination in a well-preserved nature environment (The Tärna 
Mountain) with two ski resorts --- Tärnaby and Hemavan (see Figure 2). The environment 
can be characterized as alpine and sub-Arctic with long winters and loads of snow (Nordregio, 
2004). These two ski villages are located in the middle of the Tärna mountain range, which is 
part of Storuman municipality in the county of Västerbotten. Normally, there are about 1750 
local residents lived in the villages (www.scb.se). Skiing centers in Tärnaby and Hemavan 
attract 3% of the national skiing market in Sweden. Most visitors are from Umeå; the rest of 
them come from other part of Västerbotten, like Luleå, as well as people from Norway and 
Finland. The ferry in Västerbotten is very important for the Finnish people to come to 
Hemavan and Tärnaby. And the Norwegian people are the biggest inbound skiing market in 
this area (Interview with the representative of DMO, 2016).  
 
Compared with Tärnaby, Hemavan is the hub for skiing and tourism development. More 
skiing resources and tourism infrastructure were developed in Hemavan; for example, 
hundreds of ski cabins were built in Hemavan but only few in Tärnaby. Besides, Hemavan 
companies have established a shopping center since 2010 for buying food, clothes and 
alcohol (interview with representatives from the Municipality of Storuman, 2016).  
 
Tärnaby is famous for downhill skiers. In 1984, the Alpine Skiing World Cup was held in 
Tärnaby, which created a big influence around. Legends like Ingemar Stenmark, Jens 
Byggmark, Stig Strand, Bengt Fjällberg and Anja Pärsson have won 12 world championships 
and 9 Olympic winter medals. These achievements put this destination on the world map 
(Hemavan Tärnaby, 2010). It was that downhill ski racing developed to put Tärnaby on the 
alpine map of the world, which was used to market the Tärna Mountains.  
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Figure 2 Map showing the area of Tärnaby Västerbotten County. Source: Board of 
Västerbotten.  
 
3.3 Historical Background of Hemavan and Tärnaby 
 
As mentioned before, it is important to understand the historic development path of Hemavan 
and Tärnaby. According to Ma and Hassink (2014), there are four phases and two possible 
categories of the tourism path dependence, which are: preformation phase, path creation 
phase, path development phase, and path as dynamic process or a movement to stable state.   
 
In terms of preformation phase, before tourism started, Tärnaby and Hemavan were still in 
the stage of subsistence farming, which means this area was very little associated with 
economic development at that time. In fact, The Tärna parish, including the majority of the 
Tärna Mountains, was the last settled parish in Sweden (Arell, 1999).  
 
When tourism started in 1920s, the exploration phase of this area began. The first tourism in 
an organized form in Tärna took place in collaboration with the Svenska Turistföreningen 
(STF). STF was founded in the late 19th century with the purpose of encouraging people to 
travel around and get to know different parts of Sweden. During the summer of 1922, in 
order to discover new touristic places, Tärnaby was visited by its officials and it was 
immediately realized that this area had great potential as a tourist resort. Then STF built the 
first hostel in Tärnaby in 1927 and the main visitors of this hostel were young people. Then a 
main road was built up to Tärna until the 1930s, which was later extended to the Norwegian 
border in 1939 (Arell, 1999).  
 
STF was the initiator and therefore the first actor in the arena. The first investment by STF 
and the road development boosted the beginnings of local homestead tourism in Tärna during 
the 1930s. Some owners of local homesteads started to welcome tourists into their own 
homes and host them like in B&B accommodation. Local initiatives were encouraged and the 
knowledge that tourism could bring in income started to grow. However, in this exploration 
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phase, local involvement at that time was very small scale, and tourism was still a side 
income industry (Arell, 1999).  
 
During World War II, no tourists came into this area, so it was basically shut down. After the 
war, tourism entered a new phase of bifurcation again, triggered by external and even non-
tourism related agencies. During the 1950s hydropower stations were built in this area. Then, 
the whole construction phase lasted from the 1950s to the 1970s. During these almost twenty 
years, a lot of money was put into the municipality and lots of infrastructures were built, 
which led to the increase of population and tax income. Besides, working at the power 
stations helped the revenue of the municipality increase. The municipality became very rich 
and very powerful in a very short time, which led to the municipality becoming one of the 
most important actors. After that, it decided to use this strong position to lobby more tourism 
suppliers to invest in this area. In the 1950s, the first big hotel and the first ski lift were built 
in Hemavan under the auspices of Skid-och Friluftsfrämjandet (SoF), which was the other big 
tourism organization in Sweden. Meanwhile, more small local entrepreneurs began to appear, 
such as Sture af Ekenstam, who facilitated tourism development on a wider basis. The phase 
of local involvement was achieved in 1950s. However, smaller local actors became reliant on 
a few larger actors (Arell, 1999). 
 
Then local political leaders started to lobby more for local acceptance of tourism as a serious 
industry. In the mid 1960s, the second big tourism hotel was opened in Tärnaby under the 
auspices of STF. The initiative was taken by the municipality, which persuaded the STF to 
build and operate the hotel. Besides, the municipality tried to reinvest the income they 
received from hydro electricity companies in order to get hotels and tourism infrastructures 
built in Tärnaby. From then on, Tärnaby would be able to compete for tourists with Hemavan. 
In 1968, a local company association, Tärnafjällen PR-föreningen, was built up (Arell, 1999).  
 
During the 1970s, Tärnaby Hemavan entered the phase of real growth and consolidation. 
There were several exogenous factors pushing tourism into a strong growth phase. One of 
these factors was that skiing became very popular in Sweden, Norway and other areas during 
the 1970s. This kind of boost was particular caused by Swedish downhill skiers. Because of 
these celebrities, Tärnaby was put on the alpine map of the world. Another big external trend 
was increasing demand for second home construction. During that time a lot of people started 
to invest for having countryside holiday cottages, strengthening the profile of Tärnaby and 
Hemavan as a tourist resort. Besides, very generous tax rules and interest rates on loans were 
available for people who wanted to build holiday cottages. People wanted to invest their land 
as close to the ski lifts and slopes as possible. “Ski in and ski out” was a very popular trend at 
that time (Arell, 1999). 
 
In the early 1970s, the municipality of Tärna merged with the municipality of Stensele 
(where Storuman is) and created the large municipality of Storuman. However, Tärnaby and 
Hemavan are now on the western side and Storuman is on the eastern side, which makes 
these two parts not necessarily connected. This caused problems that tourism was treated by 
the municipality with less concern than before. Compared to Hemavan, which was always 
focused on tourism only, this was a big shock for Tärnaby. Tärnaby had been the municipal 
center until then, but since the 1970s, it has found it very difficult to create a very new 
identity after the loss of the municipal seat (Arell, 1999).  
 
Another important actor for tourism development in Hemavan and Tärnaby was and still is 
the Ski Lift Company. This company was initially owned by the municipality; and the 
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municipality also owned the lifts and operated many activities in the surroundings. The 
development of the ski lift company was closely related to the number of available beds since 
more beds around the ski lifts operator would make the lift operations more profitable. An 
increasing concentration of tourists’ beds near ski lifts marginalized the small villages that 
were outside the Hemavan and Tärnaby centres. Besides, the municipality also wanted to 
control the lifts to be concentrated, which created a limiting factor of future tourism 
development. To sum up, 1970s was a very chaotic decade and lots of exogenous and 
uncontrollable factors and forces impacted on tourism development in the destination, like 
the big external investors and the municipality that were the main actors and the main 
entrepreneurs at that time (Arell, 1999). 
 
In the 1980s, there was a basic consolidation of the skiing boom as a continuous leisure 
activity. And there were more housing investments as well during that time. The tourism 
information center was constructed in Hemaven. Besides, the ski roads expanded in Hemaven; 
and automatically the Hemavan airport was ready for commercial operation in the early 
1990s. Having an airport was quite a big thing for the tourist resort and further concentrated 
tourism in Hemavan and marginalized Tärnaby from tourism flows. The reason is that if 
people take an airline to get to the destination, they do want to drive another twenty 
kilometers to Tärnaby to get to a hotel or ski lift. Moreover, the extent of local involvement 
did not change much during the 1980s (Arell, 1999). The large assets like the ski lifts still 
remained in the hands of the local municipality. Furthermore, the focus from 1970 through to 
the 1980s was on winter tourism only, with the ski lifts being the main tourism infrastructure. 
There was no new development forthcoming for the summer season (Arell, 1999). 
 
In the 1990s, there was a new development bifurcation triggered by exogenous forces and 
actors, which was the emerging competition from other skiing resources further in the south 
like Åre and in Dalarna. Therefore, during the 1990s, the market of skiing was no longer 
growing and reached the phase of stagnation. Another bifurcation was that the municipality 
pushed the ski lifts of Hemavan and Tärnaby into privatization and sold them to an external 
big company called Strömma in 1999. Strömma was a large Stockholm based tourism resort 
investor and owned tourism resorts all over Sweden. They were mainly interested in 
developing Hemavan since they did not see the potential for tourism growth in Tärnaby. 
Therefore, during the following 10-15 years, Strömma mainly focused on investing in and 
rejuvenating Hemavan and did not put much investment in Tärnaby, which caused local 
conflicts and frustrations from a few entrepreneurs in Tärnaby. Although they wanted big 
investment there, it never happened (Arell, 1999).  
 
Over the past few years, the ski lift company has had a big effect on private companies. With 
the expansion and rejuvenation in Hemavan, a new wave of entrepreneurs came along with 
development. They came into Hemavan and took advantage of the new investment that 
Strömma made. Besides, Strömma was a very powerful and dominant actor in the tourism 
system. It was very protective of its own investment and its own priorities, and did not 
encourage any alternative development that other local entrepreneurs might want to pursuit. 
Several new, small-scale winter projects could not be implemented because of Strömma. It 
has led to a gradual “lock in” of the old-fashioned skiing and downhill skiing products in 
Hemavan and Tärnaby. In addition, many external actors, such as some large construction 
companies or finance consortia, were involved in the new ownership constellation at that 
time. Many of the established hotels have changed owners, which make the complexity of 
network increase in this place (Arell, 1999).  
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From the 1990s to 2000s, the destination’s tourism product still did not chang much. 
However, there were some minor adaptations. For example, the type of skiing has gradually 
changed from classic downhill skiing into incorporating skiing like ski-cross, snow boarding, 
and a little bit of cross country skiing. But there was no new hotel and no new main 
infrastructure built at that time. And the infrastructures were still very much the same as the 
building style in the 1960s and 1970s (Arell, 1999).  
 
On the other side, since the long domination by Strömma led to many frustrations within the 
local industry, there has been a long local negotiation process of establishing an association 
that could be owned by local businesses and key players. In 1997, a development conference 
was held in Hemavan. It was organized by the Tärnafjällen PR-föreningen, which in this way 
wanted to act as a unifying force in the continued development of tourism (Arell, 1999). It 
took a long time to convince the local entrepreneurs and other interested partners to get 
together under Tärnafjällen PRF and lobby against Strömma to get their own interests more 
considered. In 2012, the new destination company, Visit Hemavan Tärnaby AB, was set up 
(interview with the representative from the DMO, 2016).  
 
