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Abstract
The human-carnivore conflict in Sweden has been a fact for centuries. Dating
back several decades, there has been a reversal in the management of large
carnivores towards conservation instead of eradication. Recovering populations have returned to former habitats and thus added to the conflict when
depredation on domesticated animals have increased. To mitigate the circumstances where large carnivores and humans need to coexist according to directives and regulations, Swedish authorities together with non-governmental
organizations, carries out annual surveys of the large carnivores as to actively
manage their populations to a state of favorable conservation status. A common opinion among the respondents is that the survey system for large carnivores and its methods suffers from a lack of trust i.e. that responsible authorities do not act in accordance to their assignment as to produce results and
present estimates of carnivore populations. Communication, allocation of responsibility and competence, resources, respect, knowledge and justice are,
within this report, identified subcomponents of trust that needs to be strong
in order for the system to thrive and develop. By linking quotes to these subcomponents, the picture is made clear and presents a common pattern for distrust in the system, as well as a perception of poorly developed survey methods. Greater respect and knowledge-integration are two factors requested by
several rural enterprise organizations to strengthen the institutional trust.

Keywords: Human-carnivore conflict, large carnivores, institutional trust, communication, responsibility, competence, resources, respect, knowledge, justice
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BirdLife Sweden (Included in NCO)
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1

INTRODUCTION1

The Swedish government’s carnivore policy (Prop. 2012/13:191) aims to comply
with the EU’s species and habitat directives and to achieve the seven natural-type
national environmental quality objectives. According to the government, there is a
great need for collaboration and more respect for both animals and people. For this
reason, the government is increasing and adjusting the focus on measures to prevent
and compensate for carnivore damage in order to prevent conflicts around carnivore
policy. (Regeringen, 2015)
The aim of the policy is to achieve and maintain a favorable conservation status
for the large carnivores according to the species and habitat directive, while taking
socio-economic considerations into account. To achieve the policy, regular surveys
of the carnivore populations are performed to determine the sizes of the populations
and how the propagation develops (Naturvårdsverket, 2018). Except their presence
and us managing them for favorable conservation status, large carnivores affect private property such as livestock, reindeers, domestic animals and dogs and thus affecting the socio-economy. Here, the county administrative boards (CAB) grant reimbursements (for loss of private property) and subsidies (for preventive measures)
to affected owners as shown in table 1 (Viltskadestatistik, 2019).

1 The content of this study is based on the simultaneously produced report assigned to researchers
at SLU (Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, Department of Fish & Wildlife Management)
and Umeå University (Department of Political Science) evaluating the perceived trust in the survey
system and its methods for large carnivores. The assignment was delegated by SEPA and expected to
be published in 2019.
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Table 1. Effects of large carnivores during 2018. (Viltskadestatistik, 2019)

Animals affected (killed, wounded or missing) by large carnivores
Animal
Individuals
Sheep
383
Goat
13
Cattle
5
Reindeer
19500 - 72500*
Reimbursements for loss of private property
Object
Domestic animals**
Dogs
Subsidies for preventive measures
Object
Domestic animals**
Dogs
* estimate of annually killed reindeer, (SOU 2012:22)
** except reindeer

(thousand SEK)
1200
26
(thousand SEK)
8100
234

The survey system is mainly regulated through the ordinance (SFS 2009:1263)
on management of bear, wolf, wolverine, lynx and golden eagle, the Swedish environmental protection agency’s (SEPA) regulations and general advice on survey of
bear, wolf, wolverine, lynx and golden eagle (NFS 2007:10) together with SEPA’s
instructions for methods for surveying large carnivores in Sweden. SEPA together
with Norway’s corresponding authority, Norwegian environment agency (NEA),
have developed common survey methods for bear, wolf, wolverine and lynx
(Naturvårdsverket, 2018).
SEPA is responsible for a national database (Rovbase) in which CABs can document and register sightings of carnivores. Rovbase is a common management tool
for mainly Sweden and Norway and a database where data on carnivore information
is registered, specifically the large carnivores. Rovbase is today an operational support for the entire carnivore administration, where the Norwegian Nature Inspectorate (NNI), Swedish county boards and other field personnel, various genetic laboratories and researchers use the database to register information about the carnivores. (Rovbase, 2019) After completing the survey, SEPA is responsible for a national evaluation and compilation, as well as quality assurance and the certification
of the CABs’ produced survey results.
Ordinance (SFS 2009:1263) states the CAB as the authority responsible for carrying out surveys of wolverines, lynx, golden eagles and wolves. In support, there
is a co-operation council as a body for collaboration between the CABs that are part

