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Abstract 

Hydropower generates renewable energy, but also local environmental damage. In Sweden, 

hydropower facilities are undergoing a process of environmental adaptation which aims at 

protecting water environments while also ensuring electricity production. Regional stakeholder 

collaboration has been introduced as part of the decision-making process. To explore 

opportunities and challenges with this governance strategy, this study analyses hydropower 

collaborations using the Integrative Framework for Collaborative Governance (Emerson & 

Nabatchi, 2015). Several types of documentation from all 27 finished collaborations have been 

collected and subjected to a qualitative thematic analysis. The results show that the main 

challenges are related to organising collaboration, balancing interests and managing needs for 

knowledge. While these appear closely interrelated, knowledge emerged as especially 

important. Knowledge contestation was a major driver for disagreements over interest balance, 

and accepted knowledge can overall be seen as a crucial capacity for joint action. The analysis 

also identified a discrepancy between stakeholders’ expectations for interest negotiation and 

reality. More research is however required to establish the connection between collaborative 

procedural arrangements and agreement among stakeholders. 

Key words: hydropower, collaborative governance, stakeholder collaboration, participatory 

water management, water environment, energy production 
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1. Introduction 

Hydropower is perhaps more important than ever. As a renewable energy source with no direct 

GHG emissions, it can be seen as crucial in the fight against climate change (Alsaleh & Abdul-

Rahim, 2022). It also enables energy storage which is highly useful to balance supply and 

demand (Hydropower Europe Forum, nd). Hydroelectricity production is important to manage 

both the long-term electrification of society and the urgent challenges of the international 

energy crisis (Swedish Ministry of the Environment, 2022). However, hydropower operations 

damage water environments and their eco-systems. Flow regulation changes the physical 

characteristics of rivers which can deteriorate the living conditions of their species (US Energy 

Information Administration, 2022). Moreover, many hydropower facilities constitute barriers 

for fish migration, which has been especially harmful to salmon and eel populations (SAMWM, 

2017). Hydropower can thus be seen as a contributor to the global biodiversity crisis (United 

Nations, nd) - as well as a tool to fight the climate crisis. This combination puts hydropower at 

the centre of a “dual environmental challenge” (Abajaz, Moen & Ruud, 2016) where the global 

need for green energy has to be weighed against local degradation of water environments. 

Luckily, hydropower operations can be adapted to significantly reduce environmental impacts. 

To achieve this in Sweden, the parliament decided in 2018 that all facilities should be re-trialled 

for new licenses with modern environmental terms. Today, many plants operate under old 

licenses which were given at a time when environmental regulations where much less strict 

(SAMWM et al., 2019). The gains of environmental adaptation should be sizable since Sweden 

is the third largest producer of hydroelectricity in Europe (Hydropower Europe Forum, nd) and 

rivers are heavily exploited throughout the country (Lindström & Ruud, 2017). A National Plan 

(NAP) for the endeavour was adopted in 2020 (Ministry of Environment, 2020). It established 

the “national holistic view” that reads: “Greatest possible benefit for the water environment and 

a national effective access to hydroelectricity” (SAMWM et al., 2019:4). The then government 

stated that environmental adaptation is necessary for Sweden to fulfil the European Water 

Framework Directive (WFD) and national environmental goals, as well as ensuring continued 

access to hydroelectricity (Ministry of Environment, 2020:2).  

Since Sweden has almost 2000 hydropower plants and dams, re-trials are estimated to take 20 

years. To organise and streamline the process, facilities are split into regional trial groups. Prior 

to development of license applications, County Administrative Boards (CABs) are tasked with 

leading stakeholder collaborations for each group. The purpose is to “collaborate on the 
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knowledge necessary to ensure an efficient trial” (42§ Ordinance 1998:1388 on Water 

Operations). In addition, the Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (SAMWM) 

has stated that collaboration “should be able to contribute to an increased consensus between 

agencies, municipalities, interest organisations and operators” (SAMWM, 2021). The Swedish 

choice to involve these stakeholders in the license renewal process can be seen as the 

introduction of a collaborative governance (CG) approach in hydropower governance. 

CG has been on the rise in recent decades. Its core idea is that involving non-public actors in 

public decision-making makes it possible to achieve things that could not otherwise have been 

done (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015). CG is often seen as especially suitable 

to address “wicked problems” where conventional governing strategies have failed (Ansell, 

2012; Sørensen & Torfing, 2021). Issues around natural resource use often fall into this 

category, as they can give rise to intricate conflicts between multiple environmental and societal 

interests (Ostrom, 2009; Bodin, 2017). Water is a resource which naturally crosses man-made 

borders and is utilised by many sectors of society. Involving stakeholders in water management 

is therefore put forward as a strategy to manage this interdependence and promote more 

sustainable solutions (Imperial, 2005; Diaz-Kope & Morris, 2022). However, this requires that 

actors are willing to participate and to look beyond their own immediate interests (Abajaz, 

Moen & Ruud, 2016). While CG has proven able to solve environmental conflicts (Emerson et 

al., 2009), achieving successful participatory water management is rarely easy (Imperial, 2005). 

Hydropower collaborations involve stakeholders with various interests that may be difficult to 

unite. Commenting the process, some operators have stated that NAP will lead to facility 

shutdowns and severe production losses (Carlsson, 2022, Ritzén, 2022), causing outcomes to 

deviate from political goals (Ollus, 2022). In response, environmental interests have expressed 

that water biodiversity needs urgent protection (Glaumann & Westmann, 2022). A 

representative for the Swedish Water Agencies (WA) recently commented that stakeholders 

have “entered the collaboration process with completely different expectations” (WA, 2023). 

Evidently, the opportunities that CG offers also comes with challenges. 

Improving understanding of CG in the process of environmental adaptation of Swedish 

hydropower has practical relevance for the collaborations that will be conducted in upcoming 

years. As described above, Sweden is a country with ambitious environmental goals while also 

having a high reliance on hydroelectricity. It is therefore a very suitable case for investigating 

hydropower licensing as a “wicked problem” (Ulibarri, 2019) and how stakeholder 

collaboration can be used to address it. 
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1.2 Aim and research questions 

This study aims to explore and map the challenges and opportunities that have arisen in 

hydropower collaborations and how collaboration participants have managed them. By 

analysing documents from all 27 finished hydropower collaborations1 (performed 2020-2022 

in 11 Swedish regions), the study aims to provide relevant insights from recent CG practices 

centred on the “green energy vs local water environment” dilemma. By applying the Integrative 

Framework for Collaborative Governance (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015), the study is positioned 

in the CG field.  

The outlined aim will be fulfilled by answering the following research questions: 1) How do 

context and characteristics vary between hydropower collaborations? 2) How have challenges 

and opportunities been managed in collaborations? The questions are intentionally broad to fit 

the exploratory nature of the study. Based on the answers to these questions, the study will be 

concluded with a discussion of the main results and of how hydropower collaborations can be 

explained by the IFCG and complimentary CG literature. 

Practice-oriented research with the aim of showing how CG works (or does not work) in 

different settings has been widely recognised as an important agenda for environmental 

governance research (Imperial, 2005; Biddle, 2017; Bianchi, Nasi & Rivenbark, 2021; 

Eckerberg & Bjärstig, 2022). As many more hydropower collaborations will be performed 

across Sweden over the next 20 years, it is highly relevant to learn from how opportunities and 

challenges were managed in the early cases (SAMWM et al., 2019:59). A couple of 

recommendations for CABs going forward is therefore included in the final discussion. 

1.3 Outline 

Chapter 2 of this thesis presents background on legislation and policies related to hydropower 

re-trials, as well as a more detailed description of regional stakeholder collaborations. Chapter 

3 summarises previous research on CG, both in general and specifically related to 

environmental and water governance. Chapter 4 introduces and operationalises the theoretical 

basis for the study (the IFCG) and two complementary concepts. The research design, data 

collection and method of analysis are described in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 presents and analyses 

the empirical results of the study. The main results are summarised in Chapter 7, which also 

 

1 A few more finished cases than the sample of 27 exist, but these did not have enough published material to be 

of value to analyse (see section 5.2 for data collection details). 
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contains a discussion of the main results and how challenges and opportunities of hydropower 

collaborations can be explained by the theory, as well as a few recommendations for CABs and 

lastly some reflections on further research. 

2. Hydropower governance 

2.1 European and national policy context 

There are several EU directives which affect the use and protection of Swedish water bodies. 

The most significant one is the WFD, which was adopted in 2000. The main purpose of this 

directive is to improve water quality and public health and ensure that there is “enough water 

to support wildlife at the same time as human needs” (European Commission, DG for 

Environment, 2023). It obliges states to protect and restore water environments as well as 

prevent degradation. Among other things, the WFD requires states to classify the status of water 

bodies and set Environmental Quality Standards (EQSs). In Sweden, there are five WAs who 

are responsible for revising EQSs every sixth year (WA, nd). The WFD’s main target is for all 

water bodies to reach good chemical and ecological status by 2027, but the directive permits 

exemptions for cases where this is deemed unattainable. Waters that are classified as heavily 

modified, for example by hydropower, can be assigned less extensive targets (Pregernig & 

Feichtinger, 2016). Because of this, the EQS for a water body affects the assessment of how 

much environmental impact from hydropower can be allowed (SAMWM et al., 2019).  

A central characteristic of the WFD is its integrated approach towards water management, 

which also entails an emphasis on participation. The directive views water resources as closely 

linked with other societal goods (ecological, economic, social, cultural etc). Stakeholder 

collaboration at the river basin level is seen as a way to balance these interests, and therefore 

the WFD obliges states to establish participatory arrangements. An additional purpose is to 

increase acceptance of environmental measures (Feichtinger & Pregernig, 2016; Lindström & 

Ruud, 2017). For example, the renewal of an EQS involves extensive consultation with private 

and civil society actors (European Commission DG for Environment, 2023). 

The EU Habitats Directive and the Birds Directive, for protection of biodiversity, also impact 

hydropower licensing. Following the Habitats Directive, Sweden has established over 4000 

Natura 2000 areas with special protection in the Environmental Code. The Habitats Directive 

states that these areas should attain “favourable conservation status” for threatened species and 

habitats. This prospect must be considered by all agencies when issuing licenses, meaning that 



5 

 

some hydropower facilities will have to be trialled against Natura 2000 regulations. Lastly, it 

may be noted that apart from Natura 2000 species, the EU has also adopted special regulations 

for the protection of eels (SAMWM et al., 2019). 

Turning to the national level, hydropower re-trial processes are governed by state agency 

guidelines (SAMWM et al., 2019; SAMWM, 2021), which are based on legislative acts 

(Ordinance on Water Operations; Swedish Environmental Code), which have been formed 

according to government policies (Prop. 2017/18:243 Water Environment and Hydropower; 

Prop. 2017/18:228 Direction of Energy Policy). The proposition Water Environment and 

Hydropower (prop. 2017/18:243, hereafter referred to as the proposition) contains the then 

government’s motivation for renewing environmental terms for hydropower. The proposition 

also contains the government’s assessment on the role of hydropower. It states that it is “an 

incredibly important resource” for balancing supply and demand, providing energy security and 

enabling green transition of the energy system (prop. 2017/18:243:63). Moreover, it is stated 

that small-scale hydropower facilities, despite having marginal production shares, can be 

important for local energy supply. Old hydropower facilities may also have cultural values of 

national interest. At the same time, it is recognised that hydropower has contributed to 

environmental degradation of water bodies and their eco-systems (prop. 2017/18:243:61-64).  

An important purpose of the proposition was to clarify Sweden’s implementation of the WFD 

(SAMWM et al., 2019:1). This was deemed necessary because of criticism from the European 

Commission back in 2007. The Commission stated that Swedish law could still allow water 

operations that hinder the achievement of good water status, and thus was not strict enough 

(Prop. 2017/18:243:69). To amend this, the proposition introduced changes to the 

Environmental Code which made EQSs for water binding. Agencies are no longer allowed to 

grant permission for operations that in any way prevent EQS fulfilment. For hydropower, it is 

up to the operator (owner) of each facility to prove that their environmental impact does not 

obstruct EQS fulfilment. This has implications for hydropower licensing (SAMWM et al., 

2019:31). The meaning of “modern environmental terms” is that hydropower licenses should 

live up to the provisions of the current Environmental Code or have been issued less than 40 

years ago (SAMWM et al., 2019: IV). As stated in the introduction, many facilities operate 

under old licenses with less strict terms. Old facilities may even be without license. The 

proposition also states that the re-trial process should not put an unnecessarily heavy 

administrative or economic burden on operators (SAMWM et al., 2019:18).  
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As previously mentioned, NAP established the “national holistic view” which is meant to 

balance environmental and energy interests.  “Greatest possible benefit for water environment” 

concerns total impact of hydropower operations at the river basin level and that this cannot not 

breach environmental legislation and targets (SAMWM et al., 2019:24). However, when 

adopting NAP, the government declared that every opportunity to classify water bodies as 

“heavily modified” – allowing for a less ambitious EQS – should be utilised (Ministry of the 

Environment, 2020:3). This is related to the “national effective access to hydro-electricity” part 

of the holistic view. The proposition established that unnecessary facility shutdowns should be 

avoided and production losses minimised (Ministry of Environment, 2020:5). In NAP, the 

author agencies2 therefore presented a national reference value for acceptable production loss 

of 1,5 TWh. This value has been divided into different HARO values3 for each of the 22 main 

river basins. HARO values are meant to guide assessments of whether a water body is 

significant for national supply of hydroelectricity. River basins with large production have thus 

been assigned lower HARO values (SAMWM et al., 2019:6). HARO values are however a 

guideline and should not be treated as a “ceiling” for environmental measures in the individual 

case (SAMWM et al., 2019:V). Aside from production capacity, regulatory capacity, accessible 

effect and local energy supply should also be considered (Ministry of Environment, 2020:6).  

2.2 Regional stakeholder collaboration 

The ambitious time frame of NAP (Ministry of Environment, 2020:4) is managed by providing 

each regional trial group with their own deadline for when operators have to submit license 

applications. Well-functioning stakeholder collaborations are seen as essential to be able to 

keep to the 20-year time frame, and should be conducted in good time before deadlines 

(SAMWM et al., 2019:59). In late 2022, the government decided to postpone all NAP deadlines 

with one year. The decision was motivated by the current energy crisis and a need to investigate 

risks for production losses. CABs can however continue collaborations even during this period 

(Ministry of Environment, 2022). Collaboration processes should include operators of all 

facilities built for hydroelectricity production, as well as concerned national agencies, 

municipalities and interest organisations. However, no stakeholders (including operators) are 

legally obliged to participate. The knowledge gathered in collaborations is meant to lay the 

 

2 The Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management, the Swedish Energy Agency and the Swedish 

National Grid. 
3 HARO is an abbreviation for the Swedish huvudavrinningsområde (main river basin). The Swedish 

abbreviation will be used in this thesis.  
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foundation for license applications and in turn court decision on environmental adaptations (42 

§ of Ordinance 1998:1388 on Water Operations). 

Inviting local stakeholders is seen as important because they can provide area-specific 

knowledge and perspectives (SAMWM et al., 2019:52). It is up to CABs to decide what non-

operator stakeholders they regard as concerned and how they want to organise collaboration. 

The process can thus be adjusted to case conditions. SAMWM recommends CABs to invite 

interest organisations concerned with water environment, fishing, cultural environments and 

local community issues. They may also represent operator interests (SAMWM, 2021). The 

overall goal is to “create an understanding of the conditions and need of measures in the river 

basin”, and that stakeholders “manage and analyse” these issues jointly (SAMWM et al., 

2019:51). As previously mentioned, SAMWM also mean that collaboration should be able to 

increase stakeholder agreement, which can contribute to more efficient trials (SAMWM, 2021).  

Figure 1 provides an overview of regional collaborations as part of the NAP process. The 

middle section lists the set of issues that SAMWM sees as likely to need attention in 

collaboration discussions. Aside from water environment factors, SAMWM means that energy 

and cultural environment interests should be most in focus. CABs can decide which other public 

interests to address, such as dam security, reindeer husbandry or recreation. The lower part of 

the figure illustrates that review of EQSs and Natura 2000 Conservation Plans should preferably 

take place in parallel with hydropower collaborations (SAMWM, 2021). 

 

Figure 1. Schematic image of regional collaboration as a stage in hydropower re-licensing. Adapted 

from NAP (SAMWM et al., 2019:52). 
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Figure 2 is derived from SAMWM’s (2021) collaboration guide. It illustrates the outputs of 

collaboration and the order in which they are recommended to be developed. As leaders of 

collaboration, the CABs author all collaboration outputs. The first task after meeting with 

stakeholders is to share knowledge and produce a Current State Description (CSD). This should 

present extensive information on the topics listed in Figure 1. Much knowledge should be 

provided by the CAB, but operators are responsible for facility-specific information. This 

includes for example information on existing permits and an assessment of environmental 

impact. The purpose is to create a knowledge base for the Analysis phase. CABs are responsible 

for analysing what kind of environmental measures are needed to fulfil NAP aims. This includes 

providing guidance to operators. However, SAMWM means that operators are also responsible 

to propose measures and estimate production losses. Multiple meetings with operators may be 

necessary at this stage. The Analysis should result in a presentation of Proposals and 

motivations for how they support the aims of NAP. The proposals are not binding, but will be 

an important source of information in later trials (SAMWM et al., 2019). Lastly, a Collaboration 

Account (CA) should be produced. This summarises the process by describing meetings, other 

forms of communication, participants and documentation. It should also report potential 

disagreement between interests that remain after the collaboration is finished (SAMWM, 2021).  