In the late 2000, the destination has entered a new phase of bifurcation, because Strömma 
decided to sell of all the mountain tourism resort assets that they had including Hemavan and 
Tärnaby. They split up Hemavan and Tärnaby and sold them to different companies. 
Hemaven assets were finished being sold in 2014 to a new investor that is owned by the same 
Finnish mother company that owned Strömma, and its new subsidiary is called Hemavan 
Alpint. Hemavan Alpint has big plans to rejuvenate Hemavan again, which include upgrading 
infrastructure and putting new lifts on top of the mountain. Tärnaby was organized with a 
lease-purchase 2013. With the help of Strömma, local entrepreneurs took over the ski lifts of 
Tärnaby. This is considered to be a good opportunity for Tärnaby to get more local 
involvement in decision-making, planning and taking responsibilities for local development 
(www.visithemavantarnaby.se). Meanwhile, the DMO Company has new powerful 
participants (stockholders), Hemavan and Tärnaby ski lift operators, for future destination 
planning and resource complementarity.  
 
In the current situation, increasing numbers of Norwegian guests probably keep the resorts of 
Hemavan and Tarnaby alive. Norwegians are the main market and lots of them come for 
shopping, that is why one of the Hemavan entrepreneurs realized a big opportunity of 
building a big shopping center in Hemavan. A liquor store in Hemavan is also a huge change 
in the town. Besides, increasing numbers of Norwegians bring investments in cottage 
development. Many cottages have been constructed successively in Hemavan and Tärnaby in 
recent years (Interview with the municipality, 2016). 
 
4. Methodology  
 
This chapter will elaborate the detailed methodology for answering the research questions, 
which includes a description of how data were collected, what kind of respondents were 
chosen for interviews, how the data were analyzed after collecting and why. Besides, the 
limitations and ethical considerations will also be discussed separately in this section.  
 
A qualitative research methodology was used in this study. The decision for qualitative 
methods was made because in order to reach this paper’s objective and answering its research 
questions one needs to collect plentiful information regarding people’s opinions and attitudes 
in relation to the local tourism governance of Hemavan and Tärnaby (Veal, 2006). Moreover, 
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the main source for data collection in this research was to conduct in-depth interviews with 
important stakeholders and actors in the tourism field. According to Finn and Elliott-White 
(2000), interviews can be considered as the most widely applied qualitative method to collect 
deep and detailed information. The interviews were conducted face-to-face, which was the 
preferred form of interview, with the ability to gain trust, to interact with the respondents, and 
to guide them through the questionnaire (Brotherto, 2008). In terms of secondary data, that is 
data used from secondary sources, it was collected from local development reports, 
destination marketing websites, as well as historical documents that are related to this topic.  

4.1 Sampling 

The sampling was made to reflect a variation in terms of private and public actors, covering 
the actors within and outside the DMO Company. In terms of respondents’ selection, 
according to Brotherton (2008), an appropriate way of choosing the interview participants for 
an in-depth case study is desired from respondents that have specialized knowledge. However, 
considering that the study area is limited and the research questions under examination are 
specialized, only a few people could be identified as “target respondents”. There are some 
important characteristics they’re better to hold in order to provide more detailed information, 
such as: to work for an important tourist organization/company in this destination, to have an 
important position there, to be involved in marketing, development and planning of this 
destination, and with rich experiences within the tourism industry there. Besides, in 2014, 
there was a fieldtrip for the tourism students at the Department to visit Hemavan and Tärnaby 
where I have met some of the key stakeholders. Then, I made further snowballing by asking 
these stakeholders I met before to recommend other potential interview participants who have 
the desired characteristics.  

11 potential respondents were invited by e-mail/telephone or paying a visit, and there was no 
non-response. 10 out of 11 people accepted the interview request. Finally, ten respondents 
were interviewed in Hemavan and Tärnaby, and they are representatives from both private 
and public sector. The type of stakeholders and how the respondents of interviews were 
assigned is shown as below (See Table 1): 

• Storuman Municipality 
• Private stakeholders: Hemavan Alpint AB and Tärnaby Alpint AB, which are ski lift 

operators 
• The DMO company Visit Hemavan and Tärnaby 
• Local business operators: Representatives from small, medium-sized companies 

within this area (such as hotels, restaurants, etc.) 
• Hemavan Airport 

Table 1 Types of stakeholders and respondents number 

Type of stakeholders Respondents number 
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CEO or owners at private companies and local business 
operators  

v Hemavan Alpint AB 
v Tärnaby Alpint AB 
v Airport 
v Hotels in Hemavan 
v Hotels in Tärnaby                                                   
v Restaurants in Hemavan and Tärnaby 

 
 
 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 

Representatives from public sector 

v Municipality 
v DMO visit Hemavan and Tärnaby 

 
 
2 
1 

Total 10 

 
4.2 Data collection  
 
Emails were sent to all the potential respondents, giving a brief introduction of my paper’s 
outline and inviting them to participate in an interview. If the e-mails were not replied, I 
contacted them by telephone or just visited for making an appointment. However, consider 
the nature of respondents: being busy at work or having an important position with other 
priorities to attend. Thus, affordable time from their side was a considerable issue, which was 
to be expected (Brotherton, 2008).  

A semi-structured interview with open-ended questions was used in this paper (the interview 
guideline can be found as an appendix on the last page). The questions were categorized by 
themes for guiding the conversation, which include identifying important actors and their 
roles in this tourism governance network, the network performance of Hemavan and Tärnaby 
and how effective this governance network is in tourism development based on certain 
principles of good local governance. If the main topic is not fully covered by the primal 
answer, the follow-up questions will be asked. One advantage of using semi-structured, open-
ended questions is that it would be more flexible in asking questions. And these questions (or 
the order of these questions) can be adjusted based on the background of the respondents. It’s 
also flexible in that participants can introduce their own topics of concern and add new 
perspectives that were not initially included in the guideline. All interviews lasted between 30 
minutes to 1.5 hour and they were all conducted in English with audio recording, which was 
permitted from the participants, and transcribed through a mix of summary statements and 
verbatim quotes for analysis.  

The transcription and the final text was sent to the respondents to make sure the descriptions 
are as correct as possible. Moreover, Hemavan and Tärnaby is a rather small place, in order 
to make sure all respondents’ data remained confidential and anonymous, the citations in the 
r only refer to a category of respondents, such as public or private actors, and not to certain 
positions or individuals (Nordin & Westlund, 2009). 

4.3 Data analysis  

The analysis method chosen for this study is “thematic analysis”, which is a method that 
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include thematic coding and finding patterns and themes in the data (Spencer, et al., 2014). 
“Thematic analysis is a method for identifying, analyzing, and reporting themes within data 
(Braun & Clarke, 2006: 83).” And it offers an accessible and theoretically flexible approach 
to analyze qualitative data. After transforming spoken texts into written texts, the transcribed 
data were converted into a more manageable structure by ordering, reducing and 
summarizing. This phase involves the production of initial codes (a short segment of data) 
from the data, as organizing data into boarder meaningful groups (Tuckett, 2005). Manual 
data analysis/coding was used in this paper since the sample size of respondents was quite 
small, and complex cross-tabulation of codes were not required in the process of analysis. 

After all data have been initially coded and collated, the first step was to sort different codes 
into different themes as well as collating all the relevant coded data extracts within these 
identified themes in order to identify possible patterns, and then to find out how they relate to 
the theoretical framework and how they relate to other codes (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Some 
themes were pre-decided, but it was also possible for new themes to emerge throughout the 
process. Pre-determined themes were constructed based on the modes and principles of local 
tourism governance network (Provan & Kenis, 2007; Beaumont & Dredge, 2009). According 
to Provan & Kenis (2007), there are three kinds of operating modes under the context of 
network-based destination governance. And the specific network governance of Hemavan 
and Tärnaby needs to be identified. Moreover, the six principles provided a structuring 
guideline framework and the additional sub-themes emerged from the data in order to 
interpret whether or not a particular form of network is likely to be effective (Provan & Kenis, 
2007). Information, which was extracted from the interviews, is shown in Figure 3 below. 
These themes are more general, while more specific themes also emerged as sub-themes 
throughout the analysis process.  

 

 

 
Figure 3: information extracted from interviews  

4.4 Limitations 

One limitation is reflected in the data generated by the interviews. As Brotherton (2008) 
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argues that people often may over- or understate certain issues. “The responses they gave 
may be contrived in some way to protect themselves or portray them in a more favorable 
light” (Brotherton, 2008:118). Moreover, considering the fact that the respondents may 
realize this paper focuses upon the destination they live in and/or place they work for, their 
answers may be given in a more positive way, particular in the case of public stakeholders 
who have to represent the destination instead of individual self.  

Besides, due to lack of time that did not allow me to investigate the opinions of all medium 
and small actors within this destination, this paper would rather show a general situation of 
tourism governance in Hemavan and Tärnaby. Moreover, one key stakeholder from Hemavan 
has been missed during my visit, which could be another limitation for this study that we 
cannot get any information or opinions from his/her perspective. Furthermore, the 
“snowballing” sampling also may have introduced some bias, because people tend to 
recommend certain people based on their acquaintances but not others, which partly 
influences the objectivity of choosing interview respondents.     

4.5 Ethical considerations 

Since the interviews are recorded, it is necessary to promise that the data will not be used for 
any other purpose and will be stored securely so that no third party can access the tapes and 
transcripts after finishing this paper. Also, any sensitive information implicating participants 
or the names of other stakeholders in the destination was not presented in the results, so that 
individual participants cannot be identified. In addition, the respondents were informed that 
the name of the destination they work for would be shown in the paper, which is unavoidable. 
Regarding this, participants’ involvement is based on the principals of voluntariness and 
informed consent.  

 
5. Results 
 
5.1 The network structure of the DMO (destination marketing organization) 
 
In 2012, the new destination company, Visit Hemavan Tärnaby AB, was set up. There are 19 
shareholders in this destination company, including one from the municipality; the other 18 
owners are from the companies that have business in this area. The shareholder from the 
municipality (Näringslivchef) is the representative of a local business association --- 
Tärnafjällen PR-föreningen, which was established in the 1965 and acted as a unifying force 
in the continued development of the tourism industry. In this association, there were seventy 
company members. When the DMO Company was set up, this association was left with 60 
members and had stocks in the DMO. Indirectly, these 60 small firms also participate in this 
destination company through their membership in the local business association. According 
to a DMO representative, all the tourist companies in this area, to some extent, are 
represented in the DMO. 
 
The governance mode of this destination company is a NAO form of network, typically 
having board structures that include a subset of network members. There are seven members 
on the board of the DMO, one from the municipality and the other six are from the 
companies in Hemavan and Tärnaby. The current chairman of the board is from Hemavan 
Alpint. Except for certain big actors, such as Hemavan Alpint AB and the municipality, 
which have had a natural place on the board since the destination company was set up, the 
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other board members are elected by the 19 shareholders each year at the general meeting.  
 

I am joining it [the DMO Company] because I think it is a good idea to have the broad in this 
company that works as a PR for the coming visitors. This DMO Company that is selling 
Hemavan and Tärnaby is not a specific commercial company, which is the main reason I am 
with it. And I think we need to put more money into the company that helps us sell this area… 
(Respondent 4) 

 
The seven board members are representatives from Hemavan Tärnaby Airport, Tärnaby 
Fjällhotell AB (the major hotel in Tärnaby), Krokfors Fritidsområde AS (the major building 
developer in Hemavan), Hemavan Fjällcenter (the major hotel in Hemavan), Bayhill Invest 
AB (the local shopping centre in Hemavan), Hemavan Alpint AB as well as Storumans 
kommunföretag AB this year. Hemavan Alpint AB and the municipality are two bigger 
shareholders in this board (See Figure 4). These companies all have a tourism-related 
business in this area. The members of the board normally meet 4-6 times per year, and 
decisions are taken based on the discussion of these board members in the DMO. Besides, the 
DMO also have at least two ‘open’ meetings during the year for discussing the issues in this 
area with other companies that are not on the board and are not owners of this destination 
company. Although these meetings can bring up problems and possibilities in an open 
manner, the governance structure (NAO) of this DMO is centralized; the board members play 
an important role in decision-making, setting joint priorities as well as creating destination-
embracing strategies for the whole area.  
 