9

of a carnivore management area (northern, central and southern). In areas with reindeer husbandry, the collaboration must also include the Sami villages (defined as a
geographical area where reindeer husbandry is carried out and is organized as an
economic and administrative association with its own board. (Sametinget, 2019)).
The results from the carnivore survey should be submitted to SEPA, which in turn
is responsible for ensuring that the results are of good quality. (Naturvårdsverket,
2018)
The objective is communicated with the survey work and organization, areas and
methods, documentation in the field and in the database together with result presentation through SEPA’s regulations (NFS 2007:10). The regulations clarify the content of the regulation regarding the parameters that, for each species and geographical area, shall be determined annually. The regulations also clarify the CABs’ mandate and requirements for the organization to carry out the survey assignment.
The CABs’ assignments include:
➢ planning the survey in collaboration with Sami villages and other participating organizations.
➢ document and register sightings of large carnivores in a national database
(Rovbase).
➢ compile, evaluate and report the results from surveys.
➢ to archive and inform about the achieved results.
The CABs appoint a survey manager who is responsible for the planning of the
work and that the survey is carried out and reported in accordance with applicable
regulations. The Sami Parliament appoints the Sami villagers’ survey coordinator
after proposals from Sami villages, while participating organizations appoint survey
coordinators for each county themselves. During the work, the survey coordinators
acts as a link between the CABs’ personnel, the members of the organizations and
the members within the Sami villages. Survey managers, field personnel and survey
coordinators must, in accordance with current regulations, have relevant knowledge
to ensure that the survey is carried out with good quality. Part of the methodology
is to involve and engage the public with the opportunity to participate in the survey,
in order to increase the chances for the survey to be as comprehensive as possible,
with local participation as one of the most important parts. (Naturvårdsverket, 2018)
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It is of great importance when sighting one of the five large carnivores (bear, wolf,
wolverine, lynx and golden eagle) to contact the CAB in respective county and notify:
➢ specie and number of individuals
➢ place of sighting
➢ date and time
Today, the society and nature are in a constant phase of changing. The climate
together with the landscape and its wildlife varies over time as well as the priorities
of the society and the ways of cultivating the land where the wildlife is found
(IPBES, 2019). From a historical perspective, the Scandinavian peninsula (Sweden
and Norway) have five species of large carnivores: Brown bear (Ursus arctos), Grey
wolf (Canis lupus), Wolverine (Gulo gulo), Eurasian lynx (Lynx lynx) and Golden
Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) where all, except the golden eagle, have been lethally
controlled with high state-financed bounties, since the 17th and 18th century
(Swenson & Andrén, 2005). They have all been exposed to the risk of being extinct
in Sweden on various occasions spanning the 20th century. All the above-mentioned
large carnivores were considered almost extinct in the early 20th century except for
the wolf that was considered extinct in the latter part.
The wildlife in Sweden is seen as a resource that should be managed and taken
care of in order to gain the full uses, as to bring quality of life to everyday people.
Future wildlife management needs to be able to adapt to the change that is constantly
underway with its invasive species, varying wildlife populations together with new
ways to manage and unforeseen events following the tracks of climate change. The
wildlife also affects rural businesses in ways of damage and loss of domestic animals together with the peoples’ attitudes to their conservation (Linnell, Swenson, &
Andersen, 2000). Furthermore, the depredation of semi-domestic reindeer by large
carnivores has a long history which has resulted in the present conflict between large
carnivores and the indigenous Sami people.
In order to strengthen Swedish wildlife management and its strategies, the Swedish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) has formulated a vision for the continued work which can be interpreted as a long-term target for the management.
Everyone should be given the opportunity to take part in the ecosystem services and
those linked to the Swedish wildlife and within their vision it is demanded that the
use and management of wildlife is developed. Furthermore, new ways to handle
and, if possible, to obviate the damage and other problems that wildlife causes are
requested. (Naturvårdsverket, 2015)
As part of the Swedish monitoring of environments and wild animals, different
animal species and their populations are surveyed. SEPA and the county administrative boards (CAB) have the overall responsibility to monitor and survey the large
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carnivores. They also cooperate with ten additional and different governments and
organisations throughout Sweden to carry out the surveys (appendix 2). Apart from
that, non-profit organisations, such as hunter- and nature conservation organisations, contribute in ways of reporting sightings of large carnivores
(Naturvårdsverket, 2018).
Hence, the surveys are the foundation to assess the species distribution and the
size of wildlife populations. The surveys also form the basis of management decisions such as hunting for large carnivores and for the Sami Parliament's decision on
remuneration for carnivore occurrence to the Sami villages. (Naturvårdsverket,
2018)
However, the issue of trust is a recurring theme in both evaluations and research
on large carnivores and their management. And the question of trust in the survey
system is not new. In the report – The carnivores and their management (SOU
2007:89) – several deficiencies were identified in the survey system. The evaluation
proposed several measures to enhance trust. These include, for example, measures
to increase local participation in the surveys, the representation of different interest
groups in different forums that are to interpret the results, and increased transparency. Although some of these measures have been implemented, there is still a tension between different actors involved in the system. Issues that are still being discussed are views on knowledge, where, for example, scientifically based knowledge
and local knowledge sometimes end up on a collision course with each other. It does
not only affect the trust in the system, but also the trust between the actors involved
in the system representing the different knowledge views (Sjölander-Lindqvist,
Johansson, & Sandström, 2015). In addition to trust being central to activities that
are knowledge-intensive and conflict-filled (Adler, 2001; Sjölander-Lindqvist,
Johansson, & Sandström, 2015; Wenger, McDermott, & Snyder, 2002), focus on
trust is particularly relevant also in the light of the ongoing evaluation within the
framework of the Trust delegation. (Tillitsdelegationen, 2019)
The purpose of this study is to investigate and evaluate the trust in the survey
system and the survey methods used among those directly affected by the surveys,
and to identify any measures that can contribute to increased trust in the system
itself.
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2