 

 

Figure 2. Suggested work process in SAMWM’s collaboration guide. Adapted from SAMWM 

(2021). 
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3. Previous research 

3.1 Collaborative governance (CG) 

In the last three decades, CG has increasingly been introduced as an alternative to traditional 

public decision-making. The trend is visible across policy sectors and political scales (Huxham 

& Vangen, 2000; Stoker, 2006; Ansell & Gash, 2008; Sørensen & Torfing, 2009; Emerson & 

Nabatchi, 2015). CG is the “new normal” and in many contexts put forward as an ideal 

(Papadopoulos, 2012; Sørensen & Torfing, 2021). The development of collaborative models in 

policy and practice has generated a vast amount of research (Bianchi, Nasi & Rivenbark, 2021; 

Eckerberg & Bjärstig, 2022). Many scholars argue that collaborative approaches have arisen in 

response to a more “diversified, fragmented and multi-layered” society (Sørensen & Torfing, 

2021:1590) where the knowledge needed to solve complex policy problems is dispersed among 

many different actors (Pahl-Wostl et al., 2007; Gerlak & Heikkila, 2011). Public authorities 

have realised that by collaborating with private and civil society stakeholders, they can achieve 

things that would not otherwise have been possible (Imperial, 2005; Ansell & Gash, 2008; 

Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015). Scholars have shown that CG is especially suitable to address 

“wicked problems”, meaning dynamic, complex and cross-boundary issues where traditional 

governance has failed (Ansell, 2012; Bianchi, Nasi & Rivenbark, 2021). 

CG goes under a variety of names and definitions in the literature. It may be referred to as 

network governance, participatory governance, policy networks or cross-boundary 

collaboration etc. (Imperial, 2005; Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015; Bodin, 2017; Bianchi, Nasi & 

Rivenbark, 2021). CG is most famously defined by Ansell and Gash (2008:544) as a situation 

where public agencies invite non-state stakeholders to a decision-making process that is 

“formal, consensus-oriented, and deliberative”. Their relatively restrictive definition was built 

on by Emerson and Nabatchi (2015:18), who emphasise that CG crosses “the boundaries of 

public agencies, levels of government, and/or the public, private, and civic spheres”. Definitions 

generally agree that CG arrangements are meant to foster stakeholder agreement on decisions 

aimed at producing public value (Bianchi, Nasi & Rivenbark, 2021). 

Research on CG has revealed an array of both opportunities and challenges (Ansell & Gash, 

2008; Ansell, 2012; Eckerberg & Bjärstig, 2022). CG is often linked to normative values of 

representation, power-sharing and participatory democracy (Papadopoulos, 2012). Donahue 

and Zeckhauser (2011:35) mean that motivations for collaboration can be categorised as either 

“better outcomes” or “more resources”. Commonly mentioned benefits include managing 
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uncertainty and interdependence (Stoker, 2006), enhancing public sector efficiency (Sørensen 

& Torfing, 2009) and decision legitimacy (Hui & Smith, 2021), resolving conflicts (Emerson 

et al., 2009), increasing trust in government (Ansell, 2012), enabling knowledge-sharing and 

mutual learning (Newig et al., 2019) and fostering policy innovation (Torfing & Ansell, 2017). 

However, CG is also a trade-off where authorities must decide if the benefits outweigh the costs 

of relinquishing some of their power (Donahue & Zeckhauser, 2011). Collaboration is not 

always suitable, for example when “win-win” outcomes are not possible (Imperial, 2005). 

Organising collaboration is often more time- and resource consuming than traditional 

governance (Leach & Pelkey, 2001; Zachrisson, Eckerberg & Bjärstig, 2018), causing a trade-

off between legitimacy and efficiency (Heinelt, 2010). There is broad scholarly agreement that 

CG can be challenging to implement (Imperial, 2005; Choi & Robertson, 2013; Bianchi, Nasi 

& Rivenbark, 2021). Challenges include recruiting and motivating stakeholders, managing 

conflicts, fostering trust and commitment, sharing knowledge and managing knowledge 

asymmetries (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Donahue & Zeckhauser, 2011; Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015; 

Sørensen & Torfing, 2021). Sometimes, collaboration may even counteract its purpose by 

aggravating conflicts and undermining trust (Eckerberg & Bjärstig, 2022). 

3.2 Environmental collaborative governance 

From having been a technical issue area dominated by the state, governance of natural resources 

has become more and more collaborative over recent decades (Koontz & Thomas, 2006; Pahl-

Wostl et al., 2007; Brisbois & de Loë, 2016). Today, it is generally acknowledged that 

environmental problems are complex, cross man-made borders and affect multiple sectors of 

society. Therefore, some variant of CG is often put forward as the best strategy to solve them 

(Ostrom, 2009; Abazaj, Moen & Ruud, 2016; Bodin, 2017). Important influences have come 

from the international level, where collaborative elements are present in many environmental 

and sustainability related conventions, such as Agenda 2030, the UN Convention on Biological 

Diversity and the EU Water Framework Directive (Eckerberg & Bjärstig, 2022). Collaborative 

processes are often performed at regional and local levels to implement these over-arching 

policies (Abazaj, Moen & Ruud, 2016; Feichtinger & Pregernig, 2016). In other cases they are 

initiated from the bottom up, for example when local groups self-organize to manage a common 

resource (Olsson, Folke & Berkes, 2004; Eckerberg, Bjärstig & Zachrisson, 2015). 

The general opportunities, benefits, disadvantages and risks of CG (described in section 3.1) 

are essentially the same for environmental CG (Eckerberg & Bjärstig, 2022). For example, 
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stakeholder collaboration can be useful to generate and share environmental knowledge (Pahl-

Wostl et al, 2007; Gerlak & Heikkila, 2011) and increase perceived legitimacy of environmental 

decisions (Hui & Smith, 2021). What is special to environmental CG arrangements however is 

that they must be constructed to “fit” the ecological systems they address. Environmental issues 

are “inevitably tied to the complex structures and processes of boundary-spanning ecosystems” 

and may involve multiple collective action problems (Bodin, 2017:4). This means that solutions 

need to be context-sensitive to be sustainable (Leach & Pelkey, 2004; Eckerberg & Bjärstig, 

2022). An additional challenge for many collaborations is that the costs of environmental 

measures are often immediate and localised, while the benefits may be long-term and uncertain 

(Abazaj, Moen & Ruud, 2016). Establishing a link between CG and better environmental 

outcomes remains challenging for researchers (Koontz & Thomas, 2006; Newig et al., 2018). 

3.3 Collaborative water governance 

Water is a common-pool resource utilised by many sectors of society, which means that its 

management is dependent on a spectrum of government levels and non-public stakeholders. 

This interdependence creates opportunities for joint action and makes water management 

particularly suited for CG (Imperial, 2005; Hui & Smith, 2021; Diaz-Kope & Morris, 2022). 

Recent decades have seen a marked rise of collaborative water governance arrangements (Leach 

& Pelkey, 2001; Imperial, 2005; Eckerberg & Bjärstig, 2022), which can be viewed as a 

response to traditional governance failure (Biddle, 2017). Participatory elements have been 

introduced in both European and US water management regulations. Related to participation is 

also the introduction of a more integrated approach which aims at balancing environmental and 

societal interests (Imperial, 2005; Abazaj, Moen & Ruud, 2016; Diaz-Kope & Morris, 2022). 

This “paradigm shift” in water governance (Pahl-Wostl et al., 2007) has made it especially well-

studied within the environmental governance field (Hui & Smith, 2021). 

As mentioned, the central water management legislation of the EU is the WFD. Researchers 

have highlighted the difficulties of implementing this policy, and particularly the collaborative 

aspects (Abazaj, Moen & Ruud, 2016; Feichtinger & Pregernig, 2016). Feichtinger and 

Pregernig (2016) write that studies of implementation of participatory mechanism have yielded 

mixed results. While distribution of information, and thereby transparency, has been improved, 

researchers have argued that more intense forms of stakeholder participation often remain 

symbolic. Abazaj, Moen and Ruud (2016:419) conclude that although multi-stakeholder 

platforms are an important step towards uniting different interests, the diversity of opinions and 
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values around water management “have demonstrated to be far too strong”. This raises the 

question of whether hydropower re-licensing collaborations might face the same challenge.  

Abazaj, Moen and Ruud (2016) also argue that the WFD and the EU Renewable Energy 

Directive fail to prioritise among goals, leaving the task of balancing energy and environmental 

objectives to national and regional authorities. This places them in the group of scholars who 

view the idea of integrated water resources management as unrealistic (see also Lindström & 

Ruud, 2017). However, in an influential study, Pahl-Wostl et al. (2007) conclude that when 

promoting social learning and a common knowledge base, stakeholder collaboration has the 

ability to foster joint capacity to solve problems and at length meet the objectives of the WFD. 

Collaboration can also contribute to flexibility and adaptiveness in water management, which 

is crucial especially in light of climate change (Pahl-Wostl et al., 2007). 

Turning to the US, scholars have studied the rise of CG in watershed management (Leach & 

Pelkey, 2001; Imperial, 2005; Biddle, 2017; Diaz-Kope & Morris, 2022). Watershed 

partnerships gather representatives of agencies, local governments, nongovernmental 

organisations and local communities to negotiate the management of a water body (Leach & 

Pelkey, 2001; Biddle, 2017). An important idea is to encourage a holistic perspective on 

environmental issues, and this was well reflected by respondents in the interview study by 

Imperial (2005:283). Much research has focused on what factors contribute to collaboration 

success. In their review of 37 studies, Leach and Pelkey (2001) identified as much as 210 

collaboration elements. Summarising these, the most important factors included a balance 

between resources and responsibilities, a flexible and informal process, a skilled 

leader/convenor and interpersonal relationships of trust and commitment (Leach & Pelkey, 

2001). Imperial (2005) similarly highlights the importance of adequate resources, leadership 

and shared social norms, but in contrast argues that collaborations benefit from being more 

formalised. Establishing rules for participation, conflict-resolution and decision-making can 

improve stability and commitment and makes the collaboration less dependent on individuals. 

However, he advises against centralising local collaborations into one big network (2005:309). 

In more recent years, Biddle (2017) has taken on the task of linking collaboration elements (or 

“collaboration dynamics”, see section 4.1) to performance, including environmental outcomes. 

This was done by combining survey responses from participants in 26 watershed partnerships 

with environmental data. In line with earlier research (Emerson, Nabatchi & Balogh, 2012), the 

analysis shows that factors supporting successful collaboration are highly interrelated. The 

study emphasises the value of technical resources and stable funding. It also highlights the 
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importance of role congruence, meaning that participants need to feel that roles and 

responsibilities are divided fairly with regards to the expertise and capacities of different 

stakeholders. The survey results indicated that this was a challenge in many collaborations. The 

results of the study led to the conclusion that weak role congruence is likely to be negative for 

information sharing, trust, participation and communication. Biddle also discusses the 

utilisation of different types of knowledge, suggesting that watershed partnerships put too much 

emphasis on technical expertise over holistic, contextual knowledge (Biddle, 2017).  

Lastly, I will present some previous research related to hydropower. Based on my literature 

search, hydropower issues are not especially prevalent within collaborative water governance 

literature. Lindström and Ruud (2017) have analysed the development of hydropower 

governance over time. They argue that the local, integrative perspective of today’s water 

management is not suitable for addressing issues pertaining to hydropower. This is because, 

while environmental impacts are relatively localised, the benefits of hydropower apply at a 

larger scale and might easily be downplayed if handled by local stakeholders. Bruun and Rubin 

(2022) have studied water governance in Vietnam, where rapid expansion of hydropower has 

ignited multiple conflicts between the state and rural communities. The study concludes that 

although communities have the right to participate in planning, the state uses authoritarian 

environmentalist practices such as technocratisation to control collaborations. In contrast, Tran, 

Pittock and Tran (2020) describe a successful Vietnamese case of hydropower governance 

where a mix of top-down bureaucratic and participatory elements allowed for learning, 

knowledge sharing and a reframing of the local water policy agenda. Studying community 

acceptance of old hydropower dams in northern Sweden, Löwgren (2021) found that acceptance 

is mainly dependent on revenue distribution, but also levels of trust in hydropower companies. 

The study highlights the factors of place history and pre-set attitudes. 

The research most similar to this study has been conducted by Ulibarri (2015; 2018; 2019), who 

has analysed collaborative hydropower licensing processes in the US. She views hydropower 

as a complicated, “wicked” problem because it warrants balancing the objectives of energy 

production and environmental protection, often under conditions of uncertainty (Ulibarri, 

2019). Like in Sweden, all US hydropower collaborations operate under the same set of rules 

and have similar players and resource concerns. Yet, outcomes differ. By surveying 270 

collaboration participants, Ulibarri (2015) analysed how various collaboration dynamics impact 

efficiency of decision-making, satisfaction with the process, quality of licenses and estimated 

changes to local environment and economy. Promisingly, she found that higher overall degree 
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of collaboration was associated with all types of outcomes. Fostering deliberative, interest-

based negotiation came forth as particularly important. However, associations were stronger for 

outcomes close to the process (e.g. participants’ perceptions of efficiency), but markedly 

weaker for factors far from the process (e.g. license quality). This can be explained by external, 

non-collaboration factors impacting the latter type of outcomes. Ulibarri concludes that the 

study validates the positive effects of collaboration, while also showing the necessity of a 

nuanced understanding of the relationship between process and outcomes (Ulibarri, 2015:601). 

4. Theoretical framework  

4.1 The Integrative Framework for Collaborative Governance (IFCG) 

Several scholars have attempted to illustrate the process of CG in a model (see for example 

Ansell & Gash, 2008). This study will utilise the Integrative Framework for Collaborative 

Governance (IFCG) (see Figure 3). The framework was first presented by Emerson, Nabatchi 

and Balogh (2012) and then developed further by Emerson and Nabatchi (2015). The 

framework is based on an extensive review of CG research. The IFCG centres on “collaborative 

governance regimes” (CGRs), defined as systems for public decision making in which cross-

boundary collaboration represents the prevailing pattern of behaviour (2015:18). The IFCG has 

become influential and has repeatedly been applied to cases of environmental CG (see for 

example Heikkila & Gerlak, 2016; Kossman, Behagel & Bailey, 2016; Biddle, 2017; Dressel 

et al., 2021; Goodwin, 2022). It has even been previously applied to hydropower governance 

(Ulibarri, 2015; 2018; 2019). Therefore, it is a suitable theoretical basis for the present study. 

 

Figure 3. The Integrative Framework for Collaborative Governance (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015:27). 
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The framework in Figure 3 “specifies a set of nested dimensions, within which various 

components and elements are posited to work together in a dynamic, nonlinear, iterative 

fashion” (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015:26). The collaboration process is seen as cyclical, 

meaning that positive or negative feedbacks from early stages can impact later stages (Emerson 

& Nabatchi, 2015). The outer circle represents the System context, which signifies the natural 

and societal external conditions. From this emerges Drivers for collaboration which lead to the 

formation of a CGR. In the CGR, participants engage in three interacting types of Collaboration 

dynamics: Principled engagement, Shared motivation and Capacity for joint action. Through 

Collaboration dynamics, participants hopefully develop a set of common targets and strategies 

– a Shared Theory of Change. CGR participants can then produce Outputs and take Actions 

towards their common goal, which will lead to Outcomes. Looking further, they may also lead 

to Adaptations that change some aspect of the System context and/or the CGR itself (Emerson 

& Nabatchi, 2015:26-30). While many studies in environmental CG focus on a particular 

collaboration stage (Eckerberg & Bjärstig, 2022), this study will explore a selected set of 

elements derived from several parts of IFCG.  

4.2 Overview of selected theoretical elements 

The set of theoretical elements which will be used in analysis are shown in Table 1 (next page). 

Most elements are derived from the IFCG and sort under the categories of System context, 

Drivers, Collaboration dynamics and Outputs. To deepen the analysis, two concepts from 

Biddle’s (2017) study of collaborative watershed management in the US have been added: Role 

congruence and the dichotomy of Technical expertise/Contextual knowledge. Biddle’s study is 

a useful theoretical complement to Emerson and Nabatchi (2015), as it applies their general 

framework to the topic of collaborative watershed management. The concepts have been sorted 

under the over-arching parts of the IFCG where I consider them to fit.  

All elements will be described and operationalised in the following sections (4.3-4.6). 

Operationalisation of System context, Drivers and Collaboration dynamics have been inspired 

by the sample indicators presented by Emerson and Nabatchi (2015:188-195). I also draw from 

Ulibarri’s (2019:586-588) indicators of Collaboration dynamics and Outputs, which are adapted 

to analyse hydropower CGRs. All indicators are adjusted to fit the empirical material. Exact 

details of how every concept was applied in analysis can be found in the codebook in Appendix 

1.  
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Table 1. Summary of selected elements from IFCG and how they have been operationalised. For 

elements sorting under Collaboration dynamics, the abbreviations in parenthesis inform on what 

dynamic the element belongs (PE=Principled engagement, SH=Shared motivation, CJA=Capacity for 

joint action). Operationalisations with * are “factual”, meaning they act as headings under which 

information about case conditions are filled in (as opposed to coding data extracts). See section 5.3 for 

analysis details. 