It was built on trust, the board has to have this mandate, and it is the ground. It has to have 
the annual meeting for the shareholders to decide the company should do the specific project 
or something… 
 
If you say the questions are directly to the companies in the small questions, you do not send 
them to the board and you send them directly to the company. If they are the bigger principle 
problem you send it to the board, so they feel that: ok, we are a part of the questions… 
(Respondent 3) 
 

 
             Figure 4 The DMO governance structure 
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Moreover, the destination company also has a project team for marketing, coordinating 
business (helping those shareholders to act together for tourism marketing) and developing 
tourism information of Hemavan and Tärnaby. It includes seven staff working as project 
leader and co-workers. Recently, a big project named “INTIL” (Innovativ Turism I Lappland) 
started from July 1st, 2015, and it will be finished until the end of June 2018. This project is 
run by the DMO in cooperation with two other destination-marketing organizations such as 
Gold of Lapland and Destination South Lapland. This cooperative project is financed by 
Region Västerbotten, the European Union, Gold of Lapland, Visit Hemavan Tärnaby as well 
as eight municipalities (Dorotea, Malå, Norsjö, Lycksele, Storuman, Strömsunds, Vilhelmina, 
and Åsele). In this sense, one of these seven staff is now working as the project coordinator 
of INTIL, communicating with people from different financing organizations. The big aim of 
this project is to get more guests from other countries, such as Finland, Norway, Germany, 
and the Netherlands. The common goal of this DMO Company is to get more visitors to this 
destination, especially attracting more guests for alpine skiing in winter.  
 
Since the DMO is not a member organization operating its own business, instead, this form of 
network is externally governed or mandated through the company members and staff. 
Therefore, some participants felt that it was hard for these company members to switch their 
roles between the working position of their own business company and the owners of the 
DMO. The DMO board members both represent their own company and represent their 
company sitting on the board. Sometimes it may be a problem to separate different interests 
based on different roles they play or in other words, it was hard to separate personal business 
interests from the interests of DMO. This is the problem when considering tourism 
companies gathering in the board for the whole destination development.   
 

They are the local companies in the board, the shareholders in the board. If you have a board 
in a company, you do not represent your own company, you represent your company sitting in 
the board. In this Visit Hemavan Tärnaby, you both represent the (DMO) company and your 
own company that you work with. So sometimes it can be hard to keep apart which role you 
have in the board that can be difficult. You do not have conflicts in the board, but you have 
problems to separate your different interests (Respondent 3). 

 
However, two other participants mentioned that in their own business companies they could 
make the decisions, but in the destination company, the decisions would always be made by 
waiting for the board to show what they thought of certain ideas because everyone owns this 
destination company. Another participant was particularly critical and thought that 
developing a ski area consisting of different companies in different sizes was a very complex 
system especially when there were some bigger players within that certain area.  

 
How shall you develop a ski area and a ski resort consisting of different companies in 
different sizes it is a very complex system especially when you have the biggest company 
within the area. While you have the Storuman Commune, (the municipality) they are the 
biggest player, after that it is Hemavan Alpint. And of course if you are such a big employer 
and such big company where you have those muscles, it is depending on the people working 
in that company; because they can decide whatever they want, they do not have to listen, they 
do not have to make compromises within the DMO if they do not want to…(Respondent 6). 

 
Therefore, the destination company is a platform where local government representative meet 
the tourist industry in the form of leading people from the local business association. The 
participants initiated the DMO by themselves, selecting members based on their working 
position, influence or access to capital and resources. Although the participation was initially 
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without deeper commitments, the work-ties among them are strengthened due to their 
interdependent relationships.   
 

There is one thing that is good, like three years ago, we had big difficulties in cooperating at 
all, so this is a step forward that we are cooperating with them (Hemavan Alpint). And that is 
why they (Strömma now Hemavan Alpint) joined the Visit Hemavan Tärnaby. They said: “ we 
want to have a major part, and we want to have the chairman of the board position”... And 
the big one wants to control, and wants to have the role of the chairman on the board. There 
was no discussion, which is one of the “krav” in Swedish. It is not a conflict, since we had 
nothing to say to join or to cooperate; this was one of their demands (for Strömma now 
Hemavan Alpint) to join (Respondent 6). 

 
Before the DMO was set up, the Tärnafjällen PR-föreningen was the main association for 
gathering the companies in this area as a unifying force. This association was responsible for 
all issues appearing in this destination. Strömma was another big actor in this area at that time. 
During the 1990s, the municipality had privatized the ski lifts of Hemavan and Tärnaby and 
sold them to this external big company. However, Strömma only worked on the marketing of 
alpine skiing products and did not feel comfortable to blend in this association governance 
form. Since Strömma was used to doing business with big companies outside Hemavan and 
Tärnaby, it did not understand local companies in this area, what they needed, and what they 
wanted Strömma to do for destination marketing. The consequence was that it was quite 
difficult to have business cooperation between this big actor and small local companies. 
Another reason for this disaccord was that before Strömma bought these alpine ski lifts, the 
municipality had owned them, and the municipality had worked quite tightly with these small 
companies by giving them benefits such as better prices on ski lift passes. However, when the 
big international company Strömma came in, it did not concede such benefits anymore since 
Strömma was a commercial company and aimed to earn profits. This change also led to 
conflicts.  
 

It is somehow a human reaction, if you are little, and you have a big actor, then you want to 
have help from these big companies’ resources. I do not think these big companies they think 
like that, they have their position, because they are not the municipality. They are a private 
company; they want to earn as much money as possible  (Respondent 1). 
 
When Strömma took over, they were just getting their economic reports every week maybe 
and said: “no you have to increase the sales, maintain and decrease the cost”, and they were 
sitting in Stockholm and deciding and …I think it is the big turning up in Tärnaby … and 
Strömma did not have any ideas or what to do with Tärnaby… and if you do not evolve, you 
die…they only want to preserve what they had already done in Tärnaby… (Respondent 4) 

 
Of course I could have opinions on how Strömma (now Hemavan Alpint) worked, but it was 
not my business. That is the main problem, because they were running a known company, but 
my strong opinion is that they of course their focus was on Hemavan, because it was in 
Hemavan where they had business. And Tärnaby has been coming a long way after in their 
focus, because they did not have any interests in Tärnaby at all. That is why it is a delicate 
collaboration, as they are so strong. And they collaborated with Visit Hemavan Tärnaby, 
however, Tärnaby is so small and we have so few entrepreneurs here… so compared to 
Hemavan, which is so much bigger and so many more companies…so of course it is not a 
balance, but it is nature. That is also difficult for the DMO, because Strömma was so strong 
within the DMO. It was difficult to put Tärnaby in a balanced role within the destination 
company… (Respondent 6) 

 



	 27	

With Visit Hemavan Tärnaby AB setting up, more and more companies understood this new 
governance mode and understood if they wanted to gain more benefits from the destination, 
they had to cooperate with each other since there is a great resource dependency between the 
stakeholders, often relying on other companies in maintaining satisfied customers. In this 
sense, there is much better collaboration between Hemavan Alpint (previous Strömma) and 
other small actors in this destination than before. Most participants agreed that the DMO had 
been quite successful in uniting the companies in the areas towards the common goals for 
destination development.  
 

And my opinion is that I think compared to sort of back in the days when we had this 
Tärnafjällen PR-föreningen I think, it has been quite an improvement. It has been an 
improvement both for the area but also in the relationships between the area and the 
municipality; and (between) the area and the region border. You have the strong voice from 
the area. That is much easier to have one part to talk to and to discuss it. That was very easy 
for us to understand what do they (shareholders and small companies in this area) want, 
when do they want and what purpose do they want, what can do from the municipality point 
of view and what can the county administrative board help with or the region in the county … 
(Respondent 3) 
 
Visit Hemavan Tärnaby is an organization to bring all the small companies together and to 
bring the destination together. Tourism products are the result of many different things… that 
is why we started Visit Hemavan Tärnaby, because we need someone to gather these small 
companies, to gather the hospitality, to maintain the level of hospitality, the level of service. 
And try to work with things that are difficult for these small companies to work on alone, but 
together is easier to find the smart solution, for example, marketing, transportation, 
infrastructure and service management… (Respondent 6) 
 
We want them (Strömma now Hemavan Alpint AB) to join (the DMO) as well, because they 
are the biggest company in this area like three years ago, we had big difficulties in 
cooperating at all. And they run the ski lift, so they are very important to cooperate with. 
Because we want one destination, we do not want Hemavan Alpint to be a separated part. 
And we want a strong destination, so one good thing of it is that we cooperate, but it is still 
quite unbalanced development between Tärnaby and Hemavan (Respondent from Tärnaby).  

 
5.2 Findings and analysis on governance effectiveness 
 
When there was only the Tärnafjällen PR-föreningen, the purpose of this organization was 
almost the same as the purpose of the DMO nowadays: to get more visitors coming. However, 
regarding the governance process, before individual projects were implemented, the 
governance form of this association was to get consensus from each member. Since there 
were seventy members of this association, this governed network became highly inefficient. 
The staff working in this association spent more time trying to coordinate decisions across 
these companies and to convince more people to participate in meetings to make sure each 
member had the same working direction. The downside of this open network was that it was 
very hard to make one decision. Nowadays, in the DMO, the shareholders have the first 
position to decide through the board meeting on what tasks are going to have priority. In this 
new governance, instead of getting everyone’s agreement, the decision will be made based on 
the consensus of the board members. Therefore, this new governance mode is more efficient 
than the previous one since it can handle numbers of diverse network participants through a 
unique administrative structure. Besides, shareholders in this destination company may have 
better involvement by at least the governing board members to make this cooperative 
network as a whole. 



	 28	

 
We are not putting so much work time to convince these (members) who do not say yes. 
Earlier we called and visited these companies who did not contact us and try to get them to 
come with us, that work we do not do today not as much as we did it before, so now we put 
energy into those who say “yes! We want to do this” (Respondent of the DMO) 
 
But it is better to have this board and companies than not having it. We are sitting in the same 
room. We are talking with each other, and that is the real beginning to do something 
together. It is much harder to do something together when you do not sit in the same room 
and talk about the same questions (Respondent 3) 
 
Anyone who has a company and buys stocks in this company (the DMO), who is voted into the 
board, and of course all the partners can come with ideas and suggestions. And there are 
several plans made within the DMO such as business plan, marketing plan… so anyone who 
is working here in this area can, of course, join and contribute with their ideas. However, the 
chairman of the board is the same person who runs the biggest company (Hemavan Alpint 
AB, previous Strömma) in this area, which makes it a little bit difficult for the development of 
Tärnaby … (Respondent of Tärnaby) 

 
Besides, it is also easy to learn the recent disjointed development status of Hemavan and 
Tärnaby due to the historical reasons.  
 

We have some conflicts in just what are our main issues, and what are the most important 
questions for the development of the destination. It often comes to very specific questions how you 
act and not act on very specific issues (Respondent 6). 