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In this study, the concept of trust plays a central role. In the literature, trust is mainly
defined as social trust and institutional trust. Although social trust will be affected,
it is primarily institutional trust that is being investigated.

2.1

Social trust

Trust shapes relationships between individuals and groups, as well as between
groups. Trust is a prerequisite for initiating, creating and maintaining social relations
and is of the utmost importance for tangible conflicts of interest (Axelrod, 1984;
Balliet & Van Lange, 2013; Blau, 1964; Deutsch, 1958). Creating trust in the administration, such as surveys for large carnivores, is of great importance for it to
work as intended and facilitate the introduction of new management measures or
survey methods (Needham & Vaske, 2008; Stern, 2008).
More specifically, social trust can be defined as the willingness to rely on other
individuals, and on individuals representing, for example, the public (Cvetkovich &
Winter, 2003). In this case, these individuals represent those who are formally responsible for designing and implementing the large carnivore survey system. Without trust, people’s ability to give the actions a direction and the desire to take risks
decreases. Based on a risk management perspective, a distinguish can be made concerning trust based on relationships between individuals, and trust based on experience (Earle, 2010).Trust based on relationships between individuals plays a greater
role in creating trust, especially in connection with risk management. If there is no
trust, the world becomes risky and unpredictable. People withdraw socially and join
the group where they may still experience trust (Sjölander-Lindqvist et al., 2015).
The degree of trust can change over time, in both positive and negative directions. Initially, trust is often based on a rational comparison of pros and cons to
maintaining a relationship. In a trust-based relationship, the counterpart’s behavior
becomes predictable and knowledge-based trust can be developed. Finally, there is
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mutual understanding and respect for each other’s interests (Lewicki et al., 2006).
Although the development of trust can take a long time, it can be developed through,
for example, fair representation, equal treatment and communication in different
arenas, as well as through mutual understanding and respect for different knowledge
systems. In conclusion, six factors can be important for changing trust over time: 1)
the individual’s inclination to feel trust, 2) the counterpart’s qualities such as general
credibility, reliability, benevolence and integrity, 3) good experiences from previous
relationships, 4) a good communication process, 5 ) the current relationship’s characteristics, and 6) structural or institutional factors that govern relations between
parties (Lewicki et al., 2006; Sjölander-Lindqvist et al., 2015; Bringselius, 2018).