Part of model Element Operationalised as 

SYSTEM 

CONTEXT 

Public resource 

conditions 

Nr of hydropower facilities* 

Scale of facilities* 

Prescence of impacted protected areas* 

DRIVERS Uncertainty Conditions of uncertainty affecting the collaboration 

Initiating leadership Nr of invited representatives of different interests* 

Type of invitation to different stakeholders* 

COLLA- 

BORATION 

DYNAMICS 

Discovery (PE) Participants expressing common or different interests 

Definition (PE) Level of agreement on problems, collaboration 

mandate and collaboration goals 

Role congruence  Views on collaboration role distribution (Biddle, 2017) 

Internal legitimacy 

(SH) 

Participants experiencing/not experiencing the 

collaboration as useful and credible 

Procedural 

arrangements (CJA) 

Meeting arrangements* 

Considerations/motivations for procedural 

arrangements 

Leadership (CJA) Participant satisfaction/dissatisfaction with CAB 

leadership 

Knowledge (CJA) Sharing of knowledge between stakeholders 

Generating new knowledge  

Utilisation of technical expertise vs contextual 

knowledge (Biddle, 2017) 

Agreement/contestation over knowledge validity, legal 

interpretation or policy implementation  

Resources (CJA) Different access to resources between stakeholders  

Stakeholder strategies to increase resources 

Duration of collaboration process (months)* 

Time constraints impacting the collaboration 

OUTPUT Actions Stakeholder agreement/disagreement on proposed 

environmental measures 

 

4.3 System context 

The System context “refers to the broad and dynamic set of surrounding conditions that create 

opportunities and constraints for initiating and sustaining” CGRs (Emerson & Nabatchi, 

2015:232). Collaborations do not exist in a vacuum, but are embedded in a multitude of 

interrelated conditions (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015: 187). Describing the full System context 

is unachievable, so Emerson and Nabatchi present a set of categories which are most likely to 

impact collaboration: Public resource or service conditions, Policy and legal frameworks, 

Socioeconomic and cultural characteristics, Network characteristics, Political dynamics and 

power relations and History of conflict (2015:41). The only category which will be 

operationalised in this study is Public resource conditions. While Policy and legal frameworks 
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are important (and were described in chapter 2), they are the same for all collaborations4. 

Socioeconomic and cultural characteristics, Network characteristics, History of conflict and 

Political dynamics and power relations will not be analysed due to the limits of the material. 

4.3.1 Public resource conditions 

Public resource conditions are some of the most important contextual factors, and many times 

collaborations are established to address them (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015:41). For this study, 

public resource conditions will be used to describe the varying starting conditions of cases. 

Hydropower collaborations are aimed at improving water environment while also protecting 

electricity supply. Characteristics of the environment and hydropower production are likely to 

impact Collaboration dynamics and mediate the relationship between collaboration dynamics 

and outputs (Ulibarri, 2015). In this study, Public resource conditions will be operationalised 

as number of hydropower facilities, scale of facilities and presence of impacted protected areas 

for each collaboration case. Water status is also a part of case conditions, but will be excluded 

both for limitation purposes and because it can be assumed to be sub-optimal for all cases/areas. 

The first variable refers to the number of facilities in each case. A large number of facilities 

creates a joint, more complex environmental impact to assess (SAMWM et al., 2019), and thus 

may cause knowledge-related challenges. Large collaborations might also struggle more to 

create internal legitimacy (Mosley & Wong, 2021:342). Moreover, Ulibarri (2018) found 

licensing collaborations with large-scale hydropower facilities and areas with endangered 

species to be associated with longer process time. Thus, these factors can be assumed to 

complicate collaboration processes and are relevant to include in analysis. The measurement of 

facility scale is the national classification of facilities according to their value for electricity 

production and regulatory power, ranging from 1 (highest) to 3 (lowest) (Swedish Energy 

Agency et al., 2016), as this is what is reported in the material. 

4.4 Drivers 

Drivers emanate from the System context. They encompass four factors that help set a CGR in 

motion: Uncertainty, Interdependence, Consequential incentives and Initiating leadership 

(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015:230). Analysing the initiation of a CGR is essential to assess its 

overall viability and performance (2015:187). What Drivers are more important varies 

 

4 The implementation of policy and legal frameworks in collaborations will however figure in the study as part 

of the operationalisation of Knowledge (section 4.5.7). 
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depending on CGR type. The collaborations to be analysed in this study fall under Emerson and 

Nabatchi’s (2015:49) category of “externally directed” CGRs, since they are initiated from the 

top-down by an outside actor (the government) and follow a pre-set structure. Because of this, 

other ways of initiating collaboration will not be discussed. It must also be recognised that since 

CABs are obliged to conduct collaborations, other Drivers do not have the same crucial 

importance. However, Drivers may impact how collaborations are structured and how 

motivated stakeholders are to participate (Ansell & Gash, 2008). Consequential incentives will 

be excluded from analysis. Consequential incentives refer to participants’ will to achieve 

benefits or avoid losses by collaborating (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015:46). For my case, the 

demands of the legislation (see sections 2.3.3-2.3.4) can be assumed to be the primary incentive 

for both CABs and hydropower operators to collaborate, and this applies similarly to all cases. 

There may be additional Consequential incentives that differ between participants (Diaz-Kope 

& Morris, 2022), but the material does not permit a substantive analysis of these. The Driver of 

Interdependence will also be excluded for similar reasons. The Drivers of Uncertainty and 

Initial leadership are operationalised below. 

4.4.1 Uncertainty 

Uncertainty refers to situations of doubt or limited knowledge related to the policy issue in 

question. CGRs are often formed to decrease uncertainties and share risk (Emerson & Nabatchi, 

2015:44-45). Uncertainty will simply be operationalised as conditions of uncertainty affecting 

the collaboration. This broad operationalisation may include descriptions of significant 

knowledge gaps, uncertain decision from other actors, uncertain outcomes of other processes, 

and uncertain future scenarios that effect the collaboration (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015:189). 

The concept of Uncertainty has been applied in previous research, such as Ulibarri (2019) who 

analysed the effects of Uncertainty in a US hydropower relicensing. She concludes that 

Uncertainty generally motivates stakeholders to collaborate, but that it can also act as a barrier 

when stakeholders choose to manage it internally. Moreover, Ulibarri stresses that multiple 

complex Uncertainties beyond the substantial ones (such as causes of environmental problems) 

need to be addressed. For example, there may be Uncertainty regarding directives and decisions 

from external actors.  

4.4.2 Initiating leadership 

Initiating leadership is crucial to CGR formation. Emerson and Nabatchi (2015:47) define 

Initiating leadership as the actions taken by a leading actor to start a collaboration, such as 

inviting and motivating stakeholders. In hydropower collaborations, such tasks are performed 
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by CABs. While CABs are obliged to include certain stakeholder types, they have the mandate 

to choose which agencies, municipalities and interest organisations to invite and can therefore 

steer interest balance. Diverse representation matters for inclusion of knowledge and 

perspectives (Floress et al., 2009). Fairness in representation is important to foster legitimacy 

and quality of outcomes (Sjölander-Lindqvist, Johansson & Sandström, 2015). While analysing 

power balance goes far beyond counting the number of representatives at the table (Brisbois & 

de Loë, 2016), it can provide some indication. Therefore, Initiating leadership will be 

operationalised as number of invited representatives of different interests. Interests will be 

divided into operators, municipalities, national agencies and interest organisations of different 

types (see exact categorisation in Appendix 2). Participation and influence are likely to be 

affected by the type of invitation that stakeholders receive. Active recruitment efforts are often 

necessary to stimulate participation (Bidwell & Ryan, 2006). Therefore, I will also identify type 

of invitation to different stakeholders. By type of invitation is meant whether the stakeholder 

has been invited to meetings or to submit written comments on outputs (referral responses). 

4.5 Collaboration dynamics 

Once initiated, Emerson and Nabatchi (2015:58) theorise the CGR as composed by three 

simultaneous and mutually supporting processes: Principled engagement, Shared motivation 

and Capacity for Joint Action, jointly called Collaboration dynamics. Each dynamic consists of 

four sub-elements. Principled engagement concerns the behavioural aspects of collaboration 

and includes four stages: Discovery, Definition, Deliberation and Determinations. 

Theoretically, Principled engagement leads to Shared motivation. This refers to the relational 

Saspects of collaboration which are assumed to develop in the order of Trust, Mutual 

understanding, Internal legitimacy and Commitment. Finally, Capacity for joint action 

represents the functional requirements for collaboration: Procedural and institutional 

arrangements, Knowledge, Leadership and Resources (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015:58-73). 

Through the cycling of Collaboration dynamics, and specifically Principled engagement, 

participants should ideally develop a Shared theory of change (2015:232).   

While Collaboration dynamics will be the primary focus of this study (see Table 1), some 

elements will still be excluded due to limitations of the material as well as of writing space. For 

example, analysing Deliberation would require meeting observations or at least meeting 

minutes. Trust is another important element, but unlikely to be well captured without interviews 

(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015:192-194). Whether and how participants have developed a Shared 

theory of change is a relevant question, but will be left out from analysis since the strategies to 
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achieve collaboration goals are already covered by the element of Output/Actions (see section 

4.6). Remaining elements from Collaboration dynamics are operationalised below. 

4.5.1 Discovery 

Discovery is the first stage of Principled engagement. The word “principled” implies normative 

tenets of fair deliberation and inclusive communication. Together, the elements of Principled 

engagement can be thought of as steps in a social learning process (Emerson & Nabatchi, 

2015:59-60). Discovery refers to initial dialogues focused on finding common and different 

interests related to the problem at hand. Following Emerson and Nabatchi (2015:192) and 

Ulibarri (2015:586), Discovery will be operationalised as participants expressing common or 

different interests. This concept will be used to identify both the extent to which stakeholders 

have expressed their interests (for example descriptions of stakeholder discussions being held), 

and what kinds of interests were most frequently expressed in collaborations.  

 4.5.2 Definition 

Definition involves building a shared understanding of the challenges, opportunities and tasks 

of collaboration. In this process, information discovered in the previous step is shaped, 

delimiting the scope of the problem (2015:60-61). Inspired by Emerson and Nabatchi 

(2015:192) and Ulibarri (2015:586), Definition will be operationalised as level of agreement on 

problems, collaboration mandate and collaboration goals. These aspects are coded together as 

they are assumed to be closely interrelated. In her cross-case study of the effects of 

Collaboration dynamics on outcomes of hydropower relicensing processes, Ulibarri (2015:596) 

found that defining the problem, working and making decisions together is important for 

successful outcomes, including conflict-resolution (see also Emerson et al., 2009; Floress et al., 

2009). Investigating social learning in watershed management, Pahl-Wostl et al. (2007) 

highlight that the “framing” of the problem is likely to differ between stakeholders at the start 

of collaboration. Potential competing “frames” might influence each other into co-creation of a 

common problem definition – or stay separate if stakeholders cannot agree. The process of 

problem definition may continue throughout collaboration (Pahl-Wostl et al., 2007). 

4.5.3 Role congruence 

Role congruence is derived from Biddle (2017), who defines it as clarifying and adjusting tasks 

and expectations of one another. For hydropower collaborations, the basic roles of participants 

are already outlined in the legislation and SAMWM guidelines. However, the more detailed 

expectations of CABs and stakeholders may be developed in each collaboration. Since CABs 

are the leaders, their view on role distribution can be assumed to matter most, but for 
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collaboration to work efficiently, stakeholder agreement on role distribution is likely to be 

important. When expectations are clear, confusion, inertia and conflicts related to responsibility 

may be avoided (Floress et al., 2009). Well-defined roles that align with participants’ expertise 

and qualifications fosters efficiency, participant satisfaction (Biddle, 2017) and trust-building 

(Ansell & Gash, 2008). However, achieving a suitable and accepted role distribution is a 

challenging task (Floress et al., 2009; Biddle, 2017). Unsuccessful role distribution has been 

associated with lower rates of information sharing and trust – proving that it is not enough to 

have the right people at the table (Biddle, 2017). While Biddle (2017) focuses especially on the 

issue of congruence between assigned role and participant expertise, this study will employ a 

more general definition by operationalising Role congruence as views on collaboration role 

distribution. This will include both satisfaction and dissatisfaction expressed by stakeholders. 

4.5.4 Internal legitimacy  

Because of the limited data on relational aspects in the material, Internal legitimacy is the only 

element from the Collaboration dynamic of Shared motivation to be included in analysis. 

Shared motivation represents the process of building good working relationships among 

participants, while also recognising differences of opinion (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015:64). In 

this process, Internal legitimacy is defined as “beliefs about the worthiness and credibility of 

the CGR and its participants” (2015:194). Internal legitimacy is seen as an effect of Trust and 

Mutual understanding, but is also related to participants’ experience of feasibility of the 

collaboration effort (2015:64-67). Inspired by Emerson and Nabatchi (2015:194) and Ulibarri 

(2015:586), Internal legitimacy will be operationalised as participants experiencing/not 

experiencing the collaboration as useful and credible. As for some of the other elements, 

Internal legitimacy it is likely to show up in documents in quite implicit ways. 

4.5.5 Procedural arrangements 

The remaining elements from Collaboration dynamics all belong to Capacity for joint action 

(CJA). This represents the functional dimension which, ideally, enables participants to achieve 

their collective purpose (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015:68-69). One capacity is Procedural and 

institutional arrangements, defined as “the protocols and structures for managing a CGR over 

time” (2015:229). For the present analysis, I will limit the focus to Procedural arrangements, 

and not Institutional arrangements as in rules and protocols. This is because, when familiarising 

with the material, I could not find any mentions of rules created specifically for individual 

collaborations. The need for procedural rules typically increases with size and timespan of the 

collaboration (2015:70), which may explain why they do not seem to be present in these cases. 
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Procedural arrangements will be operationalised in two ways: as meeting arrangements and 

considerations/motivations for procedural arrangements. By meeting arrangements are meant 

the practical ways in which participants have interacted. This will include the number of 

meetings, meeting purpose, who participated and what types of interactions were performed 

(such as face-to-face dialogues, facility visits, digital meetings and written statements). 

Scholarly opinion is divided with regards to the importance of face-to-face interactions in CG. 

Some argue that it is essential for trust and legitimacy (Ansell & Gash, 2008) in ways that 

cannot be replaced by the digital meetings (Mosley & Wong, 2021). Others have found that 

face-to-face contact has no observable effects on Principled engagement (Biddle, 2017) or that 

it depends on case circumstances (Emerson and Nabatchi (2015:60). Either way, CABs are 

responsible for interactions and free to decide on number of meetings, meeting forms, meeting 

agendas etc (although it is also possible for them to include stakeholders in planning). 

Therefore, it is relevant to analyse their motivations. 

4.5.6 Leadership 

Leadership is another crucial element for a CGR to function and for promoting effective 

engagement (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015:71). Scholars have pointed to a variation of leadership 

qualities and roles (e.g. Huxham & Vangen, 2000; Stoker, 2006; Zachrisson, Bjärstig & 

Eckerberg, 2018). What role is most suitable depends on context and goals, and may also vary 

between collaboration stages (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015:72). Studying the leadership 

strategies of Swedish CABs in natural resource management collaborations, Zachrisson, 

Bjärstig and Eckerberg (2018) concluded that choices of strategy are greatly affected by levels 

of official trust, but also of the room for manoeuvre permitted by the legislation or policy that 

the collaboration is intended to fulfil. While CABs used several strategies, consultation was 

most dominant. This is defined as consulting with stakeholders “before formulating policy to 

ensure that stakeholders’ interests will be safeguarded” (2018:25). Since this study has a broad 

aim and limited space, no thorough analysis of Leadership will be performed. An additional 

reason is that the legislation and SAMWM guidance limit what strategies CABs can choose to 

implement. Therefore, Leadership will be operationalised simply as participant 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction with CAB leadership. 

4.5.7 Knowledge 

The next CJA is Knowledge. Gathering knowledge distributed among various stakeholders and 

using it to produce better outcomes is a central CGR objective (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Emerson 

et al., 2009; Donahue & Zeckhauser, 2011). Hydropower collaborations are no exemption, as 
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developing the knowledge base for re-licensing applications is a central goal (SAMWM, 2021). 

Emerson and Nabatchi (2015:72) define Knowledge as “shared information that has been 

weighed, processed and integrated with the values and judgements of CGR participants”. The 

use of Knowledge in political processes also raises the question of whose and what kind of 

Knowledge is being valued. Although CG is often put forward as inclusive of a broader range 

of knowledges, this ideal is not always met (Lund, 2012; Brisbois & de Loë, 2016). Access to 

Knowledge that is trusted by participants has been associated with more effective engagement 

and better outcomes (Emerson et al., 2009). Studying a hydropower re-licensing collaboration, 

Ulibarri (2019) found that sharing of correct information increased over time as participants 

overcame initial distrust. Integrating scientific and local knowledge can be seen as a central 

challenge for environmental governance (Taylor & de Loë, 2012). Studying watershed 

partnerships, Biddle (2017) found that “technical expertise” often dominated discussions at the 

expense of localised “contextual knowledge”. The emphasis on these knowledge types varied 

depending on whether collaborations aimed for more efficient or holistic solutions.  