 
Ø Positive cultures, constructive communication and engaged communities 

 
The board of Visit Hemavan Tärnaby can be seen as one of the most important collective 
actors regarding influence over destination development. The members of the board generally 
meet 4-6 times per year. The board meetings are highly prioritized among the participants. 
According to some participants on the board, although there are no formal records kept 
during the meeting, it opens the way for more interesting and meaningful debates. Therefore, 
the informal discussions and the process are as important as the final decision made. 
However, another two participants on the board felt that last year’s board meetings were not 
very efficient. They thought it was a bad decision to have fewer meetings during the year 
since there were no questions or issues to work with between the meetings and they did not 
have anything to say when joining the meetings, which was very ineffective and useless for 
them. This may indicate attending the meetings is as important as being informed about the 
discussion results and the informal issues being settled. Although the results could probably 
create a sense of legitimacy for the board members, the discussion process is much more 
important than the results.  
 

Last week, we decided that we had to meet more often because last year some people decided 
that they should have small meetings preparing the questions for the board. So they just 
inhibited two meetings and said: “No, we had no actual questions that we would not need to 
meet”… However, why shall questions be discussed within small groups? Why should we not 
join in that discussion? Now we are back to what we thought from the beginning that we 
would have 4-6 meetings per year. But last year, we only had three meetings, so it was a very 
ineffective year… (Respondent 6)  
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In the board meetings, the members try to discuss the big picture, development strategies, and 
principles of this area. The DMO and the board members must be open-minded; otherwise, it 
will not get acceptance from the companies in this area. 
 

Every board meeting we will discuss the plan (next year or five years), and the goals, what 
should we do in every topic, what is the status, who is doing what, and how is the deadline, 
how is it going, are we proceeding, are we not, can we help each other (Respondent 6) 
 
Why should we join if we do not have to work and if we should never be in the discussion and 
trying to develop the company that we were voted in for. It was not a very effective year (on 
board members’ communication) in my opinion last year…so now we had last week like 
working meeting within the board and we strongly said: “we have to change the 
(communication) structure within the work. Otherwise, we would not like to join, because to 
join 2 or 3 meetings per year and we did not have anything to say, this is very ineffective and 
no use” … Now we are back to A, I think. Now we restart and try to be efficient again. It was 
three other members and me who said: “ this is not what (the DMO) we joined, this is not 
how we think the DMO should be run.” That is why we had this meeting last week, and 
everyone agreed that we would do this in another way (Respondent 6). 

 
In terms of the stakeholders in the non-tourism community or the local business actors 
outside the board, the DMO tries to gather them by opening meetings twice a year. Those 
meetings are in an open climate to talk and discuss things. If the members who are very 
emotional want to talk about this and push the questions forward, they have the ability to do 
that. The aim of it is to bring up problems and possibilities in an open and honest manner. 
However, some participants in the DMO argue that there are very few ideas or suggestions 
that are accepted and put on the board at once since every single idea and opinion always 
ends up with endless discussions. It is a very long journey for issues to be settled. 
 

In a long run, I think meetings are bad thing, because so many different meetings that are 
really end up with nothing.  It is often very loose groups and stuff. That is why it is very hard 
for this destination company because if they have a big meeting, then there are ten small 
meetings just … it is really hard, I think we need more structure for all those smaller meetings 
as well. Last two years, I did not attend those meetings, because it is only a lot of opinions but 
nothing happens, so it feels like a waste of my time just going to these meetings…I need to 
focus on my own business… (Respondent 7)  

 
If you have a good leader on the meeting, it will be perfect. I think more than half of the 
meetings we have in this area are useless. They are just sitting around Fika, and they are not 
involved in the meetings. You do not have a goal for the meetings, like what should we have to 
end up with and what is the conclusion after the meetings… It is very difficult to have good 
meetings (Respondent 4) 

 
If you want to have progress in some kind of way, you cannot have that big meeting all the 
time. You have to have small meetings too, so small amounts of people can work with it. The 
people who have the most interests in the area in the field that you’re gonna work with, then 
you should start with them, and then it gets bigger and bigger. When you have an open and 
big meeting, it is more like an information meeting…otherwise you have to divide the big 
group into small groups that they can work in progress also, because if you have more than 
seven people in one group, you cannot handle it, it is too much talking…a group is always 
efficient when it contains 3-7 people, because in such kind of group, there is a better 
discussion and the group members can reach a consensus on decision-making and work 
progress easier (Respondent 4).  
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In the DMO, the shareholders also have different thematic meetings such as the meetings of 
cross-country skiing, summer market, or certain big marketing projects on how to prepare the 
project and what goals to set etc. for planning specific activities, which are not in the regular 
agenda. The companies in this area can have their own collaborations or they could 
communicate with the members on the board (or chairman) if they have some opinions or 
ideas they want to bring up or they could contact the staff from the project team for their own 
event marketing. Some shareholders outside the board felt that it was more effective to talk 
with the chairman or members on the board directly instead of joining the open meetings. 
And some others felt that it would be easier to reach consensus by cooperating with other 
company owners who have the same interests or goals in this area in order to get more power 
to develop their own products.  
 

In smaller questions, like we’re gonna have a pride festival, we want to attract that group of 
people, because we have some weekends we need to fill… some people thought that was a 
good idea, and the one who came up with the idea, they need to ask others ‘do you think it 
was a good idea too?’ ‘Yes, I think it is a good idea, can we two make it?’ Bring others in and 
then you make a group of it, and then you continue the working progress… Like you interact 
with other company owners in this area… it has to be the company that they think they can 
contribute and think it is a good idea and hopefully it is a powerful one, but together you get 
more power… (Respondent 4)  

 
When you talk about events, that is a clear goal (in a small group), we want snowmobile 
competition, okay, everybody knows… small groups three, four, five people, often the 
presidents or managers of the companies, and then they are going back to the company and 
make more people work… the disagreement will be taken and solved in the group…. If you 
are keen on the idea, it is always easy to work… and have equal voices in the network … 
(Respondent 4) 
 
We have yearly shareholders’ meetings when they are telling us what we have been doing, 
and what we have planned to do…I got information from him (the chairman) at least once a 
month. For me it is more interesting to know what tactics and strategies will be done in the 
future. He will tell me on the board how they are thinking. It also means I have a chance to 
tell what I think… In my opinion, we have one (open meeting) per year, that is an important 
meeting of course, but for me it is more effective to talk with people one by one instead of 
joining the meeting (Respondent 8).  
 

However, it is hard for a smaller company to go against the strategies of the board, because it 
contains the most powerful actors. Therefore, there is a dilemma that on one hand the 
destination company consists of many actors and on the other hand it can be seen as one 
united actor. This raises the issue of the need for a balance between democratic procedures 
and centralized joint decision-making processes. And Hemavan Alpint AB plays an 
important role in driving tourism development and growth, but on the other hand its strong 
position runs the risk of indirectly limiting other actors. Although everyone talks about the 
big private actors’ impact on the destination and everyone has the opinion, however, hardly 
anyone questions their decisions or works in the open discussion in order to avoid negative 
consequences affecting their business situation. 
 

Because if the whole destination decides where to go, if really we decide very strongly on like five 
things to work with I think everyone would gain, including the big company. However, the biggest 
company, they do not understand that they could themselves gain the most if they actually decide 
to go into these five things together with the destination company. Because they think if they are 
going with three things together with the rest (shareholders in the company), and two by 
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themselves, they will gain the most. They want to have the control and to go their own way on 
several questions, when we discuss flying or transportation by plane… (Respondent 6) 

 
Therefore, the board meetings are very much tied to a limited number of shareholders and 
their personal relationships and trust, but the most important basis on accessing this kind of 
partnership is their position in the destination and their capability to access capital and 
resources. However, different kinds of informal discussions and meetings over time help to 
develop trust, understanding and common view between various actors, which is also the 
basis for more coordinated action between private and public sectors. Besides, the tone of 
discussion is described as informal and open climate. And the social capital in the form of 
trust within the discussion group is very strong, which influences the way of handling the 
resource dependencies between multiple actors, both allocating, negotiating resources and 
making joint priorities.   
 

Everyone’s opinion is listened to, when you point at the direction you have to stick to it and 
follow up…you cannot change the direction every half year, we have a good discussion 
dynamic, if everyone has the same point of view and has the same strategy, there is something 
wrong, so it is good we have different perspectives on which ways are best for the company. 
We have a good discussion and we have united decisions (Respondent 3).  

However, informal communication is not entirely unproblematic. It will lack a democratic 
mandate, and deliver results that only benefit the main members in the destination company 
rather than the entire destination.   
 

It did not happen so much in Tärnaby, much strategic discussion I mean. However, nowadays 
there are only projects in Hemavan, which leads to the board talks so much about Hemavan, 
such as how to handle the issues and how to make sure the interests of some strong actors. 
Another reason is that most of the entrepreneurs are now in Hemavan. There are few in 
Tärnaby (Respondent 4). 

  
Ø Transparency and accountability 

 
Before the decision meeting starts, an agenda will be sent out, which includes what kind of 
questions will be discussed during the meeting. The board members could contact the 
chairman directly if they have ideas on discussing certain topics on the board before the 
meeting. Normally the chairman decides what will be on the discussion list for the board 
meeting or in some cases after inquiring with the head of the DMO. Some questions have 
been raised through the shareholders or big picture meetings. After being discussed and 
processed by the shareholders of this company, such questions will come up on the board 
meeting. The rule is that the chairman should always go through the questions in order to 
decide what matters are brought up for discussion. On the other hand, strategic questions, 
which will influence the whole destination, or the questions about services’ issues or the big 
picture of this area, need to be submitted and discussed on the board. And if these questions 
are not important for the main stakeholders or the whole tourism development in this area, 
the board will not take time to discuss them. However, according to some participants, there 
have been some disagreements on what the most important questions should be or what the 
main prioritized things need to be for the development of this area, since the various actors 
may have diverse interests and viewpoints. 
 

It is the chairman who decides what matters come up for discussion. Because the chairman 
contacts me as the head of this company, then he said ‘I want to take discussion on these and 
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these things, what things do you want this board to discuss?’ And then I tell him, we can take 
these on the board, and then they discuss them in the board meetings (Representative of the 
DMO).  

 
We have good people sitting on the board, we also have a group that we called AU 
(Arbetsutskott: a designated group within the board) where we take the questions and work 
with them a little bit, and then we present them to the board. Otherwise there will be lots of 
questions on the board meetings… we never make the big decisions at the separate group 
meeting before the board, we always wait for the board to say what do they think of the idea 
because everyone owns this company… (Respondent 5) 

 
The non-written rule of decision-making on the board is to try to reach the decisions that 
everyone can accept, by a consensus way to discuss ideas and issues. If any member on the 
board does not agree with a certain decision, this idea will not be pursued, which shows 
democratic network governance within the board.  
 

We try to not have those emergency questions on the agenda; we try not to force to make the 
decision… (Respondent 3) 

On the other hand, since not every member in the board agrees on the decision every time, it 
will be the chairman’s responsibility to make sure that everyone has to do something and 
everyone has to feel that they win something, maybe not in every meeting but in the long 
term. According to the majority of the respondents, the chairman has a strong competence on 
the board and has the biggest influence on decision-making; he is also the CEO of Hemavan 
Alpint, the most important business company within this area. Some participants felt that by 
the virtue of trust and common sense, under which the DMO is operated, the chairman is 
accountable to the board and the board is ultimately accountable to its members. However, 
two other participants felt that his leading role in decision-making runs the risk of indirectly 
limiting other actors on the board. It leads to an ineffective decision delivery since it appears 
that the discussion results cannot benefit the entire destination and the imbalance of power 
between actors deserves more consideration.  
 