2.2

Institutional trust

Seen from an institutional perspective, trust is the putty that holds together a society (Rothstein, 2011). People in Sweden are trusting (Holmberg & Rothstein,
2015). Studies show that a high interpersonal trust is a central lubricant in a wellfunctioning society. This means that decision-making processes become smoother,
more efficient and generally faster. Trust lowers what economists term as "transaction costs" in a society; if there is trust, less time and resources are needed to reach
agreement (Coase, 1960). Beneficial exchanges will, for example, more often occur if the parties perceive each other as reliable and it will also be possible to produce public goods in the form of legitimate policies (Dahlström et al., 2013; Fehr
et al., 2005; Rothstein, 2003). Low trust is gravel in the machinery. Operations associated with low trust risk taking longer, becoming more costly and less efficient.
It can develop into a negative spiral that leads to a continued reduction of trust
(Ambrose & Schminke, 2003; Aryee et al., 2002; Khazanchi & Masterson, 2011;
Rothstein, 2011). How then does trust relate to political institutions? According to
Rothstein (2011), trust is dependent on how the public institutions work. It’s not
just about what decisions are made in the public decision-making process, but people are also interested in the fact that the procedure is fair and that everyone is
treated equally. Against the background of the ongoing Trust Committee, it is also
considered of great importance that the allocation of responsibilities and competence in a system is transparent and not least rational; that it’s clear who’s responsible for what and whoever has received responsibility on the delegation also has
the possibilities to carry out their assignment. This creates a mutual dependence
that works much better if the parties feel trust in each other (Bringselius, Vad är
tillitsbaserad styrning och ledning, 2018).
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ANALYTICAL PREREQUISITES
Derived from previous research (see reference in sections 2.3-8), six subcomponents
were identified that may have a bearing on the degree of trust (figure 1). The components were used as a basis for the interviews and focus group interviews to give
structure to the conversations. All respondents were given the opportunity to study
the figure pre-interviews and during the same, and although not all components were
touched upon during the interviews, the figure worked well to describe the different
parts that underlie trust. It is important to point out that there are no precise measures
of the degree of high and low trust. By evaluating the trust based on the components,
one can assume that with more components characterized by trust in the system, the
higher the total trust, and vice versa.

Figure 1. Six subcomponents affecting institutional and social trust

2.3

Communication

Communication is of crucial importance for trust (Ozawa & Sripad, 2013). Relationships between people are structured through functional communication and it
helps to transfer information more easily. Effective communication, which is often
defined as delimited, correct, complete and timely, contributes firstly to the possibility of building a common understanding between actors. Secondly, it contributes
to the possibilities of making correct decisions and taking measures by focusing the
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actors’ attention on a common understanding of a given situation (Wallin & Thor,
2008). It is therefore reasonable to assume that how communication between the
actors and organizations/institutions involved in surveys of large carnivores work,
affects the trust in the survey system.