To capture the multi-faceted concept of Knowledge, it will be operationalised in several ways. 

Firstly, I will identify sharing of knowledge between stakeholders and generating new 

knowledge (see Emerson and Nabatchi, 2015:195). Furthermore, Biddle’s (2017) dichotomy of 

knowledges will be used and operationalised as utilisation of technical expertise vs contextual 

knowledge. Lastly, instances of agreement/contestation over knowledge validity, legal 

interpretations or policy implementation (see Ulibarri, 2015:586) will also be coded for. How 

legislation or policies should be interpreted and implemented will thus be taken as a kind of 

(potentially contested) Knowledge. 

4.5.8 Resources 

The final CJA is Resources. Reducing resource scarcity by bringing actors with different sets 

of resources together is often the purpose of collaboration. Resources include for example 

funding, equipment, meeting space and logistical support (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015:73). 

Public agencies are usually the primary provider of collaboration resources (Ansell & Gash, 

2008), and this is the case also for hydropower collaborations as they are the responsibility of 

CABs. Potential differences in access to resources between CABs will not be included in 

analysis since they are probably insignificant. However, stakeholders are likely to have 

different access to resources (such as funding, capacity for investigations and perhaps 

influence). Stakeholders may also use different strategies to try to increase their access to 

resources in the collaboration (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015). Therefore, Resources will firstly 
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be operationalised as different access to resources between stakeholders and stakeholder 

strategies to increase resources. The resource of time will also be included in analysis. 

Hydropower collaborations operate according to varying application deadlines. Consequently, 

some of the collaborations to be studied have worked under a more limited time frame than 

others. To map this, I will identify application deadline and duration of collaboration process5 

for each case. Application deadline can be seen as part of the System context, but for this 

analysis it is sorted under Resources since the deadline impacts how much time CABs had at 

their hands. NAP has an ambitious time frame and it seems likely that collaborations have been 

impacted by times constraints. Therefore, time constraints impacting the collaboration will also 

be coded for. Previous research has indicated that the duration of hydropower collaborations is 

mainly affected by regulatory framework and facility characteristics (Ulibarri, 2018). Biddle 

(2017) found that watershed partnerships with high emphasis on efficiency were more likely to 

be dominated by technical expertise. 

4.6 Outputs 

Turning finally to the output side of Emerson and Nabatchi’s framework, this encompasses 

Actions, Outcomes and Adaptations (see Figure 3). Since hydropower collaborations are a quite 

recent phenomenon, Outcomes and Adaptations are not possible to observe – they are still 

developing. However, all finished collaborations should have resulted in a set of proposed 

Actions in the form of proposed environmental measures (SAMWM et al., 2019). The element 

of Actions is therefore relevant for this study and will be operationalised below. 

4.6.1 Actions 

Actions are “efforts undertaken as a consequence of the collective choices made by the CGR 

during collaboration dynamics” (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015:82). They are the case-specific 

means to reach the goals of the collaboration. Actions may be of many different kinds, fulfil 

different functions, and evolve during different parts of the collaborative process. They can be 

implemented jointly or by an individual participant (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015). Aside from 

gathering Knowledge, developing proposals for environmental measures to hydropower 

facilities is an Action that collaborations should take (SAMWM, 2021). Reaching stakeholder 

consensus on measures is not mandatory (and CABs can technically propose what they choose), 

but seen as desirable to facilitate the subsequent license trials (SAMWM, 2021). Thus, CABs 

 

5 Both factors are relevant since CABs faced with the same deadline may choose to initiate collaborations at 

different times, resulting in different process durations (see SAMWM, 2021). 
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are encouraged to propose a set of measures that are acceptable to as many stakeholders as 

possible. The element of Actions will therefore be operationalised as stakeholder 

agreement/disagreement on proposed environmental measures. 

5. Method and material 

5.1 Research design 

This study utilises a combination of a deductive and an inductive approach, which is not 

uncommon in qualitative research. The purpose of the combination is to be able to identify 

patterns directly from the data while also being guided by theory (Larsson, Lilja & Mannheimer, 

2005:96). Similar strategies have been used previously to study environmental CG, for example 

by Imperial (2005) and Dressel et al. (2021). For this study, a deductive approach means that 

the analysis has been informed by my overall understanding of CG theory and conducted by 

operationalising elements from the IFCG (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015) and Biddle (2017). The 

case of Swedish hydropower collaborations has, from the outset, been treated as a case of CG. 

The use of the IFCG as theoretical basis was also set from the start, since this study is intended 

as a pilot study for the research project Making waterways sustainable: A model for legitimate 

collaboration in Swedish hydropower (Sjölander-Lindqvist, 2022). The strategy for applying 

the framework, and all other decisions related to research design, have been made by the author. 

Because of the exploratory nature of the study, having an inductive element by letting the 

contents of the empirical material guide the analysis is very relevant. The material consists of 

written documentation from hydropower collaborations, and naturally has some limitations to 

what questions it can answer (see section 5.2.2). Therefore, a first reading (familiarisation) was 

done before selecting and operationalising IFCG elements (see section 5.3.2). However, even 

the familiarisation cannot be said to be “truly” inductive since I brought to it my pre-

understanding of CG theory and my initial thoughts on the aim of the study. Bringing such pre-

conceptions to the material is unavoidable, but it is still important to recognise that it impacts 

the outcomes of analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006:84).  

Familiarisation was used to decide what parts of the IFCG would be operationalised and how. 

For example, I observed that the material said much about Knowledge but very little about 

Trust, and therefore decided to operationalise the former in detail while the latter was excluded. 

Excluding some IFCG elements could be seen as limiting for the results, but it was necessary 

for reasons of space. Since the exclusions were based on data familiarisation, it can be said with 
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enough certainty that these elements would not have added significant value to the full analysis. 

Instead, familiarisation led to the adding of two concepts from Biddle (2017), which proved 

very useful as a complement to the IFCG. Thus, the research design was kept flexible during 

much of the process (Yin, 2006:77) which helped to identify the most relevant analytical focus.  

The same theoretical basis and a combined codebook was used for both research questions, but 

the analytical strategy differed somewhat. The first question is descriptive, and has been 

answered by operationalising relevant conditions and characteristics from theory and simply 

identifying this data in the material. These results are largely presented as quantitative 

summaries of the cases (in an otherwise qualitative study). The quantitative element acts as a 

background to the qualitative analysis which is performed to answer the second research 

question (Bryman, 2012:637). The second question has been treated as both descriptive and 

analytical, and is answered through a thematic analysis (TA) that identifies how opportunities 

and challenges have been managed in collaborations (see section 5.3). TA is an appropriate 

choice of method since it enables identification of patterns spanning across the 27 cases. This 

fits the broad and exploratory aim of the study (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Spencer et al., 2014a). 

The strategy of making a descriptive case overview before performing the TA promoted a richer 

understanding of the material and thus more substantiated themes (Braun & Clark, 2006:83). 

The descriptive data is presented as results for the first question (section 6.1), but are also 

referred to, when relevant, in the presentation of the TA (section 6.2). The concluding chapter 

aims to tie the results of the two questions together and use them in a discussion of how 

collaborations can be explained by the theoretical concepts applied in the study. 

5.2 Data collection 

5.2.1 Hydropower collaborations as cases 

This study is a total investigation of finished regional stakeholder collaborations performed as 

part of NAP (hydropower collaborations). Cases were identified by visiting the NAP-related 

page of all CABs’ websites. Besides being finished, the only criterion for selection was that a 

Collaboration Account (CA) for the case had been published on the site. The CA is a summary 

of the collaboration process (SAMWM, 2021) and was therefore judged to be essential for 

analysis. A few finished collaborations did not have one, but for most of them both a CA and 

additional document types were available (see section 5.2.2). This resulted in a collection of 27 

cases. Including (practically) all finished collaborations serves the study’s purpose of exploring 

how opportunities and challenges were managed in early collaborations. The cross-sectional 

design, where all cases are subjected to the same treatment, enables identification and ordering 
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of recurring themes which are spread across the dataset and would not otherwise be observable. 

What risks being lost with this strategy is details of each individual case. Presenting detailed 

analyses of each case is however not possible within the space of this study (although it could 

be useful in further research with a smaller sample and additional data collection methods). The 

drawback of losing context has been mitigated by coding all cases in separate Excel sheets. This 

made it possible to go back to each case and see all its data together, which was helpful 

throughout the analysis process (Spencer et al., 2014a:351). 

All the studied collaborations were performed in 2020-2022. Since the creators of NAP 

considered certain factors when deciding what cases would get early applications deadlines, the 

early cases are not representative of the full set of trial groups. In NAP, it is stated that early 

cases are characterised by high environmental values, high level of knowledge on cultural 

environments and low “complexity” in terms of number of facilities and operators (SAMWM 

et al., 2019:9-12). These factors thus create some level of bias to the collection of cases. The 

studied collaborations have been performed in eleven different counties, out of which nine are 

located in southern or central Sweden. This does not make the sample biased since geographical 

spread was considered by the NAP creators (SAMWM et al., 2019:10). However, it is 

unfortunate for the analysis since it means that very few collaborations involve large-scale 

hydropower. Future studies could benefit from including more variation on this factor, but for 

the present study it was evidently not possible.  

5.2.2 Collaboration documents 

The empirical material consists of written outputs published by CABs on their websites, which 

will be referred to a collaboration documents. This is a recent material which has not been 

researched previously. Since the documents were collected from official websites, they are 

assumed to be authentic (MacDonald, 2001:204). No ethical considerations were necessary 

since all materials are publicly available and do not contain any sensitive information. Names 

of individuals that (on rare occasions) figured in documents are not presented in the analysis 

(Bryman, 2012:142). All documents are in Swedish, but coding was made in English and all 

quotes to be presented have been translated by the author. The documents belong to 

standardised types specified by SAMWM’s guidelines (CA, CSD, Analysis and Proposals). 

The basic contents of each type were presented in section 2.2. In the same section, Figure 2 

illustrates the order in which CABs were instructed to develop them. The document types which 

were available and collected for this study differs from the figure in some ways. Firstly, 

Analysis and Proposals were published as one joint output in all cases but one. Secondly, many 
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cases published an additional document type, namely Referral Responses (RR). RR documents 

consist of stakeholders’ statements on the CAB’s outputs, or in some cases compilations of 

such statements with the CAB’s answers added. During data familiarisation, it quickly became 

clear that this was a very relevant data source for analysing stakeholder experiences.  

To summarise the availability of documents per case, all cases had published a CA (as this was 

my selection criterion), 26/27 had a CSD, 22/27 had an Analysis/Proposals and 18/27 had RRs. 

For the vast majority of cases, all available documents were studied. A few cases had additional 

documents of a technical nature, such as detailed descriptions of the environment or individual 

facilities. When encountering such documents, I searched in them for the word “collaboration” 

[samverkan] and excluded the document if no hits were found. In total, the sampled documents 

comprise around 3000 pages. The page count per case varied significantly, from 16 (Rickleån) 

to 292 (Rolfsån). A list of the studied cases and their materials is presented in Appendix 3. 

When studying documents, the researcher must keep in mind that they were produced by 

specific actors, for specific purposes and for a target audience. They should therefore be 

analysed as communicative devices rather than containers of objective truth (Spencer et al., 

2014b:429). The collaboration documents used in this study are almost certainly authentic, but 

the credibility of their contents should not be taken for granted (MacDonald, 2001:204). This 

approach comes quite naturally for RRs, as they are evidently expressions of stakeholders’ 

perspectives. Documents authored by CABs6 can be expected to be more “neutral” since they 

come from a public agency. For the sake of analysis, CABs’ accounts of collaboration processes 

have been treated as (more-or-less accurate) descriptions of reality. Epistemologically, this 

places the analysis closer to realism than constructivism (Braun & Clark, 2006:81). A deeper, 

interpretative analysis of what lies behind the production of the texts would have been 

interesting, but is not deemed possible from this material (MacDonald, 2001:204-206). Still, it 

must still be considered that CABs are stakeholders with their own perspectives and goals. For 

example, they may have an interest to present collaborations as more “successful” than they 

were, since they are legally responsible for collaboration performance. However, many CABs 

report being in continual contact with SAMWM when planning and performing collaborations, 

which makes significant distortions less likely. A couple of other things should also be 

considered. Firstly, operator representatives have previously expressed distrust towards CABs’ 

implementation of NAP, arguing that they will use it to suit their own hydropower-negative 

 

6 CABs are stated as the sole author of all CAs, CSDs, Analysis and Proposal documents. 
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agenda (Sandberg, 2020). The presence of such attitudes is likely to have impacted 

collaboration discussions. Secondly, most CAs have a section called “Presentation of different 

opinions”. The section reports if and how opinions continued to differ between the CAB and 

the operators after the collaboration. This means that differences are very visible, while points 

of agreement are not highlighted in the same way. Thirdly, it is likely that stakeholders who 

submit RRs are more critical than the average. The risk for over-estimation of disagreements in 

the analysis was managed by making efforts to code for mentions of agreement.  

5.3 Analytical process 

5.3.1 Coding the material 

 The analysis of collaboration documents has been greatly inspired by Braun & Clark’s (2006; 

2021) writings on reflexive TA, but with some adaptations which will be noted in the following 

account. As mentioned, the first step was to familiarise with the material. This was done by 

reading through the documents for one case per CAB (11). During this active reading (Braun 

& Clark, 2006:87), I noted down relevant topics related to CG and in what documents they 

occurred. This “inductive” data familiarisation gave an initial understanding of the contents, 

and was used for selecting theoretical elements (as described in section 5.1). The 

operationalisations of these elements can be found in Table 1. The operationalised elements 

were used as a codebook/template which was applied to the whole dataset. The full codebook, 

including detailed considerations for “measuring” each concept, can be found in Appendix 1. 

By using a codebook, this TA is more deductive than what Braun and Clark (2021:336) 

recommend. However, TA is a flexible method which can be adapted to many research designs 

(Braun & Clark, 2006:78). The codebook is motivated in this case since the aim from the outset 

was to apply the IFCG. Moreover, it specifies categories rather than specific codes. Codes were 

derived directly from the data (Braun & Clark, 2006:88). This is illustrated in Table 3, which 

shows the separation between theoretical element, operationalisation, codes and extracts. 

Table 3. Example of practical coding using the coding template (retrieved from the case of Vege å). 

Theoretical element: Role congruence 

Operationalised as: Participants agreeing/disagreeing with the role distribution 

Codes Extracts 
Complimentary 

investigations as operator 

responsibility 

The CAB has assisted with a solid knowledge base regarding cultural 

environments within the examination area. If further investigations need to be 

carried out, the cost and responsibility rests with the operator 

Landowner organisation 

disagreeing with knowledge 

responsibilities 

A great deal of responsibility is placed on the owner of the facility to find out 

which parts of the facility are to be deemed to be part of the ancient heritage 

claim (...) If the CAB believes otherwise, it must be justified and thus the 

obligation to investigate lies with the stronger party, the CAB 
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As shown in Table 3, the codes act as descriptive labels for theoretically relevant data extracts. 

The “size” of extracts was flexible, but typically 1-2 sentences. Several codes could sometimes 

be applied to the same extract (Braun & Clark, 2006:88-89). Collaboration documents included 

many “standard” formulations7 which occurred in almost all cases. When realising this, I 

decided not to code them since they did not say anything substantial about the case. Repeated 

statements within a case (from the same author and referring to the same phenomenon) were 

only coded once. Since the RRs differed from the other document types, some additional 

considerations for coding these are described in Appendix 4. As mentioned, the 27 cases were 

coded in separate sheets. Within these, text colours were used to separate the document source 

for each code and extract. All coding sheets have been stored and can be disclosed on request. 

The data familiarisation was also used to create a reading strategy. The documents with the 

most relevant content based on the research aim were CAs and RRs, and these were read page-

to-page. Doing this with the full material would however take too much time, and moreover, 

large parts of CSDs and Analysis/Proposal documents were not relevant (such as environmental 

descriptions). Therefore, I used the search function in the PDF reader to find collaboration-

related extracts in these documents8. Searching for words in large documents is useful for 

delimiting material and saving time (MacDonald, 2001:209). A list of search terms was 

developed by trying out many different words during the coding of the first ten cases. When a 

new useful term (e.g. “responsibility”) was identified, I went back and applied it to all previous 

cases. Terms that did not generate hits (e.g. “consensus”) were dropped. After this process, the 

final list of 12 terms9 was set and applied to the remaining cases. Except for the division 

between document types, the whole dataset was analysed in the same way. Cases were coded 

in a random order and given equal attention. I continually went back to previous cases and noted 

what codes were re-occurring. Coding became increasingly consistent over time. The first three 

cases were therefore coded a second time at the end (Spencer et al., 2014a). 