Sometimes in terms of big issues, when the chairman points out the solution or the direction 
of further development, as a local company owner you maybe do not see the meaning of that, 
sometimes you have to be very clear from the chairman that this is the way to go and then 
everyone realizes ‘okay I do not like this but I will not say ‘no’, I silence to say yes. But I do 
not like it, and I understand we have to go this way…’ (Respondent 3) 

 
When you have set a goal for the destination, it is easier to work with each other and to talk 
with each other, but when it comes to questions that are very close to you, it is hard to arouse 
you and look forward to the big goals, you look into your own company and problems you 
have there… (Respondent 3) 
 
Sometimes you have to go forward, if someone says ‘no, I do not agree’…but sometimes you 
still have to go forward… (Respondent 6) 

 
Besides, there are no written rules or unwritten codes of conducts to regulate every company 
member’s responsibility. Although the destination company has a chairman in the board, still 
the responsibility between the board members is shared. It may demonstrate that 
accountability can be difficult to claim from one single actor. On the other hand, the board 
does not have a decision implementing procedure, but rather a strategic plan. When the board 
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has made an informal decision, the responsibility for its implementation is transferred to the 
most appropriate actor within or outside the board.  
 

We have no special things that board members have except for the chairman… but we have 
also some other members who have these special tasks, they watch what is happening and 
discuss with partners in this group (board)… (Respondent 1) 
 

The members of the DMO also indicated that the right to make joint decisions on certain 
projects depends on the proportion of the investments made, influence and available capital 
from different actors on the board. According to most respondents and the historic 
background of this area, the big private actor initiates and raises the big issues that concern 
the destination as a whole. It is evident that there is a strong private external alpine skiing 
operator --- Hemavan Alpint dominating development in this destination. This uneven 
balance of power generates both opportunities and threats. A common perception from the 
local actors of Tärnaby is that Hemavan Alpint cares more about its own area of interests and 
about its profits, instead of the whole destination. Other respondents emphasize that 
Hemavan Alpint’s attitudes towards the destination have changed to include more of a 
destination-embracing strategy, and that it appears to understand the resource dependency 
between Hemavan Alpint and other actors in maintaining satisfied customers.  
 

On the other hand, the destination company, they cannot forbid the specific company to make 
investment or every company runs by the company owner and you do not have any power the 
other way around from the destination versus the specific companies (Respondent 2).  
 
That is one example, when they work by their own, they (Hemavan Alpint) have made their 
own agreement with Nextjet (an airline) directly, not from Visit Hemavan Tarnaby, so that 
not everyone can use this agreement … they think their own company first of course which 
they are… they do not understand the tourist industry. If they have understood the effect of 
tourism industry development, and how their result will be if you have happier guests and 
more satisfied guests and more guests, the biggest companies will gain the most… especially 
if they are the ski company. So, there will be no loss and no risk to make good decisions… But 
I do not think they understand this system. That is why they are working on their own, making 
their own decisions, that is exclusive for them… not for the whole destination, only for 
themselves… and they are in Hemavan, not in Tärnaby, the imbalance will be even bigger 
(Respondent 6). 

In summary, the DMO leans towards centralization when it comes to decision-making, 
agenda setting, as well as creating joint goals for the whole destination in the board meeting. 
However, the development strategy of Visit Hemavan Tärnaby (TURISMSTRATEGI 
Hemavan & Tärnaby 2014 – 2020) creates a need in the tourist destination for coordinating 
between different actors and for dealing with the issues of centralization versus a democratic 
manner by letting everyone speak up.  
 
In terms of transparency, there is little information given to outsiders about what occupies the 
board before things are settled. Regarding inclusiveness, the board must be considered as a 
closed body, it is very much tied to a limited number of members and their personal trust and 
bonds, but the most important is their position in the destination and their access to capital 
and resources. Besides, the board members of the DMO appear to have great confidence that 
sensitive information will stay within the group.  
 

Transparency, as much as it is possible you do that, but sometimes you discuss questions that 
is not possible by some reasons. And you have the agreement that this time we talk about the 
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question that we cannot talk about it outside this room. Maybe we have not had it yet in the 
board, but it can happen. So, you have transparency as long as possible. But, it is not a 
problem if there are secret things that are discussed to not put it on the paper or talk about 
outside the room. All have to remember that we have to give the board the space and power 
to do something … you cannot forget about the board and the company. Because in the long 
term, the board does not have any mandate to do something… (Respondent 3) 

 
Besides, according to a majority of the respondents, it is hard to analyze the outcome of 
different projects in terms of money spending, like marketing investment or other inputs in 
the DMO. One participant outside the board felt that the decision-making process was not 
quite transparent for them.  
 

It is hard to get this [accurate analysis]…because the DMO does a lot of things, but [these 
things] cannot be measured really. We do a lot of things that many of the stock owners think 
that you do it, but it does not happen everything…however, the DMO does a lot of things and 
we cannot reach it by ourselves if we do not have this DMO, like the newsletters of Hemavan 
and Tärnaby (Respondent 5). 

 
If it is supposed to increase the number of guests, for example, 1.5% for a specific year, it is 
always difficult to say that this increase of 1.5% became reality because of the money spent 
on marketing from the destination company… (Respondent 2) 

 
That is one of the things I am not satisfied with, because I do not get what I would like to get 
every year, at least two or three times a year, I get a report from them. This is what we have 
done and this is what we have spent … just brief sheets of what has been done, but I do not 
get that. It is only one meeting a year and then it is not enough…I do not think it is enough 
and transparent enough… (Respondent 7) 

 
As mentioned, the board of the DMO is a self-appointed, closed body with not much 
transparency, informal meetings and no-one claiming accountability. It clearly lacks a 
democratic mandate sometimes in the destination. Yet at the same time it is efficient to 
deliver results that benefit not just the main actors but also more or less the entire destination.  
 

Ø Vision and leadership  
 
Development in Hemavan and Tärnaby has created higher demands on the quality of 
products and services; the DMO has to increase the standards and professionalism there. It is 
necessary to both cooperate and compete. The success of each firm depends in part on other 
firms due to a great resource dependency between the actors, often relying on other 
companies to be part of their own supply chain. On the other side, in a certain specialized 
field such as hotels and restaurants, different actors develop different unique competencies 
and develop a competitive destination. Therefore, it is not easy to have a common vision 
among different actors since their development strategies are rather diverse.  
 

Because if you are a customer here, you do not know who runs the hotel, you do not know 
who runs this place, because if you come to a company, as a customer here as a tourist in 
Hemavan, Hemavan is Hemavan…you want to have a good experience, wherever you go in 
Hemavan… (Respondent 10) 

 
Another interesting question is how the local government and major private actors interact 
and get consensus on destination development strategies. This is where the 
TURISMSTRATEGI Hemavan Tärnaby 2014-2020 comes into the picture. The big goal in 



	 35	

this tourism strategy is to double the number of guests, room nights as well as revenue by 
2020. This is also a national goal of Sweden and the DMO follows this goal (See table 2).  
 
 Table 2 Goal in tourism strategy 2014-2020 

Target 2011 2012 2014 2017 2020 

Guest nights 384 137 414 062 435 000 550 000 750 000 

Guests 87 000 104 000 112 000 141 000 192 000 
Turnover (Million) 244  

. 
263  310  375  500  

Source: Turismstrategi Hemavan Tärnaby 2014-2020 
 
These strategies require different actors’ cooperation to succeed; but the initiators (board 
members) also realize they could still fail and recognize the need for a vision beyond these 
strategies. The vision serves the function of making clear where the destination is heading. 
According to TURISMSTRATEGI of Hemavan and Tärnaby, the joint vision for the whole 
destination is that “Hemavan Tärnaby skapar lust att landa i riktiga fjäll”, but it is always far 
from their shared goals and agendas. It is the fact that everyone has their individual agenda 
and their business to play by. This joint vision can be seen as, in the tourism growth phase, 
the major actors that consist of both private and public ones produce a shared view of the 
future in Hemavan Tärnaby and control the development of it. 
 

We have a strategy what Visit Hemavan Tärnaby is working towards, if you have a goal like 
that, that is also like a quite good goal, that we should double the beds. And we should have 
50% more employees for the whole year, that is a good goal. But is anyone following it up? Is 
there someone controlling that if it is going in the right direction? Have we increased beds, 
what is happening? I do not think everyone is really working with that… it is not 
communicated strongly. And if you know that goal, how will you manage? (Respondent 4) 

 
The goals of the vision are diverse, bridging a broad range of fields. There appears to be 
something in the vision that is suitable for everyone or the results of actors’ compromise. As 
implied, not everyone is interested in everything. For example, not all actors in this 
destination would like to have all year-round tourism. Some participants mentioned that they 
did not have any winter business in Hemavan and Tärnaby during the summer. Yet the vision 
aims at increasing the number of guests by developing all-year-round tourism. Hemavan 
Alpint, the biggest player in this area, whose main interests is the alpine skiing in the hectic 
winter season, decides to offer the restaurant product during the snow-free season. It is easy 
to learn that whether everyone agrees on everything or not, the vision plays a significant role 
in creating a joint destination development process. Vision makes it easy to settle on issues 
that are destination embracing as well as important to ensure a successful development.  
 

They have nothing in the summer time, so if I ask Hemavan Alpint: “could you cooperate with 
other companies with the things in the summer time?” Then they said: “ no we cannot do 
that”, because it is not their product (Respondent 1).  
 
I also have the chance to work in this destination company to get more people coming all 
year around. For Hemavan Alpint, nearly all the money we put on the winter season and not 
so much in the summer. However, the DMO should work and I should work for the whole 
year destination, so everyone can survive. Otherwise you have hotel owners, for them it is 
hard to manage in six months [in summertime]… this summer we gonna open the restaurant 
at the top for about one and half month, it is brand new. This is the first year ever when we 
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can offer the product in the summertime as we do in the winter, and the restaurant will be one 
of these products… (Respondent 5) 

 
Some participants felt that a key success factor of the vision (TURISMSTRATEGI of 
Hemavan and Tärnaby) on persuading as many stakeholders as possible to commit into it 
could be its broad and diverse range of goals.  
 

We have the same goals, but the strategies as I speak, really different… we have one common 
opinion that is we want to make this place better, and we do not need to agree on many 
details… (Respondent 7) 
 

However, other participants argue that vision conflicts may emerge between actors from 
Hemavan and Tärnaby, making consensus difficult to achieve. One respondent felt that few 
people in Tärnaby have a clear vision on what should be done next. He mentioned that people 
in Tärnaby are inclined to preserve what they have already done (they make the same 
products every year) instead of improving or creating new products. Due to the historic 
background, during 15 years, Strömma mainly focused on the rejuvenation of Hemavan. 
They did not have any ideas about what to do in Tärnaby, so they just let it be. Now the 
development in Hemavan is much more advanced than in Tärnaby, which makes Tärnaby 
and Hemavan having different development strategies and goals.  
 

They (Åre Vision 2011 Group) have only one goal, to make Åre a world cup destination. They 
could agree that we could have the world cup in Åre. That was the goal for everyone, they 
had only one goal, to make Åre as a world cup destination, we do not have it here, and we do 
not have that goal. Okay, it is divided; you can go either way here, if we should have a goal 
like that. That is a really strong goal, because it is easy to understand. I think Hemavan and 
Tärnaby should have a goal, maybe two goals, one goal for Tärnaby and one goal for 
Hemavan. And we do not have it. We just run it for different will, and hoping for the best, and 
trying to make something together (Respondent 4) 
 

In order to put the leadership into one destination, there is a need to have a local champion 
for encouraging destination integrative development. The leadership in Hemavan and 
Tärnaby is very hard to form due to lack of strong trust within the destination. Although the 
board members are very much closely integrated into a small group, their personal 
relationship and trust is mainly based on their position in the destination and their ability to 
access capital and resources (interdependence relationships). In this respect, the trust in small 
actors is very weak since they may have varied capability to respond different problems.  