2.4

Allocation of responsibility and competence

The government that took office in 2014 began to develop forms of governance and
follow-up that aimed at finding a better balance between control and trust in the
employees’ professional knowledge and experience (Tillitsdelegationen, 2019). Although the focus is primarily on relationships within and between different governmental agencies, it is reasonable to also include agencies where the state has established a type of partnership with private or non-profit organizations and thus is dependent on these in order to be able to carry out their tasks (Bjärstig & Sandström,
2017), which is the case with the survey system for large carnivores
(Naturvårdsverket, 2018).
Previous research shows that different ways of organizing a business create different circumstances for trust. For example, the transition from procedural and regulatory control to governance focused on results, goals and quality has led to a more
instrumental view for allocation of responsibility and competence, which means that
the person who is given responsibility must also describe how the responsibility has
been managed (Lindgren, 2006). This applies not least when the contacts and communication between different hierarchical levels in an organization are small and
based on written directives, plans and reporting. There are no arenas for exchanges
between levels, which is why the possibility of receiving views for changes about
changes becomes small (SOU 2018:38).
The use of standardized control instruments and methods, in a complex and diverse business, on one hand, implies that the business is perceived as uniform, but
on the other hand risks causing knowledge - whether scientific or experience-based
- to be invisible or impaired. According to (Regnö, 2013) there is a risk that the
directives that come from above are perceived as difficult to change, which in turn
means that responsibility and competence are not followed. Those responsible for
the result have little opportunity to influence the decisions. The business is "remotely controlled" and it is only what is counted, measured and reported back that
counts. To create trust in a management, it is therefore of great importance that the
work is organized in such a way that responsibility and authority are interconnected
and that those who are involved have the opportunity to influence the conditions for
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the work they also have a responsibility for (Mintzberg, 2017). Considering previous research, there is reason to assume that how the system for large carnivores is
organized can affect the trust in the survey system.

2.5

Resources

The survey system for large carnivores includes many actors (appendix 2). In 2017,
the Swedish survey system for large carnivores cost approximately SEK 60 million.
In total, there were about 600 people who were involved in producing data within
the system and the total financed working hours for these, amounted to about 65
annual work hours in authorities, universities and organizations. In addition to this,
is the extensive work the public contributes by reporting carnivore observations.
(Naturvårdsverket, 2018)
The survey system for large carnivores is thus a resource-intensive organization.
The SEK 60 million that the system cost in 2017 is probably low calculated because
it does not include the non-profit work and neither the transaction costs in systems,
i.e. a calculation of the costs that arise when collaborating between different actors.
Now, the purpose of this study is not to examine the total cost of the survey system,
but it is reasonable to assume that trust in the system is affected if the actors involved
perceive that the costs, whether direct or indirect, are unevenly distributed.

2.6

Respect

The existence of trust is intimately associated with the concept of respect (Putnam
et al., 2004). This applies not least to a conflict-filled situation where actors meet in
processes that are expected to be characterized by collaboration. As mentioned earlier, there are elements in the survey system that are based on collaboration between
public authorities, but also between authorities and private actors. A fundamental
prerequisite for this collaboration to work and build on trust is that there is mutual
respect between those who are involved. This applies not least to respect for each
other’s knowledge and competences (Bjärstig & Sandström, 2017). With background of previous research, it is reasonable to assume that lack of respect can affect
trust in the survey system.

2.7

Knowledge

The extensive access to information today places new demands on how public activities are conducted. It is necessary to ensure that the activities are conducted in a
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competent manner in order to earn trust internally within one’s own organization,
but also externally in relation to other actors (SOU 2018:38). An important component for success and trust-based relationships is what is known as knowledge integration, i.e. the ability to take advantage of the knowledge that is available to private
and social actors who raise the level of knowledge and create commitment and motivation to participate in the development of the administration. However, this presupposes that there is enough room for maneuver within the administration for it to
be possible (Cinque, 2015). It, however, challenges the traditional monopoly of the
science community on the creation of knowledge in favor of broader inclusion of
experience and situational knowledge production. Here, an active knowledge development characterized by respect for different knowledge views is considered to play
an important role in creating the conditions for a trusting relationship between actors
(Sjölander-Lindqvist et al. 2015; IPBES, 2019). In view of this, it is reasonable to
assume that the degree of trust depends on the degree of knowledge integration.