5.3.2 Constructing themes 

When the initial coding was done, all codes and extracts for each operationalisation were 

collated in separate sheets (while still also kept in their case sheets). From this data, a physical 

mind-map was created to start searching for themes (Braun & Clark, 2006:89). The purpose of 

 

7 For example: "In collaboration, a large number of issues have been able to be resolved and the different 

position of organisations on various issues have been clarified." 
8 Except for a few ones which were 10 pages or shorter, these were read page-to-page. 
9 Final list of search terms (translated from Swedish): collaboration, knowledge, investigate, common, role, 

collaborate, certain, uncertain, agree, disagree, in agreement, responsibility. 
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creating themes, rather than just presenting the coding of theoretical elements, was to analyse 

the links between elements and identify the most significant patterns of meaning. The themes 

are meant to illustrate links between data that on the surface appear disparate, and in this way 

generate new insights about the material (Braun & Clark, 2006). They are more multifaceted 

than the theoretical elements and arguably tell the “story” of hydropower collaborations in a 

more engaging and less fragmented way (Braun & Clark, 2021:341).  

Themes were created by moving codes back and forth across the mind-map and trying out 

different groupings. I also continually went back to study the data extracts and consider them 

in light of the theory and research questions. In this process, some codes were joined together, 

while some were discarded completely. Prevalence of the codes naturally played some part in 

theme construction, but they were not counted and “keyness” for the research aim was more 

important (Braun & Clark, 2006). When codes had been grouped into candidate themes, I went 

through all extracts again and further delimited the set of codes. At this stage, codes were 

refined to describe (more-or-less) abstract patterns rather than specific data (Spencer et al 

2014a:359). These codes were then grouped into the final eight themes. Here, it was important 

to consider internal consistency and avoid overlap between themes. This was done by 

continuing to move some codes even during the writing of the analysis and by carefully 

considering theme names. To illustrate linkages between themes, they were organised in the 

thematic map as “over-arching themes” and “sub-themes” (Braun & Clark, 2006:91-92). A 

table showing the refined codes belonging to each theme can be found in Appendix 5. To ensure 

that the theoretical elements (used for coding) are not “lost” in the themes, they are continually 

referred to in the presentation of the TA (section 6.2) and revisited in the final discussion. 

6. Results and analysis 

6.1 How do context and characteristics vary between hydropower 

collaborations?  

6.1.1. Variation in collaboration context  

The contextual factors which have been identified for each case include: number of hydropower 

facilities, scale of facilities and presence of impacted protected areas. These factors are 

operationalisations of Public resource conditions. Firstly, number of facilities varied much 

between cases. Summary statistics for this factor are shown in Table 2 (next page). Nine 

collaborations, or a third of cases, had only a single facility to manage. The largest case, 

Ljungan Gimån, had over 30 (exact number was not specified). For one case, Kilaån vid Fada, 
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the number of facilities could not be identified in documents. The mean of 6,8 facilities has 

therefore been calculated from 26 cases. A few other cases also did not clearly state the number 

of facilities, and therefore the data may contain some minor inaccuracies. It can also be noted 

that the mean is affected by a few cases with unusually many facilities, particularly Ljungan 

Gimån, Rolfsån, Rönne å and Gullspångsälven nedre. The large number of operators could 

potentially make these collaborations more challenging (Mosley & Wong, 2021). 

Table 2 (left). Summary statistics of number of NAP facilities per case. 

Table 3 (right). Number of cases with different scale of facilities. 

 

 

 

 

Turning to scale of facilities (Table 3), this factor showed much less variation. Information on 

classification of facilities was available for all cases. When coding, I noted whether the case 

contained only small facilities (class 3), only large facilities (class 1-2) or a mix of both. 

Unsurprisingly given that many cases are located in southern Sweden, a large majority had only 

small facilities and no cases had only large. For the four cases with both small and large 

facilities, it was not always specified how many there was of each. However, in the cases of 

Rolfsån (23 facilities) and Rickleån (12 facilities), only one in each was classified as large. 

Evidently, these early collaborations have mainly been managing small facilities. According to 

the Swedish Energy Agency et al. (2016:30), the energy contribution of class 3 facilities is not 

valuable enough to impact EQS setting. Therefore, weighing environmental and production 

interests “should” be relatively simple for the 24 cases with only small facilities. Issues related 

to interest balance are further elaborated on in section 6.2.2. 

Lastly, protected areas impacted by hydropower were reported for almost all cases. The only 

case with no areas was Kågeälven (which only had an inactive facility). Presence of Natura 

2000 areas was also common (19 cases), meaning that the potential need for trial according to 

Natura 2000 regulations had to be considered. Many cases also reported other area types, most 

commonly nature reserves and national interests for conservation. A few cases had to consider 

biosphere reserves (2) and areas for reindeer husbandry (2). The overall high presence of 

protected nature could have a prolonging effect on collaboration processes (Ulibarri, 2018). 

 Nr of 

facilities 

Min 1 

Mean 6,8 

Max 30+ 

Nr of cases 

with data 
26 

Scale of 

facilities 
Nr of 

cases 

Only small 23 

Only large 0 

Small and 

large 
4 

Nr of cases 

with data 
27 
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6.1.2 Variation in collaboration characteristics 

The collaboration characteristics which have been identified are: number of invited 

representatives of different interests, type of invitation to different stakeholders, meeting 

arrangements and duration of the collaboration process. The first two are operationalisations 

of Initiating leadership as a Driver (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015). Table 4 summarises number 

of invited representatives of different interest. Firstly, the data shows a great variation in the 

size of the total stakeholder group, ranging from 7 (Kågeälven, Västerbotten CAB) to 78 (Rönne 

å, Skåne CAB). The mean of 26 shows that most collaborations involved a quite large set of 

stakeholders. The variation seems to arise mostly from variation in number of interest 

organisations, which clearly was the strongest interest in numerical terms. Number of operators 

could not be controlled by CABs, but is included here to complete the picture of interest 

representation. Apart from the main stakeholder types in the table, around half of collaborations 

also invited the Hydroelectric Environmental Fund10 and sometimes also energy companies.  

Table 4. Summary statistics for invited stakeholders per interest and total nr of invited stakeholders. 

Since data could not be found for all cases, n=23-25 in the Table, while total n=27. *Main types include 

all types in the table, but not additional stakeholders such as companies. 

 

Invited organisations were also categorised according to the interest they represent. The 

categories and the full list of participants per case can be found in Appendix 2. Overall, the 

most represented interests in numerical terms were Fishing (mean of 4,6 organisations), 

Environmental (2,5) and Local community/cultural-historical (1,9). Hydropower production 

interests were also represented through hydropower operators’ associations (mean 1,7). 

Interestingly, Local water management organisations like Water Councils were relatively few 

(mean 1), outnumbered by for example Agriculture/forestry organisations (mean 1,2).  

Table 5 (next page) shows the types of invitation issued to different stakeholders. All 

collaborations invited at least one representative of all main stakeholder types (except three 

 

10 [Swedish: Vattenkraftens Miljöfond] The fund offers financial grants to operators to perform environmental 

measures. It is founded and financed by nine energy companies (The Hydroelectric Environmental, nd). 

 

Invited 

stakeholders 

(all main 

types*) 

Operators Municipalities 
National 

agencies 

Interest 

organisations 

(all types) 

Max 78 16 14 14 35 

Min  7 1 1 0 3 

Mean 26 3,1 3,6 6 14,5 

Nr of cases 

with data 
23 23 25 25 24 
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cases led by the Södermanland CAB, which excluded national agencies). Furthermore, all 

collaborations invited operators to several meetings, but this was a much less common for other 

stakeholder types. Municipalities were invited to at least one meeting in around half of the 

cases. However, national agencies and interest organisations were usually only able to 

participate through referral (in 18/27 and 21/27 cases). For interest organisations especially, 

this more limited participation form stands in contrast to their strong numerical representation.  

Table 5. Number of collaborations that invited different stakeholder types in certain ways. Data was 

available for all cases (n=27). *Cases where a single interest organisation was invited to a meeting are 

counted as "Only referral" when there was no general meeting invitation to interest organisations. **No 

type of invitation/participation of the stakeholder type described in case documents. 

 

 

 

 

 

Meeting arrangements (which links to Procedural arrangements) were recorded by noting the 

number, participants and stated purpose of meetings in each collaboration. The amount of 

documentation on this varied greatly. To make sense of the data, I organised meetings into four 

categories. Facility visit with operator was the most common meeting type and occurred in all 

collaborations. Multi-operator meetings were conducted in around11 12 cases (nine of the 

remaining cases were single operator cases for which this meeting category is unapplicable). 

Multi-stakeholder meetings, defined here as meetings where at least one representative from all 

main stakeholder types12 participated, were conducted in around13 14 collaborations. However, 

five of these are cases for which the CAB (Halland) performed one common multi-stakeholder 

meeting for all the county’s collaboration groups. Lastly, within this category I also counted 

the number of Collaborative multi-stakeholder meetings by adding the criteria that 

collaboration/discussion was stated as the purpose of the meeting. Such meetings were 

conducted in only 7/27 collaborations. For the remaining cases where multi-stakeholder 

 

11 The meeting type could not be specified with certainty in a few cases. 
12 Operator attendance was not required for a meeting to fit in this category, but they usually participated. 
13 The meeting type could not be specified with certainty in a few cases. 

Main 

stakeholder 

types 

  

Type of invitation 

Several 

meetings and 

referral 

1 meeting and 

referral 
Only referral 

No 

invitation** 

Operators 27 0 0 0 

Municipalities 5 9 13 0 

National 

agencies 
2 4 18 3 

Interest 

organisations 
1 5 21* 0 
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meetings were conducted, these meetings were mainly held for informational purposes and 

stakeholders only participated through Q&A sessions. Overall, the case of Rönne å was found 

to have the “most collaborative” Procedural arrangements, by conducting two multi-stakeholder 

meetings at separate stages of the collaboration process. Stakeholders could make comments in 

both of these, and one was explicitly described as collaborative. Moreover, this collaboration 

invited the longest list of participants (78). Rönne å therefore appears closest to fulfilling the 

deliberative and democratic ideals from CG literature (Papadopoulos, 2012; Ulibarri, 2015). 

The last characteristic is duration of the collaboration process, which was partly controlled by 

application deadlines14 and partly by when CABs chose to initiate collaboration. All studied 

collaborations had deadlines between February 2022 and September 2023.  Unfortunately, 

process duration was not reported or possible to estimate for around half of the cases. For the 

remaining 13 cases, it varied between 10 and 24 months. SAMWM (2021) has estimated that 

collaborations should take around one year. The three cases which were finished in less than a 

year15 all had the earliest application deadline. A potential difficulty for these was also that 

SAMWM’s collaboration guidance was not finished until May 2021 (seven months before their 

deadline). The collaborations which lasted more than 22 months16 all had deadlines in 2023. 

6.2 How have challenges and opportunities been managed in collaborations? 

This section presents the results of the TA. Figure 4 (next page) provides a map of the broad, 

cross-case themes relating to how challenges and opportunities have been managed in 

collaborations. The map contains three over-arching themes - Organising collaboration, 

Balancing interests and Managing needs for knowledge - with their respective sub-themes. In 

my interpretation, these are the most prevalent and relevant themes in the data from the 

perspective of the research question. While there are links between the over-arching themes, 

which will be noted, they should be read as independent in the map. I have chosen a structure 

where the sub-themes are more explanatory than the over-arching themes, which function more 

as topics. Treating simple topics as themes has been criticised by Braun and Clark (2021:341), 

but I argue that it works here because the sub-themes reveal patterns of meaning within the data 

(Braun & Clark, 2006:82). Moreover, the over-arching themes are meaningful in that they 

 

14 As mentioned previously, all collaboration deadlines were postponed with one year in late 2022. However, the 

studied cases were already finished by then, and therefore it is the original deadlines that are reported in the text. 
15 Tvååkersån (Halland), Rönne å (Skåne) and Tyresån (Stockholm). 
16 Bräkneån (Blekinge), Hällarydsån (Blekinge) and Gullsångsälven nedre (Örebro). 
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illustrate the issues that were most frequently discussed in collaborations. All themes are 

presented and analysed in sections 6.2.1-6.2.3. 

Figure 4. Thematic map illustrating how challenges and opportunities were managed in collaborations. 

6.2.1 Organising collaboration 

This theme describes the how CABs have approached the task of structuring stakeholder 

participation, with the aim meeting the goals of regional collaboration as stated in national 

directives. The purpose of this theme is not merely to describe variation in collaboration 

structures (as in section 6.1.2), but also to view them in a theoretical perspective. The theme 

links to the IFCG elements of Uncertainty, Resources, Procedural arrangements, Internal 

legitimacy, Leadership and Actions. 

Theme 1. Having to adjust to external uncertainties 

Throughout the dataset, it was clear that collaborations faced multiple Uncertainties of different 

kinds. Some relate to Knowledge, and these are analysed in section 6.2.3. Here, I focus on 

Uncertainties related to performing the collaboration. These can be summarised as having a 

limited time frame, being dependent on parallel decision processes and being subjected to a 

pandemic. Overall, these types of Uncertainty seem to have acted as obstacles rather than 

Drivers for collaboration.  

The time frame was more or less limited for all collaborations, and experiencing time 

constraints was reported in most cases. In all cases except Rolfsån, CABs streamlined the 

process by fusing the Analysis and Proposal stages into one output. The collaboration of Suseån 

did not publish an Analysis at all, instead performing this stage only through dialogues with 

operators. In some cases, CABs explicitly managed the time frame by making the referral period 
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shorter. This occasionally resulted in stakeholder criticism that there was not enough time to 

provide meaningful comments. A few CABs also stated that time constraints reduced the 

number of meetings. 

The CAB had wished that more meetings could have been held. Unfortunately, the tight timetable 

for re-examination of Ljungan has not made this possible (Ljungan Gimån, CA:5) 

Four months before the applications must be submitted at the latest, this round of referrals is to end 

(…) operators are given extremely limited time to be able to absorb the conclusion of the 

collaboration process. (Referral response from group of operators, Genevadsån, RR:3) 

Thus, lack of time as a Resource had negative impact on the level of stakeholder participation 

in a number of collaborations. Effects on the quality of collaboration outputs (Actions) were 

also commonly reported. In a number of cases, both CABs and operators talked of not being 

able to make a complete analysis in time. These difficulties were mostly related to the time-

consuming task of generating environmental knowledge (further discussed in section 6.2.3). 

This resulted in many cases where CABs described the proposed environmental measures as 

general and in need of more investigation. Sometimes CABs saw a need to prioritise. 

Since the time for the collaboration process was short, the CAB has chosen to report only on the 

measures that the CAB considers to be a priority at each NAP facility and thus omitted all possible 

measures that could be carried out to achieve the environmental goals (Örekilsälven, Analysis:5) 

Another external Uncertainty was parallel decision processes with implications for the 

collaboration. This pertains mainly to EQSs being in the process of renewal, but renewal of 

conservation plans for Natura 2000 areas was also brought up. CABs managed the Uncertainty 

of not knowing whether the EQS would change by simply basing their analyses on the current 

EQS. This situation however seemed to lower Internal legitimacy in a couple of cases, where 

hydropower representatives questioned the usefulness and credibility of performing 

collaboration before the EQS was in place. Lastly, the COVID-19 pandemic was on-going 

during most collaborations and this naturally affected the Procedural arrangements. In all cases, 

CABs still met physically with operators at their facilities. Multi-stakeholder meetings were 

however mostly performed digitally. Interestingly, while many CABs adjusted to the pandemic 

by switching to digital meetings, others saw it as a reason to cancel multi-stakeholder meetings 

altogether, instead resorting to individual meetings (operators) and referral (other stakeholders).  

Although it would have been beneficial to be able to have meetings where operators within a water 

body could meet to discuss the upcoming trials, the CAB assessed that the infection situation made 

such meetings unsuitable. This left the option of holding individual meetings in order to still be 

able to push the collaboration process forward (Rönne å, CA:8) 

Repeated face-to-face dialogues, seen as crucial by Ansell and Gash (2008), seem to have been 

very uncommon for other stakeholders than operators. However, many CABs report having 
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continuous contacts with operators through digital meetings, phone and e-mail. In this way, 

collaborations could still be carried out and produce Actions during uncertain times. 

Theme 2. Collaboration as sequential consultation 

The second theme illustrates how CABs have structured collaboration in practice, which can be 

linked to Procedural arrangements. As mentioned in section 6.1.2, individual facility visits with 

operators was the most common meeting type. It was used both in initial dialogues and later 

discussions of measure proposals. Some CABs saw individual meetings as an unfortunate effect 

of the pandemic, while others described the “sequential” strategy as useful and successful. 

Interestingly, stakeholder views on meeting arrangements were rare in the material, with the 

exemption of the case of Ljungan Gimån (see third quote). 