 
I would like to have one leader or one strong board, Visit Hemavan Tärnaby will be a perfect 
company to have it…with a strong leader with trust, and this goal that everyone can 
comprehend and say ‘okay I am in’, then the destination will evolve to a good destination 
(Respondent 4).  

 
I think that is one of the opportunities to get this to work, to really have a good leadership. 
Have a company that everybody really trusts and the leader that everybody is comfortable 
with... (Respondent 7) 
 
I think you cannot make those rules, I think those rules and agreements are based on trust, if 
you get on everybody’s trust, at least half trust each other, then I think it is easier to… those 
rules will be made themselves. At this moment, every small business struggles really hard, we 
do not have time and capacity to trust… (Respondent 7) 
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Ø Acceptance of diversity and the pursuit of equity and inclusiveness  
 

The large private actor, Hemavan Alpint, can be seen as the main driver of development in 
Hemavan and Tärnaby due to its capacity of allocating resources, capital and carrying out 
investments from outside. Meanwhile, a majority of the private actors in the destination 
company are small and medium-sized companies, which act as strong trademark to attract 
new businesses to the region. The presence of the strong private operator has created a 
greater demand for many smaller firms to join together.  
 

They are more important for the area because, if we did not have the ski resource Hemavan 
Alpint here, then I could not have this business… they are really important, because if the lifts 
are not open, why do we have tourists here? Of course, the lift owners are the most important 
companies for the areas (Respondent 4).  

 
Even if the small companies do not have any representatives sitting on the board, they can 
also take part in the projects that are run by the DMO. Some participants felt that since they 
were too small companies, it was better to cooperate with others for having more muscles and 
being seen widely, which is also the main reason for them to join into the DMO projects. On 
the other hand, three other participants mentioned that they were so involved into their own 
business, so they did not have time to be engaged into anything else. It was better to spend 
their time doing their own jobs instead of concerning what other people were doing.   
 

This is one of the conditions from the municipality; all the entrepreneurs from this area 
should have the possibilities to be a part in the work of developing this area (Representative 
of the municipality). 
 
I think that is the easiest way, because if I was engaged in what they do down there and what 
they do down here, I will not have time to do my business. So I think it is easier for them as 
well if I do not bother them… and they spend their time doing their job instead of concerning 
what I am doing…does not mean we are not working on the same thing… we have one 
common opinion that is we want to make this place better, we do not need to agree on many 
details, we need to agree we want more people to get there… (Respondent 7) 

 
The local government realizes its high resource reliance on the private sector for investments, 
employment and growth but also for the knowledge when it comes to the development of 
tourism. Private actors depend on the public actor to provide housing, day care, schooling, as 
well as other pubic service for physical planning, substantial investments in roads, certain 
permission, etc. There is a clear resource dependency between private and public actors. 
However, as often happens in the multi-actors governance network, there are struggles for 
power, negotiations as well as benefits of give and take. In fact, some companies have bigger 
influence than others.  
 

We will try to sort of to make clear what is the responsibility for the municipality in the board 
as well. As the municipality we should not interfere with different companies’ decisions but 
on the strategic level, we must involve ourselves, for example this big marketing project, 
INTIL, this project is partly finance by the municipality, of course in our interests, the project 
should be successful (Respondent 2). 

 
Of course, the lift owners are the most important companies for the areas. They need to want 
to communicate with other companies, and want to work with other companies, but 
sometimes it is not like that (Respondent 4).  
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Besides, the dominance of major private actors in the board of the DMO whose main owners 
are based outside the destination, indicates a shift from internal to external influence. 
According to some participants, this change seems to have certain positive influences on the 
destination development, such as financial resources, new knowledge lead-in, as well as other 
increasing effects coming from “outside”. However, some other participants felt that the shift 
towards ownership structure outside the destination may challenge the level of local influence 
and power. Merging the local entrepreneurs with new external influence may be vital for the 
on-going destination development.  
 

Actors depending on each other is not very strong, that is the history of Hemavan also. That 
is the history of Hemavan Alpint or Strömma, and Strömma they had the board in Stockholm, 
and the owners in Finland… No local connections at all, all the decisions from Hemavan 
Alpint were made in Stockholm. It outsourced decisions sometimes; the decisions are made in 
the big city. That is not good for any company to have the decisions far away from the 
business…(Respondent 4) 

 
Ø Developing knowledge, learning and sharing expertise 

 
Visit Hemavan Tärnaby has sent out a large amount of information. For example, every 
Thursday Visit Hemavan Tärnaby sends newsletter about on-going things in this area. These 
newsletters are sent to everyone who has a business in this area. And anyone interested in 
certain things/events can join in. Besides, Visit Hemavan Tärnaby also sends out information 
about local companies by putting them into the newsletter. Stakeholders could find out their 
business possibilities from these e-mails. However, they have a system that can see how 
many companies open the newsletter emails after sending. Only about 50% of e-mails are 
opened by the receivers. According to a majority of the respondents, the main issue of 
knowledge transfer in this area is to find out how to attract more active receivers.  

 
If I said I’m gonna have an after ski on Friday, then I also need the people to search the 
information, sometimes it does not matter how much you send, if they are not a receiver. The 
board Visit Hemavan Tärnaby is a good sender, they send a lot of information… but I do not 
think we are good receivers… so you need to be a good receiver too, after communication, 
you need to read what they are sending out… (Respondent 4) 
 
It is too much information that is the problem on everything today, me as a board member, I 
have so much information, I cannot see what is important and what is not important, the 
problem is not the information is the amount of information. It is not a lack of information it 
is too much information (Respondent 3) 

 
Moreover, Visit Hemavan Tärnaby plans to have some training for the board member in 
order to help them to make a better distinction between the roles in the DMO and in their 
own business. It may be better to have some effective knowledge sharing flow or learning 
process in this area in order to make the trust and overall viewpoint among each other.  
 

Not everyone understands or makes priority join the network (DMO). They could be active in 
their small company by operating own business, but they do not have time to understand that 
the network could offer them more than they spent. We are all depending on each other, but 
not everyone who works in the service or the tourism industry understands that… they are so 
tight with their own work… (Respondent 6) 

 
Ø Clear roles and responsibilities of participants and clear operational structures and 

processes of the network 
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The role of the local government is quite different in the early years of 2000s from how it 
was in the 1970s. The local government owned and ran central tourist facilities during the 
latter period. Nowadays, the relationship between local government and private actors are 
being characterized by trust, openness and dialogue. One explanation is that the local 
government is willing to transfer the responsibility for certain decisions in terms of industry 
development to the DMO, so that the decisions can be made closer to those affected by them. 
Therefore, the shift in influence and power from public to private actors, coming up the 
question of how much power the public actors should have in the destination development 
process. 
 

We try to make clear what responsibility does the municipality have and what different 
responsibilities do different companies have, that is more specific today than it was a couple 
of years ago… (Representative from the municipality) 
 
The municipality they often have the second role, and they do not take the main role … 
(Respondent 6) 
 

Therefore, the public sector provides housing, schooling and other public services, for spatial 
planning and certain permits, as well as for large investments in road, water supply, etc. It 
demonstrates the local municipality has limited its role in supporting the service financially.  
 

The municipality makes the possibilities for companies or private people to invest.  
If companies apply for building permit to build a hotel for instance, the permit must be 
decided by the municipality and it is also the strategic question for the municipality to 
prepare the specific area in Tärnaby or in Hemavan for expanding the tourism industry 
(Representative from the municipality).  

 
Besides, the destination is facing a period that private actors will dominate the scene. The 
private actors are described as having more power regarding being able to make decisions 
during the meetings. It is clear that there has such a strong private external alpine skiing 
company dominating the development of this destination. The influence of private actors has 
been increasing. Except for the municipality, the main private companies and the local 
business association railed together as the DMO to finance the completion of many different 
join projects. And the major initiatives were created by the private actors. Moreover, 
according to a majority of the respondents, the influence of the leading ski lift company 
(Hemavan Alpint) is apparent. This uneven balance of power poses both threats and 
opportunities. In terms of business opportunities, Hemavan Alpint just invested 32 million 
SEK for their restaurant on the mountaintop, new snowmaking system, lights, etc. 
(Respondent 5), showing a promising development potential of this area. 
  
Although the municipality is also very important in supporting tourism growth, according to 
some respondents, the local municipality does not show enough involvement and preparation 
for the tourism development of Hemavan and Tärnaby. On the contrary, the private sector has 
to take the whole responsibility for the business-oriented processes, because there is a general 
consensus between public and private sector that decisions and processes that mainly affect 
the tourism industry should be governed by the industry itself instead of public actors. Some 
participants felt such opinion was not always right since in terms of physical planning and 
public transportation, which may have a big influence on future tourism development, should 
be planned and concerned more by the municipality.  
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As often with commune is they are a little bit too behind because the processes are slow in 
almost every commune … I think the Storuman’s commune is in the fast of pace to solve the 
infrastructure of problems to help us to improve and to help us to grow, but it costs so much 
money…it is not easy to just invest in that way, so it takes time… (Respondent 4) 
 
It depends on what we are talking. Because the commune they have to be involved into this 
DMO, which they are, to put more money in it. It helped the community to get more people in, 
and to get more working places. But in the other ways, they (the commune) do not have 
ground (land) enough, which they should have because they could plan how it should be 
looked. So, in that way they are not preparing for the future... Now people are coming from 
other places, building, selling and then they going away… the thing is that they should be not 
only provide permission for people building houses but also should consider more about the 
right place to build… (Respondent 8) 
 
Ski in and ski out is a bad idea, because it means only small areas will be very interesting. 
And the areas around, which do not have ski in and ski out, they are not interesting. In my 
opinion, the community should be responsible for the communication, there should have more 
frequent buses between Hemavan and other places… with bus in and bus out, a bigger area 
will be more interesting…  those things community should be responsible for… private actors 
should not work with that, basic communication belongs to the society, the community to 
organize or be in charge with… (Respondent 8) 

 
However, it is important to acknowledge that from the local tourism governance perspective, 
the public-private interplay may well affect the level of growth and development of Hemavan 
and Tärnaby. The boundary between the public and private sectors appears to be more 
blurred regarding policymaking and destination-embracing strategies. There are many 
projects where the municipality has joined with the local businesses proactively in order to 
provide the right conditions for the establishment of new businesses. For example, the 
municipality initiated the cross-country skiing project since they own the cross-country 
tracks, the main resources. This idea was discussed by the municipality and other members in 
the DMO for following decision-making and implementation.  
 

That is why we have this Visit Hemavan Tärnaby, who was organizing and coordinating this 
cross-country tracks and this snowmobile tracks… because now it costs a lot of money to 
maintain, so that is why it was in the Visit Hemavan Tärnaby’s business, like we are paying to 
the Visit Hemavan Tärnaby...  There is no company in a long term to not earn any money on 
the product…We need the cross-country, and we need people coming here and snowmobiling, 
because if they can snowmobile here, then the petrol station earns money, the 
accommodations earn money…everyone earns money except for the one who is making the 
tracks, so everyone has to chip in of course, everyone has to chip in to the company who is 
maintaining the courses. That is the model in Hemavan (Respondent 4).  