2.8

Justice

According to (Norén Bretzer, 2005), trust in a system or an institution depends on
two factors. First and foremost, trust depends on how the actors involved perceive
what is usually called procedural justice or that equal cases are treated equally. Secondly, it also affects the possibility of making one’s voice heard, regardless of
whether the opinion is presented. The trust in the survey system in this case would
thus depend on the perception of just procedures by the actors concerned, i.e. that
the system does not discriminate against any of the actors involved and that all concerned are treated equally. Here we can thus assume that it is important to have
control over the procedures for decision-making within the survey system, but also
the methods for surveying the various carnivores. However, research indicates that
it is not only important for how decisions are made, but also that the possibility of
exercising influence over the content of the decisions is of great importance
(Johansson, 2013). Regarding this background, it is reasonable to assume that perceptions of justice and equal treatment among the actors concerned can affect trust
in the survey system.
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3

METHODS

3.1

Research design

The study was designed using qualitative methods through sets of interviews and
focus groups. The approach of a qualitative method was chosen because of its suitability within the above-mentioned interviews and focus groups, as to produce, what
Patton (1990) describes as a wealth of detailed data on a small number of individuals. Because of the limited number of participants, the approach of a quantitative
method was deselected and the trade-off between breadth and depth was considered
(see Patton, 1990), where in this study, depth was more important.
Upcoming patterns in the collected data were associated with the above described themes (section 2.3-8) as to carry out a thematic analysis, which is a type of
qualitative analysis.

3.2

Selection of participants

The method of selection for the study is based on the principle of effective selection.
In order to gain access to the best possible information, the respondents (participants) were selected based on their connection in context to the survey system and
thus have insight into and experience of how it works. In collaboration with SEPA,
relevant authorities and non-governmental organizations (NGO) that are affected by
the carnivore management were identified. Respondents from the CAB in the southern (Kronoberg), central (Värmland), and northern (Jämtland) administrative area
were chosen based on wildlife damage statistics (Frank et al. 2018) and remuneration statistics (Sametinget, 2019). The same selection principle was used to identify
representatives of the Federation of Swedish Farmers (FSF). The focus was directed

19

at the rural enterprises’ economy linked to carnivore attacks and selected based on
the report by Elofsson et al. (2015). Of the three selected and contacted representatives from the FSF within the counties of Dalarna, V. Götaland and Gotland, only
two (V. Götaland and Gotland) participated due to contact difficulties with the third
participant. Further contact to ensure a third participant was not pursued. FSF does
not participate in the surveys for large carnivores (except voluntarily) but they are
non the less affected by the presence of large carnivores and was therefore asked to
participate in the study. To other organizations, the issue of participation was addressed with an invitation to identify people with good knowledge of the survey
system. Many of the participants have a connection to, or are, representatives in the
county’s wildlife management delegations. It is furthermore important to address
the issue that the respondents participating in this study does not represent all who
are affected, direct or indirect, by the survey system. The selection aimed to include
as many stakeholders as possible but due to limitations in time and on resources,
those able to participate were included.
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Table 2. Groups and individuals interviewed in the study

Respondent

Form of
Interview
Focus Group (FG)
Individual (I)

Number of
participants

Date

1

Swedish Sami
Association

FG

10

2018-10-17

2

Swedish Hunter
Association

FG

6

2018-11-22

3

Wildlife Damage
Centre

FG + 3 I

3

2018-11-23

4

National Association of Huntsmen

I

1

2018-12-11

5

Swedish Environment Protection
Agency

FG

5

2018-12-19

6

County Administrative Board

FG

3

2018-12-21

7

The Federation of
Swedish Farmers

FG

2

2018-12-21

8

Swedish Association of Transhumance and Pastoralism

FG

5

2019-01-10

9

Swedish Sheep
Breeders Association

FG

2

2019-01-17

10

NCOs
(Swedish Society
for Nature Conservation, Swedish Carnivore
Association, BirdLife Sweden)