Although discussions at these [individual operator] meetings departed from the specific facility, 

the discussions have also touched on other facilities in the system (…) to be able to give a good 

picture of how the discussed measures fit into the water system as a whole (Rönne å, CA:9) 

The CAB assesses that individual meetings with the operators (…) have been very positive. The 

meeting format has enabled a dialogue with the operators regarding their specific facility (Ljungan 

Gimån, CA:5) 

There has been no coordination within the review group during the collaboration process, instead 

the CABs have had meetings with each operator separately. Several companies consider that the 

analysis report in its entirety has been prepared by the CABs and not in collaboration (Statement 

from large-scale operators recounted by the CAB, Ljungan Gimån, CA:19) 

In this way, CABs can be said to have chosen the Leadership strategy of consultation. This is 

in line with the results from Zachrisson, Bjärstig and Eckerberg (2018). According to the 

theoretical framework of that article, consultation is a suitable strategy when official trust is 

low (2018: 25). In this case, “sequential consultation” with individual stakeholders can perhaps 

be seen as a strategy by CABs to save Resources. It fulfils the legal demands, but is quite far 

from the collaborative process recommended by established CG research (e.g., Ansell & Gash, 

2008; Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015). 

While individual meetings dominated, CABs also conducted big stakeholder meetings to a 

varying extent. Some, particularly single facility cases, saw them as unnecessary while others 

made efforts to conduct them digitally. Some collaborations opted for inviting specific 

stakeholders (beyond operators) to meetings. A typical example was meeting with an operator, 

the municipality and the Hydroelectric Environmental Fund, or meeting with one or a few 

national agencies for expert advice. Occasionally, meeting invitations were made in a way that 

could be seen as problematic in terms of interest balance. In Genevadsån for example, the CAB 

held a meeting where an operators’ association was the only invited interest organisation. In 
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Rickleån, the CAB met early on with a large-scale operator and together with them decided on 

a collaboration plan and forms of participation for other stakeholders.  

At the meeting [with large-scale operator], we concluded that it was appropriate to form a smaller 

so-called NAP group to focus on the upcoming review and regional collaboration. In this smaller 

group, we saw the municipalities as important actors in addition to the CAB and the hydropower 

owners. The rest of participants in the group “Environmentally adapted hydropower" [interest 

organisations] could in turn form a reference group (Rickleån, CA:5) 

Many collaborations did not make a detailed collaboration plan at the start, instead conducting 

meetings based on need and sometimes on operators’ request. In this way, interactions were 

adapted to case conditions. Only a few CABs report making a work plan together with 

operators. However, operators often seem to have been able to request additional meetings and 

choose their preferred meeting form. It was also common that operators added meeting 

participants by bringing their technical consultant or legal representative. Other stakeholder 

types do not seem to have had the same opportunities. An exception is Ljungan Gimån, where 

environmental organisations requested and were granted an additional meeting with the CAB. 

In a few cases, operators were not interested in participating in the collaboration at all which 

indicates low sense of collaboration usefulness. 

In some multi-facility cases, operators chose to act together in the collaboration. For example 

by making a shared list of measure proposals (e.g. in Mieån and Fylleån) or by writing joint 

statements (e.g. in Genevadsån and Ljungan Gimån). This occurred among both small- and 

large-scale operators.  

During the collaboration process the operators have jointly put forward various arguments for the 

water system to be classified as heavily modified water (Kilaån vid Ålberga Virå, CA:82) 

Acting together could be seen as an attempt to save Resources, and perhaps also to increase 

operators’ influence in relation to the CAB. It seems to have been more common in cases where 

operators disagree on the CAB’s environmental assessment and proposals.  

6.2.2 Balancing interests 

Discussions around interest balance were very present in the material, implicitly and explicitly. 

While balancing interests is not stated as a collaboration purpose, CABs are obliged to invite 

representatives of different interests (Ordinance 1998:1388 on Water Operations) and analyse 

the interests of water environmental benefit, efficient access to hydroelectricity and other public 

interests. However, the analysis does not have to result in a consensus (SAMWM, 2021). This 

theme will illustrate how CABs have managed interest balance and how stakeholders were able 
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to represent their interests in collaborations. Theoretically, it links to the elements of Discovery, 

Definition, Internal legitimacy, Leadership and Knowledge. 

Theme 3. Fair interest balance as legitimacy 

Overall, CABs and stakeholders seemed to agree on the importance of including a wide variety 

of interests. Many CABs explicitly welcomed stakeholders to bring up issues for consideration. 

Collaborations were often initiated with a startup meeting with either all operators or all 

stakeholders. While the main purpose was usually to provide information, stakeholders were 

able to make questions and comments. Thus, startup meetings acted as the first step in 

Discovery of interests. In general, collaborations were successful in enabling Discovery of a 

broad range of stakeholder interests, albeit that many could only be expressed in referral 

responses. Interests can be categorised as public, local and special. The most common interest 

to be expressed concerns the values of local, small-scale hydropower production. This was 

framed as a public interest by arguing that local production contributes to, for example, secure 

energy supply and crisis preparedness. Another public interest which was relevant for some 

cases was protecting drinking water supply. Preserving cultural environments (such as old 

mills) and the appearance of the landscape (such as a dam) was frequently brought up as a local 

resident interest. Fishing was naturally put forward as a special interest, but occasionally also 

described as of value for the whole community. Interestingly, stakeholders rarely expressed 

environmental interests. Based on the set of referral responses, environmental organisations 

seem to have been quite inactive. 

A lot of valuable views emerged during the meeting. The CAB brought these along in its further 

work with the background description and target image for the trial group (Rönne å, CA:16) 

Färgelanda municipality emphasizes that hydropower can play an important role for local and 

regional security of electricity supply (Referral response from municipality, Örekilsälven, RR 

[bilaga 1]:67) 

Some stakeholders, particularly municipalities and fishing organisations, often expressed 

satisfaction with CAB outputs and very rarely criticised the balance of interests. Discontent on 

this matter was best observed in referral responses and mainly came from operators, operators’ 

associations and (less strongly) energy agencies. In general, they argued that the values of 

hydropower were not given enough weight in analysis. Similar arguments were sometimes 

raised by community and landowner organisations. Community organisations also tended to 

request more emphasis on cultural environment preservation. These points of criticism can be 

summarised as seeing the CAB’s approach as too focused on environmental values. Together 
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with the lack of comments from environmental organisations, this gives the appearance of an 

attitude that CABs themselves are environmental interest representatives. 

The CAB’s one-sided focus on the natural environment in the EU Water Directive causes negative 

focus on landscape, cultural environment and cultural history (Referral response from community 

organisation, Bräkneån, RR [bilaga 4]:3) 

The CAB’s proposals for adaptations are basically based solely on environment-related issues. (…) 

It will be very difficult to create any balance unless both interests are accounted for and actually 

weighed against each other (Referral response from operator legal representative, Örekilsälven, 

RR [Appendix 1]:35) 

In some cases, the criticism towards the CAB from hydropower representatives was strong, 

clearly indicating that they did not experience Internal legitimacy in the collaboration. For 

example, CABs were accused of wrongly interpreting laws and policies to suit their 

“hydropower negative” agenda. This criticism occurred several times and relates to the 

trustworthiness of the CAB. CABs responded to criticism related to interest balance by referring 

to the legislation and directives which they are obliged to follow.  

The CABs seem to believe that they can judge the smaller power plants one at a time without caring 

about what the parliament and government have decided and without caring that the result will be 

a production reduction (…) (Referral response from operators’ association, Tvååkersån; RR:4) 

When trialling according to the Environmental Code, there is always a balance between the cultural 

interest and the environmental interest (...) both the CAB’s attitude and the purpose of the EU 

Water Directive is not to tear out dams. The goal is for dams to be environmentally adapted (CAB 

answer to referral response, Bräkneån, RR [bilaga 4]:3) 

In answers to referral responses, CABs typically wrote either that they would bring the views 

with them in further work, or that the comment did not warrant any changes to the Analysis. 

CABs generally did not agree with stakeholder statements calling for higher priority to small-

scale production. From what can be observed in this material, stakeholder views were often 

incorporated by making changes in document texts (such as extending the section on 

hydropower production), but rarely by changing the suggested environmental measures. 

Theme 4. Defining the problem and room for negotiation 

In the IFCG, Discovery of interests is followed by the development of a shared Definition of 

problems and tasks (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015:61). For hydropower collaborations, the 

general task was pre-defined, but collaborations still had to define case specific problems and 

needs. The main tool to create a shared Definition was the development of the CSD. CABs 

frequently stated that the goal was to create a “common picture” as basis for later discussions, 

thereby recognising the importance of Definition. The emphasis on initial facility visits with 

operators indicates that operators were prioritised in this process. As recommended in the 
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SAMWM guidelines, initial meetings were mainly focused on gathering information. The CA 

of Rönne å describes additional motivations for this choice. 

The CSD deals with the current state of general knowledge around Bräkneån, and the idea is that 

it should provide a common picture of the catchment area (Bräkneån, CSD:3) 

[Discussing environmental measures early] could risk leading to deadlocks in the event that 

different opinions emerged regarding different needs for action, causing the conversation to get 

stuck on these issues (...) The CAB therefore assessed that such discussions should preferably be 

held at a second collaboration meeting. In this way, the conditions for reaching a common 

description of the current situation and target were assessed to be greater (Rönne å, CA:9) 

Discussing goals does not seem to have been given as much priority. A majority of cases did 

not develop specific goals, instead CABs listed general goals for NAP and the WFD. For the 

cases where specific goals were presented, it was often unclear whether stakeholders took part 

in setting them. Regarding agreement on goals with operators, there was large variation among 

cases. The variation seems partly related to views on Knowledge (further discussed in section 

6.2.3). For example, many stakeholders seemed to agree on general goals but not necessarily 

on how to achieve them. Other times, different views on goals were more related to interest 

balance. As mentioned, hydropower representatives and community organisations tended to 

criticise CABs for being too focused on environmental values. Closely related to this critique 

was the view that environmental goals are unreasonably high. On the contrary though, a handful 

of other stakeholders expressed that goals were set too low. 

There has been a great deal of consensus in the collaboration regarding the overall target of the 

demolition of Storfallet’s power plant (Kågeälven, CA:9) 

Instead of buying out functioning power plants, the CAB should work for an environmental 

adaptation that takes place with as much maintained production as possible (Referral response from 

operators’ association, Örekilsälven, Analysis:65) 

Sportfiskarna cannot see any desire to resolve fish migration (…) a more visionary picture with 

faith in the future of the water body is called for, instead of today basically being satisfied with the 

current situation (Referral response from fishing organisation, Tyresån, RR:14) 

Another aspect linked to the scope and purpose of collaboration was how to relate to the EQS. 

Most CABs expressed a wish to not discuss EQS re-evaluation, stating that this is a separate 

process led by the WAs. However, stakeholder comments on the accuracy of the EQS occurred 

frequently, for example when hydropower representatives argued that the water body should be 

classified as “heavily modified”. Also, the EQS was used by CABs to motivate environmental 

measures. CABs often referred to VISS, an official database that informs on EQSs and provides 

standardised recommendations for measures (VISS, 2021). 

The trade-off between national effective access to hydroelectricity and quality requirements for the 

water environment is found in the Environmental Quality Standard (EQS) decided for each water 

body (Örekilsälven, CA:5) 
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The recurring references to established assessments made in EQSs/VISS gives rise to the 

question – if interests have already been balanced, what is the purpose of collaborating with 

stakeholders?  Some comments made by stakeholders indicate that they had wished for the 

“weight” of different interests to be more explicitly clarified and negotiated. 

The fundamental problem that VDVF sees is that today there is no actual analysis of the trade-off 

between the need for hydroelectricity and the need for environmental adaptation (Referral response 

from operators’ association, Örekilsälven, Analysis:62) 

[The operator] also expresses in its statement that it does not agree with the reasoning regarding 

how goal conflicts have been managed in the collaboration process and in the water management’s 

goal setting (Söderköpingsån, Analysis:8) 

As mentioned previously, hydropower collaborations were more characterised by consultation 

and information sharing than by “actual” collaboration in terms of deliberation and collective 

decision-making. This does not have to be a problem, but it is clear that the very limited legal 

room for actual negotiations was not clearly understood by all stakeholders. This seems to have 

lowered their sense of Legitimacy and satisfaction with CAB Leadership.  

Theme 5. Limited participation by non-hydropower representatives 

The purpose of this theme is to analyse the role for non-operator stakeholders, as this has 

implications for interest balance. As mentioned, the main form of participation offered to 

agencies, municipalities and interest organisations17 was referral responses. In almost all cases, 

the CSD and Analysis were sent out for stakeholders to comment on. Many CABs made efforts 

to include a large set of interest organisations. Some CABs stated that they knew about local 

organisations from previous collaborations, others took help from operators. In this way, 

interest organisations became well-represented numerically and in terms of variety (see 

Appendix 2). Local residents and individuals overall were however not invited. The case of 

Tämnarån stood out by inviting the public through a newspaper ad. Otherwise, individual 

interests were either absent or expressed in alternative ways. In Ljungan Gimån, the CAB 

received two protest lists. In a couple of other collaborations, resident opinions were channelled 

through invited stakeholders. The opinions they expressed mainly regarded concerns for 

negative landscape changes. These concerns are likely more prevalent than they seem in the 

material, since it is unlikely that all residents were able to speak through other stakeholders. 

CABs managed comments from residents by referring them directly to the operators, who are 

not (either) obliged to consider them in their license applications.  

 

17 Operators’ associations belong to the interest organisations, but are not in focus in this theme since it is 

specifically meant to discuss the participation of non-hydropower representatives. 
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In contacts with residents close to Strömma dam, I have understood that people there are very 

worried about the water body disappearing. I am asked to state how important it is (…) It adds 

many natural values, creates calm and harmony and has "grown into the soul and heart" of nearby 

residents (Referral response from Water Council, Tvååkersån, RR:6) 

While interest organisations expressed opinions, their main function in collaborations seems to 

have been to provide information. Many CABs stated that stakeholder Knowledge is important 

to complete the CSD and Analysis, and this objective appears to have been successfully met. 

Stakeholders also brought up additional issues to address, and thereby contributed to a broader 

discussion agenda. Stakeholders, both public and interest based, sometimes also used referral 

responses to call for additional information. 

Through the regional collaboration, in addition to operators, representatives of various interests are 

also given the opportunity to contribute with their competence and knowledge in each area. 

Collaboration is important for the CSD to be complete (Trosaån, CA:5) 

Before any practical environmental adaptation measures are taken at Marbäck power plant, a 

thorough investigation is needed of what consequences it has on Halmstad municipality’s statutory 

raw water intake, and how this can be ensured (Referral response from municipal company, 

Fylleån, RR:6) 

In my interpretation, stakeholder Knowledge contributions were not regarded as necessary in 

the same way as information from operators. The impression is rather that they were seen as 

complimentary to CABs’ environmental Knowledge. It is also difficult to find clear examples 

of stakeholder comments leading to any significant changes in CABs’ Analyses or Proposals. 

Views on different participants’ responsibilities to provide Knowledge is further discussed in 

theme 7. While it could potentially be seen as problematic that non-hydropower stakeholders 

took up relatively little space in collaborations, this was not criticised in referral responses 

(apart from occasional comments that the referral period was too short). Therefore, interest 

organisations seemed to accept their limited role which indicates a sense of Role congruence. 

6.2.3 Managing needs for knowledge 

Discussions around sharing, generating, interpreting and using Knowledge were common 

throughout the material. In general, collaboration seems to have been very useful to achieve 

this task, but there were also a number of Knowledge-related challenges to be managed. This 

theme is mainly related to the IFCG element of Knowledge (all operationalisations), but will 

also touch upon Uncertainty, Resources, Actions and Role congruence. 

Theme 6. Interpreting knowledge and legislation as complex task 

Uncertainty in terms of lack of reliable Knowledge was a central Driver for hydropower 

collaborations. Gathering Knowledge is stated as a main collaboration purpose (SAMWM, 

2021) and Knowledge gaps were frequently brought up in the material. Some common ones 
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relate to the environmental impact of facilities, pre-hydropower environmental conditions, the 

cultural environment values and, not least, interpreting legislation and NAP directives. 

Knowledge gaps were reported in all cases, albeit to a varying extent. The amount of pre-

existing Knowledge varied most for cultural environments. Most cases described one or several 

Knowledge gaps remaining after the collaboration, particularly on the consequences of 

proposed environmental measures. In a few cases (eg. Enningdalsälven and Kågeälven), CABs 

saw the Knowledge-base as complete.  

There are major gaps in the knowledge base on cultural environments. Particularly problematic is 

the lack of knowledge about ancient remains (…) We also have a poor state of knowledge regarding 

Sami cultural environments (Ljungan Gimån, CA:21) 

The CAB believes that no essential knowledge is missing, although detailed planning of the 

measures naturally needs to be done (Kågeälven, CA:9) 

Throughout the material, the Knowledge which was seen as most Uncertain was the one most 

frequently questioned by stakeholders. A prominent example is pre-hydropower environmental 

conditions, which need to be assessed to tell whether the facility has disrupted fish migration. 

This was sometimes seen as a complicated task, and assessments were often described as 

Uncertain. Many operators made their own assessments, and typically argued that the 

environment constitutes a natural barrier for fish. Some brought this up like a question to 

investigate further, while others were more certain on the inaccuracy of the CAB’s analysis.  

In several cases, one or a group of operators hired a technical consultant to assist them with 

applications. The consultants used their expert Knowledge to represent the interests of operators 

and commonly argued for alternative environmental assessments. These informed alternative 

suggestions for environmental measures. Many documents therefore present both the CAB’s 

proposals and the operator’s views, with more or less overlap (such as agreeing on making a 

bio channel but not on its design).  