 
In this sense, this form of destination governance can be seen as a process innovation, which 
shows that multiple actors have recognized their resource dependencies and accomplish great 
results through network cooperation where each actor is responsible for handling the tasks 
they know best. And it is also a new way of organizing various actors with mutual resources 
dependencies. The public actors are in charge of higher public authorities and bring up with 
the necessary public funding, whereas the private actors cooperated with other business 
actors as well as organizing private funding. As mentioned before, not everyone is involved 
in everything, therefore, responsibility is given to the actors who are most affected or 
involved in the certain issue or project. 
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We have much different conversation nowadays overall when it is very clear the 
municipality’s responsibility is grounded on. For ten years ago, the municipality has some 
projects in the tourism, you have the PR-föreningen and business enterprises office had one 
project and we did the same thing we do not speak to each other and so on (Respondent 3) 

 
Another important role in the board from the municipality is to help to unite different 
companies when they have different interest conflicts in order to keep the balance in this 
area.  
 

When the company was put up, they were also the discussion should the municipality be one 
of the shareholders… the company in the area said, we want to have the municipality to be 
one of the shareholders, there was a specific will from the companies that we became a 
shareholder. I think the main idea was that from the company was the municipality was 
important to have a support in the company, because we can help finance different 
development project we have the responsible for physical planning and infrastructure and so 
on, but also that we have sort of more or less holistic perspective when different company 
have different interests collide, we are the organization sort of helping reach the common 
goal and maintain the balance in this area (Representative from the municipality).  
 

 
6. Discussions and Conclusions 
 
This study has examined the destination governance of a Swedish ski resort: Hemavan and 
Tärnaby. The purpose has been to explore the pattern in which local tourism governance 
operates in Hemavan and Tänaby, and to evaluate the effectiveness of this governance pattern 
on local tourism development. The findings above allow us to answer the research questions 
proposed by this study as narrated below: 
 
Q1: What kind of network form or mode of governance does Hemavan and Tärnaby belong 
to based on its network performance?   
 
Since 2012, a new form of governance, the destination marketing organization, has been set 
up in order to continue to stimulate growth and cooperative initiatives in the future. There are 
19 shareholders in this destination company, including seven of the company members sitting 
on the board. The governance mode of this DMO is an NAO form of network, typically 
having board structures that include a subset of network members. The current chairman of 
the board is from Hemavan Alpint, which is the most influential company in this area. The 
other board members are from Hemavan Tärnaby Airport, Tärnaby Fjällhotell AB (the major 
hotel in Tärnaby), Krokfors Fritidsområde AS (the major building developer in Hemavan), 
Hemavan Fjällcenter (the major hotel in Hemavan), Bayhill Invest AB (the local shopping 
centre in Hemavan), Hemavan Alpint AB as well as Storumans kommunföretag AB. These 
companies all have a tourism-related business in this area.  
 
The DMO in Hemavan and Tärnaby is similar to the governance models described in the 
literature from Provan & Kenis (2007). The DMO is a very effective form in those networks 
since it is able to handle 19 diverse participants through a unique administrative structure: the 
board. The board members are more likely to be involved and committed to the network-level 
goals and have a strategic involvement to complete the network as a whole. Other network 
members outside the board are less committed and involved with only modest goal consensus. 
Moreover, the governance structure of this DMO is centralized; the board plays an important 
role in decision-making, setting joint priorities as well as creating destination-embracing 
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strategies for the whole destination. This DMO also has its own staff for marketing and 
coordinating local business. It consists of seven staff members working as project leader and 
co-workers. Therefore, this DMO Company can be seen as externally governed by a separate 
administrative entity rather than certain organizational member providing its own service.   
 
In this new governance, the decision will be made based on the consensus of the seven board 
members on the board meeting, which means the decision-making process within this 
network form is more efficient. However, one issue of NAO mode is that this governed 
network is likely to be much more formalized. Regarding this DMO, it is different from the 
governance mode described in the literature (Provan & Kenis, 2007) as a formal network 
structure. This board group does not have an operational decision-making procedure, no 
official records during the board meetings as well as no-one claiming accountability.  
 
The governance mode of this DMO in fact has tendencies of being a lead organization-
governed network, though it is organized as an NAO. It is clear that there has been a strong 
private external alpine skiing company, Hemavan Alpint, dominating development in the 
destination due to its great capability to allocate capital and other resources and to carry 
though investments. Although being a lead organization-governed network is more efficient 
to make decisions, it may reduce the commitment of other network participants and has a risk 
of mainly focusing on the needs of the lead organization; thus, potentially reducing overall 
networks effectiveness on destination development (Provan & Kenis, 2007). Regarding this 
case study, Hemavan Alpint has its own particular set of skills or interests that may not match 
the collective needs of the network participants. Multi-actor complexity in a destination 
demonstrates that various actors have diverse interests and perceptions of reality. These 
different responses depend on where and what kind of organization they come from, such as 
municipality, ski lift companies, airport, and entrepreneurs in Hemavan versus Tärnaby. In 
the process of decision-making, there is a risk of Hemavan Alpint striving to maintain its 
dominant role and alienating other network participants, which destroys the intent and 
purpose of governance.  
 
Q2: Who are the important actors and what is their role in the destination governance 
network? 
 
The public actor (Storuman municipality) provides housing, schooling and other public 
service, for physical planning and certain permissions, as well as for considerable 
investments in road, water supply, etc. During the 1970s, the municipality owned and ran 
central tourist facilities, but nowadays the municipality often takes a back seat. This implies 
that the municipality has given the responsibility for certain decisions in terms of industry 
development to the local destination companies that are closely affected by these decisions. 
Compared with the local governance in Åre that government were used to be more actively 
involved in tourism, the role of the Storuman municipality is not a unique case. In the late 
1990s, an ownership change took place in Åre also caused an influence shift from public to 
private and made the major external private corporation Skistar play a leading role in the 
destination especially during the winter season (Nordin & Svensson, 2007).  
 
Moreover, Hemavan and Tärnaby are located in a geographically remote area, which makes it 
even harder for the local politicians in this relatively distant municipality to intervene in 
development plans and to turn down investment from major private corporations. Comparing 
with the case of Whistler Mountain in Canada (Gill & Williams, 2011), Hemavan and 
Tärnaby appear to be more dependent on the resources from “outside” (external actors with a 
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local presence) due to lack of powerful local corporations. However, Whistler has 
experienced a shift from “investment-driven” model with limited public involvement into 
decision-making to a highly democratic “community-driven” governance arrangement. 
Instead of a few stakeholders dominating development in the destination, this new 
governance change encourages more inclusive participation of residents’ stakeholders, 
community organizations and local business gained more influence in decision-making. On 
the other hand, except for the tourism industry in Hemavan and Tärnaby, the municipality of 
Storuman still has some other main businesses that are strongly developed, such as 
hydropower production, metal industry, wind power industry and mining industry. 
Comparing to the case study of Åre, a tourism-dominated area, the focus of municipality on 
tourism development of Hemavan and Tärnaby is much weaker; and the cooperation between 
the public and private sectors is relatively limited.  
 
Private actors are described as having more power regarding being able to make decisions 
during the meetings. The private actors have taken the whole responsibility for the business-
oriented processes. The large private actor, Hemavan Alpint, can be seen as the main driver 
of destination development in Hemavan and Tärnaby due to its capacity of allocating 
resources, capital and carrying out investment from outside. It is the same situation (Svensson, 
et al., 2005; Nordin & Svensson, 2007) that the decision-making is often dominated by the 
big lift companies in Austria, Canada as well as Åre in Sweden. For example, Gill and 
Willams (2011) demonstrates that the ski lift company had so much power in negotiating ‘lift 
for beds’. Except this ski lift operator, a majority of private actors in the DMO are small and 
medium-sized companies, which act as a unified force to attract new businesses to this area. 
The strong position of Hemavan Alpint may run the risk of indirectly limiting other actors.  
 
As often happens in the multi-actors governance network (Nordin & Svensson, 2007; Scott et 
al., 2008) there are struggles for power, negotiations as well as for benefits give and take 
among different private actors. This shift of power and influence from public to private 
stakeholders makes the major external private company, Hemavan Alpint AB, the dominant 
actor in this area during the winter season. Besides, there is a clear resource dependency 
between private actors and public actors. The public-private interplay may well affect the 
level of growth and development in Hemavan and Tärnaby. There are many projects where 
the municipality has joined with the local entrepreneurs proactively in order to provide the 
right conditions for the establishment of new businesses such as cross-country skiing project 
and new “INTIL” project. The commune provides land, infrastructure, as well as funding for 
these projects. It is clear that without this kind of unique effort on behalf of the municipality, 
big projects would never be successfully implemented within such a limited time.  
 
Q3: How effective is this governance mode in tourism development of Hemavan and Tärnaby?  
 

Ø Transparency and accountability 
 
The DMO leans towards centralized governance pattern when it comes to decision-making, 
setting agendas as well as creating common goals for the whole destination. In this respect, 
according to (Beaumont & Dredge, 2009; Provan & Kenis, 2007) this new change in 
governance structure seems to have made positive contributions to governance efficiency 
because decisions are now made much faster than in the past by getting seven members’ 
agreement on the board. From a multi-actor perspective, the board of the DMO consists of 
the most influential and powerful actors; some of them may agree on the development ideas 
that naturally suit their needs and wishes. However, other actors on the board may not 
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support the certain line of development due to the different interests. This naturally creates 
clashes of opinions between different actors, which may influence the effectiveness of 
decision-making. These findings are similar to the findings from Nordin & Svensson (2007), 
who also observed that centralized governance structures led to a more outcome-oriented 
decision-making process in the case of Åre. Though some perceived conflicts remained about 
the share of power between the main company and other board members, these tensions were 
perceived as less debilitating than in the past when there was no formalized DMO network 
structure. When comparing this to the case of Whistler Mountain in Canada (Gill and 
Williams, 2011), the findings of this case study are quite different where the local 
stakeholders were happy for the main ski lift company to be the leader of the board, while in 
Canada there were pronounced power struggles and stakeholders were lobbying against the 
lift companies. 
 
On the other hand, the chairman has a strong competence and has the substantial influence on 
the board; only he should be accountable to the board can the board be ultimately accountable 
to its members. However, his leading role in decision-making may run the risk of indirectly 
limiting other actors. These findings are in line with previous literature (Scott et al., 2008), 
which supports the assumption that governance network may not represent broad public 
interests but narrow business interests. It will lead to an ineffective decision delivery since 
there appears to be that the results of discussion from the board members cannot benefit the 
entire destination and the imbalance of power between actors deserves more consideration.  
 
Although the DMO has a chairman on the board, still the accountability between the board 
members is difficult to claim from one single actor. There are no written rules or unwritten 
code of conducts to regulate every company members’ responsibility. This may demonstrate 
that the board does not have a decision implementing procedure or any monitor routine, but 
rather a strategic plan. The result indicates a consistency with the research of Eagles (2008), 
which supports the explanation that private actors are less sensitive to their immediate 
responsibility. When the board has made an informal decision, the responsibility for its 
implementation is transferred to the most appropriate actor within or outside the board. It is 
hard to monitor the proceeding of different projects or analyzing the network-level outcome. 
And may influence the transparency and policy-making procedures (Scott et al., 2008) 
 
In terms of transparency, there is little information given to the outsiders (outside the board) 
before decisions are settled. Regarding inclusiveness, the board must be considered as a 
closed body and very much tied to a limited number of members by their personal trust and 
relationship. However, the most important basis on accessing to this kind of partnership is 
their position in the destination and their capability to capital and resources. Beaumont & 
Dredge (2009) argues that the key role of network governance transparency is to develop and 
encourage interaction, building trust among participants. This creates a need in the 
destination company for handling the issues of centralization versus letting everyone speak 
up and deciding in a democratic manner.  
 