FG

7

2019-01-19

11

Golden Eagle
Sweden

I

1

2019-01-29
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3.3

Interview methods

Focus group interviews are a qualitative survey method that means gathering a
group of people with the allowance to discuss a given subject - in this case, the
system and methods for surveying large carnivores - with each other under the guidance of a moderator (Wibeck, 2010). The aim of the focus groups was that the discussion between the group participants would revolve around the current survey
system. The moderator starts the discussion and, if necessary, introduces new aspects (Wibeck, 2010). Focus group interviews are important for identifying a
group’s common attitudes and possible dividing lines for an issue or phenomenon
(Bryman, 2007). In the study, the individual interviews were also an important research method. They followed a semi-structured theme; based on several themes
where the interviewed person could, to some extent, control the extent to which the
questions came up, instead of following a form with exact and specific questions.
Individual interviews are, in the field of qualitative research, the most widely
used data collection strategy (Sandelowski, 2002; Nunkoosing, 2005) where researchers typically choose these to collect personal and detailed accounts of participants’ knowledge, attitudes, beliefs and thoughts related to a given phenomenon
(Fielding, 1994; Speziale & Carpenter, 2011; Loiselle et al., 2007). The approach
of individual interviews assumes that participants’ assertion of their experience reflects their reality if the questions within the interview are formulated correctly
(Morse, 2000; Sandelowski, 2002; MacDonald, 2006).
The purpose of the focus groups and the individual interviews was to let the
person or persons who were interviewed develop their individual or common views
on the survey system for large carnivores. As listed in table 2, organizations were
mainly interviewed in focus groups with representatives only associated with their
own organization apart from no. 10 where 3 NCOs (Swedish Society for Nature
Conservation (SSNC), Swedish Carnivore Association (SCA) and BirdLife Sweden
(BLS)) were participating. No. 3 was conducted in 3 separate individual interviews
(in-depth interviews about survey methodology concerning wolf, wolverine and
golden eagle. Experts on bear and lynx were unavailable) and later the same day as
a focus group. No. 4 and 11 were conducted solely as individual interviews. Questions that formed the basis for the interviews were prepared on basis of previous
research and partly in collaboration with SEPA. (See appendix 1, Interview manual)

3.4

Data collection

The study’s main data collection method was through interviews and focus groups
(explained in 3.1). Chosen participants were contacted through e-mail and some by
phone (where it was deemed necessary to establish contact), to inform about the
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opportunity to influence and affect the result regarding the survey system and its
methods to survey large carnivores. Time and date for each of the individual interviews and/or focus groups were decided based on availability among the participants and at suitable locations as follows:
Stakeholders and organizations numbered: 2, 3, 5 and 10 (see table 2) were interviewed at their specific headquarter, no. 1 in a neutral facility and no. 4 at the
participant’s residence. The remainder of the interviews, individual or in focus
groups, were conducted over skype or through multiparty calls.
Respondents who accepted the invitation of participation were given material,
such as questions regarding the subject (appendix 1), information about data management, such as The General Data Protection Regulations (GDPR, appendix 4)
together with a form to sign (as approval to the regulations of GDPR, appendix 5),
the concept of trust (figure 1) and also a schematic table (appendix 2) in order to
prepare for the coming sessions. GDPR was implemented on 24 May 2018 and is
vital within EU and is meant to apply directly to processing activities of personal
data which in turn have a link to the European Unions’ territory or market (Albrecht,
2016). The use of GDPR was therefore crucial in the preparation of and use of
quotes selected from the interviews. The signed forms were collected before the
initiation of each interview and later stored in a safe.
The interviews, as well as the focus groups were recorded using the Zoom H2
Handy Recorder which is an SD-card based recorder with two operation modes for
2-channel (stereo) or 4-channel recording (ZOOM) where the 2-channel was the
most frequently used one. The recordings were transferred onto a USB-drive and
stored together with the signed forms in a safe.

3.5

Data analysis

A total of 45 people was interviewed and after completion of the interviews, the
recordings were transcribed in a manner to understand the stated context. To comply
with GDPR and respect the individual participants anonymity, an encoding of the
respondents within the focus groups and individual interviews was made. To give
the respondents an opportunity to comment, edit, delete or add to the interviews the
written transcripts were then returned by email (to those who requested a copy of
the interview). After the selection of quotes, respondents were then given the opportunity to approve the use of them. The quotes were all anonymized, which means
that the names of counties and locations also were changed into neutral terms.
In order to investigate the actual trust and its status in the survey system for large
carnivores the analysis was focused on bringing quotes into the model of trust (figure 1) and its subcomponents, to further analyze patterns of perceptions appearing
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in the text. These may be overall common perceptions or perceptions that distinguish partitions between the different interest groups regarding the interviews to
identify patterns in respondents’ statements based on questions about trust in the
survey system.
With the use of a transcription software, NVivo 12, which supports qualitative
research and is designed to organize, analyze and gain insight into qualitative data
(QSR International, u.d.) such as - in this case - the interviews, an analysis was made
based on the extensive interview material (149 pages of printed text), where statements were classified based on affiliation to the six original subcomponents of trust
and thus giving a fair amount of data for each corresponding component. The analysis of trust towards the methods was carried out in the same manner as with the
survey system as to find common patterns of perceptions and to distinguish overall
improvements or ideas regarding the practical use of the methods.
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4