WSP [operator’s consultant] also claims that the facilities have most likely constituted natural 

definitive migration barriers for fish migrating upstream (...) The Blekinge CAB does not share the 

conclusions (Mieån, Analysis:32) 

General agreement on proposals with all operators was reported in 6/27 cases.18 Worth noting 

is that four of these cases encompassed only one facility. Interestingly, the two cases which 

managed to unite several operators did not stand out in terms of either Procedural arrangements 

or access to Knowledge. They both describe some remaining Knowledge gaps. None of them 

 

18 Single-facility cases with agreement: Hällarydsån, Kågeälven, Åbyälven and Enningdalsälven. Multi-facility 

cases with agreement: Bräkneån (4 facilities) and Mellan Göta älv och Bäveån (6 facilities). 
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conducted a meeting with all stakeholder types together and interest organisations participated 

only through referral. 

Apart from environmental Knowledge, CABs and participants also had to interpret legislation 

and policies. A few CABs noted that the NAP process is new and untested, indicating some 

level of Uncertainty on how to perform it. In general, the task of interpreting and applying 

national directives was discussed when the CAB’s interpretation was questioned. For example, 

hydropower representatives repeatedly questioned the CABs’ use of facility classifications 

established by the Swedish Energy Agency et al. (2016). In short, operators meant that this 

report devalues small-scale facilities and therefore should not be used. The report was especially 

criticised by operators’ associations, arguing that it goes against the political intentions of NAP. 

In these types of Knowledge contestation, legal representatives hired by operators were also 

active, and their expertise strengthened operator interests.  

The whole issue of these power plants’ contribution is completely ignored in the draft background 

description, which may be considered in direct conflict with the current rules in the ordinance. This 

must naturally be fixed for the next version of the background description (Referral response from 

operator’s legal representative, Rönne å, RR[bilaga 2]:134) 

The final example of complicated interpretation concerns how to apply the HARO values 

assigned to cases in NAP. SAMWM (2021) has stated that CABs should assess how estimated 

production losses from environmental measures relate to HARO, but many CABs found this 

difficult. Some reported that it could not be done since operators had not submitted such data 

for their facilities. A couple of CABs claimed that an additional obstacle was the uncertain 

outcomes of other collaborations (since cases within the category of “other catchment areas” 

have a shared HARO value of 11,7% annual production loss). 

An assessment can only be made when knowledge of estimated production losses is available from 

the relevant trial groups that share the HARO value. The CAB will thus not have the opportunity 

to report how prioritized environmental adaptation measures relate to the common HARO value 

within the framework of the regional collaboration (Enningdalsälven, Analysis:16) 

Evidently, CABs interpreted the guidelines differently here, indicating that they are not clear 

enough for uniform implementation. Moreover, some hydropower representatives criticised 

CABs for not respecting HARO, adding to the unclarity on how this value should be used. 

During the entire collaboration process, mainly from representatives of large-scale hydropower, 

views have been expressed that the HARO value must be respected by the CAB (…) The CAB 

must take HARO values into account, but at the same time consider that the assessment of which 

measures are reasonable for modern environmental conditions also depends on several other 

aspects (Ljungan Gimån, CA:16) 
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Together, these examples of uncertain Knowledge and questioned Knowledge interpretations 

show that although Knowledge was shared, it was not always accepted. In this way, 

disagreements on Knowledge challenged the Internal legitimacy of many collaborations.  

Theme 7. Clashing views on knowledge responsibilities 

Another aspect of Knowledge which was repeatedly discussed was who had responsibility to 

generate and share it. Here, CABs and hydropower representatives often expressed different 

views. The SAMWM guidelines state that CABs are responsible to share all pre-existing 

Knowledge on the river basin. Operators should complement this general Knowledge with 

information on their specific facility, including its environmental impact. When needs for 

additional investigations are identified, these should be conducted by operators since operators 

are legally responsible for their facilities and license applications (SAMWM, 2021). All CABs 

seemed to share this perspective on role distribution, as exemplified below. 

The operator is responsible for his facility and the CAB has assisted with a solid knowledge base 

regarding cultural environments. If further investigations need to be carried out, the cost and 

responsibility rests with the operator (Vege å, Analysis:68) 

Overall, generation of new Knowledge was performed by CABs and operators separately. 

While all collaborations included facility visits with operators, no clear examples of joint 

investigation have been identified. CABs often called on operators to submit more Knowledge. 

Facility-specific information from operators was seen as crucial for the development of 

proposals for environmental measures. Most CABs saw it as their task to both develop 

proposals and assess proposals from operators (when such were presented). The challenge in a 

significant number of cases was that many operators, according to CABs, did not submit enough 

facility information to base a rigorous analysis on. This led to cases where the CAB described 

lack of information (Knowledge) from operators as a limiting factor for Proposals (Actions).  

There are some remaining issues to work on. For example, during discussions the design of the bio 

channel has not been so detailed that the function can be fully assessed (Tvååkersån, CA:7)  

Since operators have not presented any suggestions for environmental adaptations, the CAB cannot 

assess whether future environmental adaptations have the potential to solve the passability (…) 

The consequences of future environmental adaptations on electricity production and the cultural 

environment cannot be assessed (Kilaån vid Ålberga Virå, CA:5) 

In return, some hydropower representatives argued that CAB Knowledge demands were 

unreasonably high. For example, they commented that environmental impact, estimated 

production losses and proof for old operating rights can be very complicated to produce (see 

further discussion in theme 8) and therefore should be the CABs’ responsibilities. This was 

sometimes connected to small-scale operators’ lack of Resources to finance complex 
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investigations. While many operators made efforts to make assessments, investigations 

sometimes took a long time which resulted in operator proposals not being finished. 

Given that, prior to the first re-examinations, there are no facts whatsoever to be found in these 

parts [estimating production losses] (…)  It is basically impossible to see that the operators should 

have any practical possibility to handle the issue on their own. The issue is clearly more complex 

and must reasonably be handled by the authorities, not the operators (Referral response from 

operator’s legal representative, Rönne å, RR[Appendix 2]:133) 

Disagreement on Knowledge responsibilities was especially prominent in the case of Ljungan 

Gimån. The extract below presents the CAB’s description of the disagreement. 

It is operators’ responsibility to investigate protective and precautionary measures. Operators have 

not, despite being given the opportunity several times during the Analysis phase, contributed with 

this documentation. Thus, it has not been possible to investigate on a more detailed level, and at 

best agree on, what reasonable measures are needed (Ljungan Gimån, Analysis:39)  

In this case, different views between the CAB and the large-scale operators seems to have made 

them blame each other for the lack of joint proposal development (Actions). The example shows 

that having clearly defined Knowledge responsibilities from the start is important both for 

participants’ sense of Role congruence and for Internal legitimacy of the collaboration. 

Theme 8. Mixing "standard" and local knowledge 

This theme illustrates how different types of Knowledge were used in collaborations. CABs 

reported using both previous Knowledge and information gathered during the collaboration. 

[The analysis] has been based on the requirements of the Environmental Code, EQSs for water and 

status classification according to Water Information System Sweden (VISS), the values reported 

in the CSD and what the operators have brought up during the collaboration (Ljungan Gimån, 

CA:10) 

The main Knowledge sources for Analysis of measures were EQSs, VISS, previous 

investigations, assessments made at the facility and information from operators. Using the 

concepts from Biddle (2017), Knowledge from VISS can be compared to “technical expertise”, 

since the database includes standardised recommendations for measures based on water status. 

In turn, information from operators (and other stakeholders) can be seen as “contextual” since 

it is likely to be connected to the specific place. The assessments made by CAB personnel at 

facilities (for example evaluating cultural environments) might be seen as generating a mixture 

of expert and local Knowledge. All in all, the different Knowledge types were clearly 

discernible in the material.  

In line with Biddle’s study of watershed management, “technical expertise” was arguable the 

dominant Knowledge type in hydropower collaborations. As established in the SAMWM 

guidelines, CABs used their environmental expertise and Knowledge from previous 
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investigations to develop the CSD and Analysis, and generally recommended that operators 

consult experts when performing additional investigations. As mentioned however, some 

operators were either unable or unwilling to perform the “advanced” investigations requested 

by CABs. Others increased their own expertise by hiring a technical consultant. 

CABs also frequently used the recommendations on measures from VISS. Some stakeholders 

brought up that these are not adjusted to local conditions, but instead “standard” 

recommendations based on the water status. Some hydropower representatives therefore argued 

that basing the Analysis on VISS would result in unnecessary measure proposals. An operator’s 

association repeatedly referred to these recommendations as “templates”. 

Clear examples of the use of “templates” are when, based on some hydro-morphological factor 

(usually lack of connectivity) through a so-called expert assessment, the conclusion is drawn that 

fish have a moderate status. (...) The CAB should have used its knowledge of local water 

environment and not be stuck to a dubious regulatory framework (Referral response from 

operators’ association, Stensån, RR:4) 

The CAB does not share [the operators’ association’s] view that the use of expert assessments has 

little or no relevance to the local conditions. The CAB uses established working methods in 

accordance with prevailing regulations (CAB answer to above referral response, Stensån, RR:6) 

In cases with similar discussions, it might have been relevant for CABs to spend more 

Resources on investigating local conditions to increase stakeholder acceptance of proposals 

(and thereby Internal legitimacy). While it is true that CABs are steered by environmental 

legislation and targets, the SAMWM guidelines do not mention VISS recommendations at all.  

In contrast to the CAB’s role of providing expert/standard Knowledge, operators and interest 

organisations were described as providers of contextual/local Knowledge. 

In order to get a complete CSD, the CAB needs the help from the actors who have a good 

knowledge of the facilities and the environments covered by the Kilaån trial group (Kilaån vid 

Fada, CSD:4) 

It is the operator who has the best knowledge of the local area and can make an assessment as to 

whether there are nearby properties that may be affected (Stensån, Analysis:9) 

Some collaborations, such as Rickleån and Ljungan Gimån, also used Knowledge gathered in 

previous stakeholder collaborations which can be assumed to be context specific. However, the 

limited participation of interest organisations and exclusion of residents (see theme 5) 

reinforces the argument that local Knowledge was not given the same priority as CAB expertise.  
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7. Concluding discussion 

7.1 Summary of results 

The first research question was: How do context and characteristics vary between hydropower 

collaborations? This was answered by identifying contextual factors and characteristics, with 

links to IFCG elements, for each of the 27 cases. The contextual factors were linked to Public 

resource conditions. The results show that number of facilities varied significantly (1-30+), with 

a third of cases having only one facility. The presence of cases with many facilities is surprising 

since early deadline cases were meant to be less “complex” (SAMWM et al., 2019:12). The 

results pertaining to scale of facilities and presence of protected areas varied little. All cases 

(but four) had only small-scale electricity production, and all cases (but one) reported protected 

areas impacted by hydropower. There were usually several areas of different types.   

The collaboration characteristics show more variation, but with some dominant patterns. 

Related to Initiating leadership, it was found that collaborations generally ensured a broad 

representation of interests, but that the number of participants varied significantly. Interest 

organisations were numerically most well-represented. However, 21/27 collaborations only 

invited them to participate through referral. Operators were on the other hand invited to several 

meetings in all collaborations. To investigate Procedural arrangements, it was identified that 

many collaborations were performed in a similar way; initiated with a meeting for either all 

operators or all stakeholders, followed by individual meetings with operators (often at the 

facility) and then referral of output drafts. The initial meeting was usually informational with a 

Q&A session. However, half of collaborations never held a meeting with representatives from 

all stakeholder types together. Only seven collaborations held such a meeting with the explicit 

purpose of collaboration. Process duration was also investigated, which is linked to time as a 

Resource. Duration could be identified for 13 cases and ranged between 10 and 24 months. 

Based on this limited data, duration was shorter for cases with the earliest application deadline. 

The second research question was: How have challenges and opportunities been managed in 

collaborations? This was answered through a TA that resulted in eight themes, grouped under 

three over-arching themes. Organising collaboration, was analysed in two sub-themes: Having 

to adjust to external uncertainties and Collaboration as sequential consultation. Among 

external Uncertainties, the limited time frame seems to have been the biggest challenge. Many 

CABs reported that proposals had not been analysed as rigorously as would have been desirable. 

Moreover, the short time for referral limited stakeholder participation in some cases. Another 
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Uncertainty was not knowing whether the EQS would change. While CABs managed this, it 

sometimes decreased stakeholders’ sense of process Legitimacy. Lastly, all collaborations had 

to adjust to the pandemic. This appears to have reduced the number of big meetings and 

certainly made most of them digital. While collaborations could be adapted to these 

Uncertainties, they seem to have acted as obstacles rather than Drivers for collaboration. The 

second sub-theme showed that individual meetings with operators was the most common 

meeting form. The preferred Leadership strategy of CABs can therefore be described as 

“sequential consultation” rather than collaboration. This was seen as Resource efficient by 

CABs, and rarely criticised by stakeholders. Collaboration plans were often flexible and 

adjusted to facility needs. Operators could usually impact the Procedural arrangements to some 

extent, while other stakeholder types could not. In a few instances, meeting arrangements 

seemed unbalanced in hydropower representatives’ favour. It was common for operators to act 

together in the collaboration, especially when they were critical towards the CAB.  

Balancing interests was analysed in three sub-themes: Fair interest balance as legitimacy, 

Defining the problem and room for negotiation and Limited participation by non-hydropower 

representatives. Overall, collaborations successfully Discovered a variety of interests. 

Stakeholders commonly put forward small-scale hydropower as a public interest, and also 

emphasised the local interest of preserving cultural environments. Interestingly, expressions of 

environmental interests were rare. Municipalities and fishing organisations often expressed 

satisfaction with the interest balance, while many hydropower representatives and some 

community organisations were (more or less) critical. They were united in the view that CABs 

put too much emphasis on environmental values, while CABs argued that interests were 

balanced properly. However, CABs recognised the importance of a shared Definition of 

problems and tasks. The CSD was used as a tool for creating a “common picture”. Defining 

goals was not given as much priority, and most collaborations did not develop case-specific 

goals. The same stakeholders that criticised interest balance also tended to view environmental 

goals (and CABs’ proposals to achieve them) as unreasonable. CABs often motivated proposals 

with reference to EQSs and VISS, which was criticised by some hydropower representatives 

who called for more negotiation between interests. This discrepancy between legal room for 

negotiation and stakeholders’ expectations seems to have undermined Internal legitimacy in 

some cases. The role for non-hydropower representatives was found to be limited, as they 

mainly participated through referral and by sharing Knowledge. Stakeholders brought some 

new issues to the agenda, but this information was seen as complimentary and did not have any 
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clear effects on final outputs. However, invited non-hydropower representatives did not criticise 

their assigned role and can therefore be assumed to have experienced Role congruence. 

Individual interests were excluded, but sometimes expressed in alternative ways. This indicates 

that many local residents would have wanted to be represented in collaborations. 

Managing needs for knowledge was analysed in the sub-themes of: Interpreting knowledge and 

legislation as complex task, Clashing views on knowledge responsibilities and Mixing 

"standard" and local knowledge. All collaborations faced Knowledge gaps, both related to 

environmental conditions in general and to specific facilities. There was also some Uncertainty 

on how to apply national directives. While collaborations successfully gathered stakeholder 

Knowledge, most cases still reported some Knowledge gaps even after the collaboration. The 

Knowledge which was seen as most uncertain was the one most frequently questioned, 

especially by hydropower representatives. Interestingly, some operators used both technical 

consultants and legal representatives to argue for alternative environmental assessments and 

legal interpretations. Many Analyses therefore present both the CAB’s and the operators’ 

views. General agreement with all operators was reported in six cases. An issue causing 

disagreement with some operators was application of HARO values. The varied descriptions of 

HARO value significance from CABs indicate that national directives are somewhat unclear. 

Overall, disagreements on Knowledge emerged as the largest challenge for achieving Internal 

legitimacy in many collaborations. Disagreements also tended to be related to Knowledge 

responsibilities. Although discussions were held at facilities, investigations were performed by 

CABs and operators separately. Some hydropower representatives disagreed with the CABs’ 

view that operators are responsible for submitting multiple facility-specific assessments. 

However, CABs regarded operator information as crucial, and sometimes even argued that the 

lack of submitted information made a rigorous Analysis impossible. The example of Ljungan 

Gimån especially shows the importance of clearly defined Knowledge responsibilities (or 

roles). All CABs used a mix of Knowledge sources, such as EQSs, VISS, previous 

investigations, facility assessments and information from operators. Biddle's categorisation of 

Knowledge types was applied by linking EQSs and VISS information to “technical expertise" 

and information from operators/stakeholders to “contextual knowledge”. Some hydropower 

representatives criticised the use of “standard” measure recommendations, arguing that CABs 

did not take local conditions into account and that these generated unnecessary proposals. 

Overall, it can be said that local Knowledge was not given the same priority as CAB expertise. 

This is arguably unsurprising, considering that CABs possess extensive environmental 
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expertise, that collaborations are steered by environmental legislation and that CABs had to 

prioritise effectiveness to be able to finish within application deadlines (Biddle, 2017). 

7.2 Discussion – Can challenges and opportunities be explained by the 

IFCG and complimentary CG literature? 