Ø Positive cultures, constructive communication and engaged communities 
 

Regarding the stakeholders in the non-tourism community or the local companies outside the 
board, the DMO tries to gather them by the general meeting once and year and opening 
meetings twice a year. Those meetings are in an open climate to talk and discuss things, but 
every single idea and opinion always end up with endless discussion and there are very few 
ideas or suggestions are accepted and put on the board at once. Based on previous research of 
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Provan & Kenis (2007), as the number of participants gets larger, the communication 
between different actors in this area is very ineffective. Therefore, some actors outside the 
board will choose talk with the chairman or members of the board directly instead of joining 
these meetings in order to make the communication more effective (see Figure 5).  On the 
contrary, the board meetings are far more effective and well organized than the opening 
meetings since the questions will always be gone through by the AU (Arbetsutskott: a 
designated group within the board) before being discussed. This finding is in accord with 
previous study (Provan & Kenis, 2007; Beaumont & Dredge (2009), it suggests that the NAO 
mode of governance increases the administrative efficiency may be seen as being 
bureaucratic by members. There may have some disagreements on what the main prioritized 
things need to be put on the board due to the diverse interests and different perspectives of 
the board members. Moreover, the private entrepreneurs in Hemavan have much more 
cooperation and communications than those in Tärnaby due to imbalanced tourist facilities, 
resources, as well as external investment between these two areas. These findings are similar 
to the findings from Nordin & Svensson (2007), who also observed that involved actors 
might lose coherence if the actors involved pursue their own goals without considering others’ 
interests. And this kind of partnership does not add effective value to the cooperation process. 
Furthermore, some local business owners try to cooperate with others if they have the same 
interests into certain project/event in Hemavan.  
 

 
Figure 5 Communication pattern between the DMO and various actors  
 

Ø Vision and leadership  
 

This uneven balance of power between Tärnaby and Hemavan creates the vision conflict 
within this destination, making consensus difficult to achieve. Since the goals of the vision 
are diverse, not everyone is interested in everything. Besides, due to the historic reason, the 
strongest private external alpine skiing company (previous Strömma, now Hemavan Alpint 
AB) has been continually dominating development in this destination. Their interest is the 
alpine skiing of Hemavan in the hectic winter season and the influence of it in this area is 
apparent. Besides, Hemavan Alpint, as a commercial company, cares more about its own area 
of interests and about its own profits instead of the whole destination, which makes the 
consensus on working direction is even harder to get. It indicates that collaboration is based 
on goal consensus, which reduces competition or conflict among participants (Provan & 
Kenis, 2007; Nordin & Svensson, 2007). Now the development in Hemavan is much more 
advanced, which makes these two places should have different development strategies and 
goals. However, whether everyone agrees on everything or not, the vision plays an important 
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role in creating a joint destination development process. The joint vision of the whole 
destination now is that ‘Hemavan Tärnaby skapar lust att landa i riktiga fjäll’, there appears 
to be something in the vision that as a result of actors’ compromise. For example, Hemavan 
Alpint decides to offer restaurant product at the top of mountain during the snow-free season. 
Such are in line with the literature of (Scott et al., 2008) that mediation of different interests 
increases the effectiveness to reach consensus on what is in the best interests of the whole 
community within one destination. 
 
The leadership in Hemavan and Tärnaby is very hard to get due to lack of strong trust within 
the whole destination. The trust in small actors is very weak since they have varied capability 
or expertise to respond different problems. The trust among the board members is more or 
less based on their position in the destination and their capability to access capital and 
resources. As argued in the literature (Provan & Kenis, 2007), trust becomes less densely 
distributed throughout the network, especially when the number of participants gets larger, 
the need for network-level competencies (the board governance) increases. Therefore, 
compared with some small actors in this area which are more willing to involved into their 
own business and do not want to have much cooperation with others, the board must be 
considered as a closed body, and it is very much tied to a limited number of members and 
their personal bond. These findings support the explanation of Rhodes (2000) that some 
actors are likely to be more involved than others, which lead to the governance network have 
restricting access when handling important issues. Compared with Tärnaby, resources 
dependency among the actors in Hemavan is much stronger since the product chain of 
Hemavan is more mature so that negotiating shared purposes as well as exchanging resources 
among stakeholders are more frequently. Another reason may influence people getting trust 
within this area is that the owners of the major private actors in this area are based outside the 
destination, indicating a shift from internal to external influence. These findings are similar to 
the findings from Nordin & Svensson (2007) who also observed that among the private actors 
in Åre, there has been a shift of power and influence towards external, private actors with a 
local presence. This change may challenge the level of local influence and power, but also 
bring financial resources, new perspective as well as other increasing effects coming from the 
“outside”. However, unlike the strong dominant operators in Åre, Hemavan and Tärnaby are 
located in an even more remote area, which makes the powerful main corporation be harder 
to increase the standard and professionalism there, thus creating a greater need for the many 
smaller companies to join.  
 

Ø Developing knowledge, learning and sharing expertise 
 
In terms of knowledge developing and learning, although the DMO have sent much 
information within this area, only 50% e-mails are opened by the receivers. Therefore, the 
main issue of knowledge transfer in this area is how to get more active receivers.  Moreover, 
the training for the local companies is seldom in this area, which demonstrates that the new 
knowledge developing and sharing is not quite effective within Hemavan and Tärnaby. These 
findings are inconsistency with the previous researches (Hall & Williams, 2008; Scott et al., 
2008), and it supports the theory that the willingness of partners to collaborate in knowledge 
sharing can influence the effectiveness of knowledge sharing. Therefore, it is tough to 
achieve effective knowledge transfer to the actors who have a low involvement. 
 

Ø Clear roles and responsibilities of participants and clear operational structures and 
processes of the network 

Ø Acceptance of diversity and the pursuit of equity and inclusiveness 
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The destination is facing a period that private actors will dominate the scene. There has been 
a shift of power and influence from public to private, coming up the question of how much 
power the public actors should have in the destination development process. This new form 
of destination governance can be seen as a management process innovation, which shows that 
multiple actors have recognized that in order to accomplish great result through network 
cooperation, each actor should be responsible for handling the tasks they know the best. The 
public actors are in charge of higher public authorities and bring up with the necessary public 
funding, for instance, traditional public investments in land, schools, health care, and 
infrastructure, whereas the private actors cooperation with other business actors as well as 
organizing private funding. However, although the municipality plays an important role in 
supporting destination growing and development, in some ways it does not show enough 
involvement and preparation, like the improving of public transportation and road 
infrastructure between Tärnaby and Hemavan and surrounding areas, which will become the 
one of the bottleneck limitations for future tourism expansion within this area. So, it is easy 
to learn from the literature that efficient public-private interplay will strive for more growth 
and development within this area (Provan & Kenis, 2007; Gill and Willams, 2011). In other 
words, the success of a destination is based on a great resource dependency between the 
actors, and each actor will be a part of the whole supply chain.   
 
7. Concluding Remarks 
 
Overall, the DMO is an effective form of destination governance by organizing various actors 
(the municipality and all the major private companies in this area) with mutual resource 
dependencies. The formation of this destination company can be considered as a smart joint 
approach for creating funding for different projects and initiatives, finding new ideas and 
solution for joint problems as well as working together by negotiating shared purposes to 
develop Hemavan and Tärnaby. So, having a join vision and confidence on where the 
destination is heading is a key issue in further development and growth accomplishing. 
However, the interaction among various actors (or even resources dependency between the 
actors) within one destination is complicated and dynamic since different actors may have 
diverse interests and different point of view of reality. Besides, the uneven balance of power 
between Tärnaby and Hemavan is also hard to reconcile. Researches into destination 
governance may be important for understanding this kind of dynamics.  
 
Since my observations are only derived from one single case study, as certain destination 
governance studies in Åre, some conclusions may need further exploration in other 
destinations. Besides, most studies appear to have been on single-destination resorts so far 
(Svensson, et. al, 2005; Nordin & Svensson, 2007; Gill and Willams, 2011), multiple 
localities and sub-destinations will add another layer of complexity to this analysis because it 
presents destination stakeholders with additional issues around, such as embedded jealousies, 
historic legacies of lacking collaboration, traditionally divided roles which lead to entrenched 
path dependencies that might not be compatible etc. Another important thing that does not 
show in this paper and should be addressed in the future is that the question of differing 
governance modes for different seasons remains, such as what works for winter might not 
work for summer tourism in the same destination, since the product and company structure is 
different, and they have different priorities. 
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Appendix 
 
Interview Questions:  
 
Questions 1: What is your particular job and responsibility within tourism in Tärnaby and 
Hemavan? 
 
Question 2: How do you describe recent tourism development in Tänarby and Hemavan? 
 
Question 3: Who are the actors and what is their role in the destination governance 
(management) network? When did it build up?  
 
On what basis is access to the partnership decided?  
 
[Background: After 2000s, a DMO that is owned by the local key players has already set up 
instead of under the long domination by Strömma.] 
 
Test part: Inclusiveness, clear roles of participants 
 
Governance through partnership 
 
Question 4: What does the DMO’s network in this place look like? For example, it has a lead 
organization takes a central role in decision-making, coordinating and investment control. 
/network members collaborate in a relatively equal basis /has a separate administrative office, 
in broad structure, that include a leader and other network members, operational decision will 
be left to the leader.  
 
Or which actor plays a leading role in this network decision-making? How well are the 
various small business represents in DMO in the decision-making?  
 
Test part: Equity, clear process of network, clear roles of actors 
 

§ Top down?  
§ Bottom up? Participants-led 
§ Decision board 
§ Others 

 
Question 5: [DMO just recently underwent a restructuring and it went from a lead 
organization (Strömma) to a participate equal governance network, (Decentralized DMO 
group)], how useful/effectiveness of this change do you think for local tourism development? 
Pros Versus Cons?  
 
Question 6: How do you describe the corporation between different actors, especially public 
sectors and private firms?  
 
What is the local government role in tourism planning and management? What do you think 
about their involvement?  
 
[The roles of government and private companies need to be taken into account; the boundary 
between public and private sector become permeable] 
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Test: clear roles of participants 
 
Question 7: Do you have any written rules or unwritten codes of conduct to regulate the 
involved participants responsibilities clearly?  
 
Question 8: How do you develop the collaboration policies?  
 
Test: Accountability 
 
Question 9: Do you have decision-making meetings to make the process transparency to all 
the involved members?  
 
Questions 10: And how do you analyze the outcome of your project in terms of money 
spending, like marketing investment, or any other inputting resources?  
 
Test: Transparency 
 
Question 11: How are the members’ different opinions treated during the cooperation and 
strategies development? (They may have different interests and purpose)  
 
Test: Diversity acceptance 
 
Question 12: How do you handle the disagreement happened in decision-making among the 
involved participants during the process of collaboration?  
 
[The relationship between Ski Lift Company and other small actors]  
What is your point of view on the localization investment imbalance between Tärnaby and 
Hemavan?  
 
Test: Clear process of network 
 
Question 13: How do you share new knowledge and information or sharing experiences 
among the network? [Training on destination development, any institutionalized learning 
process, any cooperation with universities] 
 
How often do you communicate with each other, by what channels do you use for 
communication, and who will get invitation? How well is this communication working?  
 
Test: Knowledge learning and sharing 
 
Question 14: How to deal with getting more actors engaged into tourism development of this 
area or DMO network? And what do you think of non-DMO members’ involvement?  
(Local communities, residents, enterprises) 
 
Test: Participation and stakeholders’ engagement, inclusiveness  
 
Question 15: Do you have any plans or strategies for future tourism development?  
 
Test: Vision 