This section will discuss the main results and how they align, or not align, with the IFCG and 

additional concepts used in the study. The analysis revealed some theoretical elements to be 

more useful than others for understanding hydropower collaborations. The most evident way in 

which hydropower collaborations have seized the opportunities of CG is in gathering 

Knowledge (see Pahl-Wostl et al, 2007; Gerlak & Heikkila, 2011). By involving a wide range 

of stakeholders, CABs have collected environmental Knowledge and information on additional 

issues in an efficient manner which would arguably not have been possible through traditional 

governance (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015). Rich Knowledge bases and 

Proposals (albeit that some are described as preliminary) have been created for each case, and 

should be able to serve the intended purpose of making license trials more efficient. Closely 

related to Knowledge, the results also show the importance of developing a common problem 

Definition. In some cases, uncertain Knowledge, strong interests and different expectations 

caused separate Definitions to persist throughout the collaboration (Pahl-Wostl et al., 2007). In 

cases where gathering of Knowledge was less successful (such as Ljungan Gimån and 

Enningdalsälven), this was highly related to a lack of Role congruence which impeded Internal 

legitimacy and stakeholders’ faith in CAB Leadership. This study therefore supports the notion 

that Knowledge is central for successful CG (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015). The discussion of 

Knowledge responsibilities supports previous studies that have emphasised clear and balanced 

distribution of responsibilities among participants (Biddle, 2017; Leach & Pelkey, 2001). The 

abovementioned concepts, and especially Knowledge, have proven useful for understanding 

hydropower collaborations. Going forward, CABs are recommended to increase Knowledge 

acceptance by focusing more on local conditions, and perhaps ask national actors for more 

clarification when directives are vague. 

Uncertainty also emerged as an important element, but not in exactly the way described by the 

IFCG. Overall, CABs have managed to perform collaborations in spite of multiple 

Uncertainties - a pandemic, a narrow time frame, parallel decision processes and somewhat 

unclear national guidelines. While other types of Uncertainty (such as lack of environmental 

Knowledge) can be seen as a Driver for the NAP process and all collaborations, the 

abovementioned Uncertainties acted more like obstacles. For example, hydropower 
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representatives were less likely to accept collaboration outputs when the EQS was undecided. 

This aspect of Uncertainty is, in my view, not well explained by the IFCG.  

The CG opportunity of increasing stakeholder acceptance of environmental measures was not 

uniformly achieved. From a theoretical perspective, this can be explained by the fact that 

hydropower collaborations resemble “sequential consultation” processes rather than fully 

formed collaborations (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015). CABs have lived up 

to the demands of legislation and SAMWM guidelines, but multi-stakeholder meetings were 

only conducted in half of the cases and appear complimentary to individual meetings. While 

collaborations have contributed to increased stakeholder representation in water management, 

the forms of participation overall do not live up to CG ideals of Deliberation and joint decision-

making (Papadopoulos, 2012; Ulibarri, 2015). Due to the limits of the studied material, the 

element of Deliberation was intentionally not coded for. However, the significance of 

Deliberation deficiency still became visible in the theme of Balancing interests. It can be argued 

that hydropower collaborations were never intended to be arenas for Deliberation. What can be 

said though is that the analysis has identified a discrepancy between stakeholder expectations 

and reality in this regard, where hydropower representatives and some community 

organisations argued that CABs do not take production interest into account. This confirms the 

statement from the WA Director that was mentioned in the introduction (WA, 2023). As these 

discussions seemed to harm Internal legitimacy in a significant share of cases, a 

recommendation for CABs in future collaborations is to be very clear from the start that the 

intention is to gather information and discuss the suitability of certain measures – not to 

negotiate goals for electricity production versus environmental protection with operators.  

The results of this study are more unclear regarding whether collaborative Procedural 

arrangements promote stakeholder agreement. Most collaborations did not end in agreement 

with all operators. Interestingly, the two multi-facility cases19 that reported general agreement 

had very ordinary and minimal Procedural arrangements. In contrast, the “most collaborative” 

case of Rönne å reported multiple disagreements with hydropower representatives and 

community organisations continuing after the collaboration. This does not align with the notion 

that CG increases acceptance of environmental decisions (Hui & Smith, 2021). However, from 

a CG perspective one could naturally argue that the processes were not collaborative enough. 

The Rönne å case is interesting also because it supports previous research stating that 

 

19 Bräkneån (4 facilitites) and Mellan Göta älv och Bäveån (6 facilities). 



55 

 

participatory water management is very challenging since stakeholders’ pre-set attitudes are 

unlikely to change (Abazaj, Moen and Ruud, 2016; Lindström & Ruud). On the other hand, 

stakeholder consensus was never intended as an essential outcome of hydropower 

collaborations. All in all, more data will be required to establish the connection between “level 

of collaboration” and stakeholder agreement. In other words, to explain the link between 

process and results with the IFCG. What can be said is that many hydropower representatives 

perceived environmental adaptation as a trade-off rather than a win-win. Such situations make 

CG more challenging (Imperial, 2005), and CABs should therefore be aware that forming 

agreement with all operators will be unlikely in many cases. 

7.3 Conclusion and reflections on further research 

This study has shown that most hydropower collaborations performed in 2020-2022 had similar 

external conditions and were conducted in similar ways. More importantly, it has identified 

three over-arching themes which constituted the main challenges for collaborations (while also 

being opportunities of CG) - Organising collaboration, Balancing interests and Managing needs 

for knowledge. While the themes are closely interrelated, the concept of Knowledge emerged 

as especially important. Knowledge contestation was a major driver for disagreements over 

interest balance, and accepted Knowledge can overall be seen as a crucial capacity in 

hydropower relicensing. Moreover, the study identified a discrepancy between stakeholders’ 

expectations for interest negotiation and the consultation processes that were performed, which 

challenged the creation of Internal legitimacy. 

More research is needed to understand the link between “more collaborative” Procedural 

arrangements and “success” in terms of stakeholder agreement. Such research should probably 

utilize other methods of data collection and a smaller sample of cases. The present analysis is 

limited by the fact that the empirical material was not developed for research, and therefore is 

not uniform across cases. Meeting observations and interviews could generate a fuller 

description of collaboration procedures and how they are experienced by stakeholders. This 

would also enable application of more IFCG elements, such as Deliberation and Trust. By 

selecting and approaching actors instead of studying referral responses, a future analysis could 

represent the full range of stakeholder experiences more accurately. Comparing cases could 

then generate highly useful recommendations for future collaborations. Limitations aside, this 

thesis has served its purpose as an exploratory pilot study by presenting the first ever analysis 

of challenges and opportunities in Swedish hydropower collaborations, a mapping which is 

very likely going to be useful in continued research efforts. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1. Codebook 

Table description: The cells in light grey are the “factual” operationalisations which were mainly used 

to answer the first, descriptive research question. For these, case data (such as number of participants) 

was filled into the coding template. The remaining operationalisations were used in the TA, and the 

Codebook therefore specifies that codes and extracts should be filled into the template. 

Part of  

model 

Element Operationalised 

as  

What to fill in Coding considerations 

System 

context 

Public 

resource 

conditions 

Nr of hydropower 

facilities 

Number Note the number of NAP facilities for 

the case. 

Scale of facilities small/large/small 

and large 

Small=all facilities described as small 

scale/class 3. Large=all facilities 

described as large scale/class 1 or 2.  

Prescence of 

impacted protected 

areas 

Area type(s) (eg. 

natura 

2000/nature 

reserve/national 

interest for 

conservation) 

Protected areas or waters described as 

impacted by hydropower. Only areas 

protected for environmental 

(conservation) reasons, or national 

interests related to recreation or 

reindeer herding. Not including 

protected cultural environments. 

Drivers Uncertainty Conditions of 

uncertainty affecting 

the collaboration 

Code + extract Statements describing significant 

knowledge gaps, uncertain decision 

from other actors, uncertain outcomes 

of other processes, and uncertain 

future scenarios that effect the 

collaboration. 

Initiating 

leadership 

Nr of invited 

representatives of 

different interests 

stakeholder type: 

number 

Noting nr of invited stakeholders by 

stakeholder type. For interest 

organisations, both total nr and nr by 

interest category (see template) 

Type of invitation to 

different stakeholders 

Stakeholder: 

Invitation type 

(meetings/1 

meeting, 

referral/only 

referral) 

Noting type of invitation to different 

stakeholder types. Invitation types 

have been categorised as “meetings”, 

“1 meeting and referral” and “only 

referral”. Stakeholders invited to 

several meetings (such as operators) 

are assumed to be invited to 

participate through referral even 

when they are not specified in the 

referral list. 

Collabor-

ation 

Dynamics 

Discovery 

(PE) 

Participants 

expressing common 

or different interests 

Code + extract General statements that discussions 

were held and/or interests were 

expressed, specific interests being 

expressed (most likely in referral 

responses). Excluding statements 

related to Actions or Knowledge as 

they are covered by these categories, 

Definition 

(PE) 

Level of agreement 

on problems, 

Code + extract Statements describing agreement or 

disagreement with (the CAB’s) 
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collaboration 

mandate and 

collaboration goals 

approach to collaboration, including 

the questions of collaboration goals, 

mandate and scope of issues to 

address. 

Role 

congruence 

Views on 

collaboration role 

distribution 

Code + extract descriptions of role distribution (but 

not general distribution from the 

legislation/NAP), opinions on roles, 

evaluation of roles, efforts to clarify 

roles, resistance to assigned role. 

Internal 

legitimacy 

(SH) 

Participants 

experiencing/not 

experiencing the 

collaboration as 

useful and credible 

Code + extract Statements where a participant or the 

CAB describe the collaboration as 

more or less useful and credible. 

Including both criticism and 

contentment. 

Procedural 

arrangements 

(CJA) 

Meeting 

arrangements 

Meeting type: 

Purpose of 

interaction 

Noting (if possible) where the 

meeting was held and who 

participated. Noting (if possible) the 

intended purpose of the meeting 

(such as presenting information or 

discussing proposals). 

Considerations/motiv

ations for procedural 

arrangements 

Code + extract Statements that describe CABs’ 

reasoning behind organising the 

collaboration a certain way. 

Leadership 

(CJA) 

Participant 

satisfaction/dissatisfa

ction with CAB 

leadership 

Code + extract Statements describing stakeholder 

views on the leadership of the CAB. 

For example, views on how the 

collaboration has been structured and 

on the CAB’s overall work. 

Knowledge 

(CJA) 

Sharing of knowledge 

between stakeholders 

Code + extract Statements related to participants (not 

CAB) providing, or failing to 

provide, information. Statements 

describing the general importance of 

sharing information.  

Generating new 

knowledge  

Code + extract Statements describing that new 

knowledge has been generated during 

the collaboration, either by CABs, 

operators or other participants. For 

example, through environmental 

investigations. 

Utilisation of 

technical expertise vs 

contextual knowledge 

Code + extract Expertise: explicit mentions of expert 

assessments/science being used to 

guide assessment, including the use 

of technical consultants. Not 

mentions of "investigation" in 

general. Contextual knowledge: 

mentions of local(-historical) 

knowledge from other stakeholder 

than CAB. Code also for these 

knowledge types being positioned 

against each other. 

Agreement/contestati

on over knowledge 

validity, legal 

interpretation or 

Code + extract Statements indicating either 

agreement or disagreement on 

knowledge that is being used. 

Including statements related to 

validity of CABs’ knowledge sources 
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policy 

implementation  

and correctness of legal 

interpretations and implementation of 

national policies/goals. 

Resources 

(CJA) 

Different access to 

resources between 

stakeholders  

Code + extract Statements describing what resources 

are available to different 

stakeholders. For example, resources 

to make investigations or pay 

participants. 

Stakeholder 

strategies to increase 

resources 

Code + extract Statements describing how different 

stakeholder have attempted to 

increase resources. Such as 

stakeholders making joint statements 

or hiring professional assistance. 

Application deadline Date Noting the original date for each case 

(before postponing of all deadlines 

with one year in late 2022) since 

collaborations have been working 

according to these. 

Duration of 

collaboration process 

(months) 

Number Start defined as first meeting/contact 

with stakeholder(s). End defined as 

publication date of CA. Duration 

rounded off to nr of months. Noting 

start or end month for cases where 

duration cannot be identified.  

Time constraints 

impacting the 

collaboration 

Code + extract Statements indicating that time 

constraints have impacted the 

collaboration procedure or output, 

and/or have put participants under 

pressure. 

Output Actions Stakeholder 

agreement/disagreem

ent on proposed 

environmental 

measures 

Code + extract Statements, explicitly or implicitly, 

showing agreement or disagreement 

between participants of proposals for 

environmental measures proposed in 

the collaboration. Including 

statements related to both specific 

proposals and to the general output of 

collaboration. 
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Appendix 2. Number of representatives of different stakeholder types per case 
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Appendix 3. Overview of studied collaboration documents 
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Appendix 4. Additional considerations for coding Referral Responses (RRs) 

Coding for: Stakeholder calls for change to the CAB’s analysis, calls for more investigation, 

calls for the CAB to share more information with stakeholders, stakeholders sharing 

information, stakeholders expressing interests/opinions/values, CAB’s answers to stakeholder 

comment if relevant for illustrating agreement/disagreement. 

Not coding for: Stakeholders making corrections to the text, calls for complimentary 

information to be added to the text, calls for clarification of the text, suggestions for the text 

(if not containing a stakeholder opinion). 

These considerations were mainly used to focus the coding to substantial comments, and not 

minor comments directly related to document texts. 
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Appendix 5. Final themes with refined codes 
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th
em

e 

Organising collaboration 

S
u

b
-

th
em

e 

1. Having to adjust to external 

uncertainties 

2. Collaboration as sequential 

consultation 

R
ef

in
ed

 c
o

d
es

 

CAB adjusting process to time frame  

More digital meetings and communication 

as effect of pandemic  

Awaiting outcome of parallel decision 

process 

CAB not having access to finished/clear 

agency guidelines 

Time constraints affecting quality of 

analysis and proposals 

Proposals often being of general and 

incomplete nature 

CABs preferring individual meetings with 

operators 

CABs having different views on big stakeholder 

meetings  

Stakeholders only sometimes influencing 

procedural arrangements   

CAB trying to make operators participate fully  

Individual stakeholders getting more 

participation/influence 

Operators acting together to increase resources 

and voice 
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O
v

er
-

a
rc

h
in

g
 

th
em

e 
Balancing interests 

S
u

b
-

th
em

e 3. Fair interest balance 

as legitimacy 

4. Defining the problem 

and room for negotiation 

5. Limited role for non-

hydropower 

representatives 

R
ef

in
ed

 c
o

d
es

 

Interest balance (holistic 

approach) as common ideal  

CAB "unwillingness" to 

balance interests as main 

cause of non-legitimacy 

CAB seen as biased against 

hydropower 

CAB's interpretation of laws 

and policies as 

incorrect/biased 

CAB welcoming different 

views 

CAB not adjusting to 

comment/criticism 

CAB incorporating 

stakeholder comments 

CAB “not listening” to 

hydropower interests 

Individual stakeholders 

occasionally getting more 

participation/influence  

CAB environmental goals seen 

as unreasonable/beyond 

mandate 

CAB (often not) developing 

case specific goals 

Intentionally focusing on 

knowledge/problem formulation 

in initial meetings 

CSD as tool to create shared 

picture 

Creating shared picture through 

information meetings and 

facility visits 

Have interests already been 

balanced at the national level? 

Discuss EQS or not? 

Setting meeting agenda mainly 

CAB task 

Some operators already sure of 

plans 

Inviting many local 

organisations  

Receiving information on 

additional interests/issues 

from stakeholders 

Receiving environmental 

knowledge from various 

stakeholders 

Interest organisations 

participating jointly when 

already having a network 

Stakeholders should share 

complimentary knowledge 

Residents having a role or 

not?  

Short referral time limiting 

stakeholder participation 

CABs rarely changing 

proposals in response to 

stakeholder views 
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O
v

er
-

a
rc

h
in

g
 

th
em

e 
Managing needs for knowledge 

S
u

b
-t

h
em

e 6. Interpreting 

knowledge and 

legislation as complex 

task 

7. Clashing views on 

knowledge responsibilities 

8. Mixing "standard" 

and local knowledge 

R
ef

in
ed

 c
o

d
es

 

Stakeholders questioning 

CAB's knowledge sources 

Stakeholders being satisfied 

with CAB's analysis 

Stakeholders wanting CAB 

to further investigate issues 

Operators using experts to 

argue for alternative 

assessments and legal 

interpretations 

Stakeholders making 

alternative environmental 

assessments 

 

CABs' different interpretations 

of national directives generate 

different outputs 

Operators as independent and 

accountable for application 

contents 

General knowledge as CABs 

responsibility - specific/detailed 

knowledge as operators' 

Investigations taking a long 

time 

Operator information as 

necessary for analysis/output 

Unreasonable or legitimate 

knowledge demands on 

operators? 

CAB offering assistance with 

further investigations 

CAB mixing sources of 

knowledge 

"Standard knowledge" vs 

assessment of local 

conditions  

Stakeholders seen as bearers 

of local knowledge 

Using knowledge from 

previous collaborations 

CAB and operators making 

(more or less) separate 

analyses 

Receiving environmental 

knowledge from various 

stakeholders 