RESULTS & DISCUSSION

Here, the respondents’ trust in the survey system is presented in three parts. First
covering the survey system and the organization (section 4.1-6), secondly the system methodology (section 4.7-8) and last, the roles within the survey system (section 4.9-12). The six components (communication, allocation of responsibility and
competence, resources, respect, knowledge and justice) identified to affect trust is
touched upon through all three parts to a various extent.

THE SURVEY SYSTEM
4.1

Communication to facilitate understanding

Communication can be seen as the cornerstone in systems where humans interact
on same and/or different levels. The communication is not always direct and verbally presented, which make diffuse implied messages hard to understand and trust
when these occur between different levels in the system. Even though one authority
communicates on their “language”, it might not be understood on a different level
because of too wide a difference in the other level’s language.
In the study, the respondents got to reflect on the question: How does communication work today on the same and between different levels? It seems that most respondents are dissatisfied with the present communication, especially the one in the
form of feedback on large carnivore observations and sightings.
"We often talk about how communication should be improved and that one
should, among other things, get feedback when registering an observation
so that it becomes clear that "this bear observation in the county of x/y will
not be of value because we have so much bear", but that people still feel
that they’re involved, but that the CAB won’t respond to everything and why
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they don’t do so. "Why doesn't my assessment or observation count?", that
it becomes clearer and what happens with an observation."
(Representative, SEPA)
To pedagogically convey the most important information (feedback) and at the same
time increase the understanding of why the system, with associated methodology,
looks like it does today and why it is carried out like it is, seem to be a big challenge.
"I can feel that the big challenges may not be in the practical work but rather bringing together different interests and getting people involved and
understanding what the survey methodology is about and such things as
how to interpret the survey. I also notice when we are in the process of
reviewing what we think we explain well and why we do it. It’s not always
possible to get people to understand why we should pick DNA in certain
areas.” (Representative, WDC)
This is clearly a challenge for SEPA and the CABs because of their responsibility
to carry out some of the surveys and to comply to the present methodology. The
important thing, which is highlighted by REOs, is that authorities consistently adhere to their own decisions regarding the common instructions and methodology for
large carnivore surveys. The result of deviating from the methods is among the affected organizations, distrust and questioning of who should really be in charge
when these spread as whispers throughout the countryside. To communicate what
is done needs to be well founded to what is expected to be done for those affected
to add trust to the results, and furthermore, trusting the authorities.
The well-known top-down communication is among disappointed REO-respondents, here in the survey system, perceived as one-way which implies no or little
possibility to influence decisions that, in the end, will affect them and their businesses. Despite the ambitions from authority-level to increase participation, the direction of top-down communication is requested to shift in a bottom-up direction to
infuse and increase the knowledge base for future decisions. In such a shift there
might occur understanding and a better cooperation between levels of participation
with a mutual respect and trust.
“You need more communication from the bottom up because, as it is now,
the communication paths are mainly from the top down and we may as well
adapt to it. That’s counterproductive and has the opposite effect.”
(Representative, Swedish Association for Transhumance and Pastoralism
(SATP))
Even if the verbal and written communication happens all the time between and/or
on same levels it is a target for inertia where some communication channels are by-
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passed or missed and for example, a message that was intended to go through a
certain channel, SEPA → WDC, suddenly appears at WDC through a Norwegian
channel, who was notified first. This creates an amount of uncertainty when different announcements are delivered through various channels, and, ending up in the
same end station, in this case WDC. It is an understandable situation that can happen
because of the common survey methods that are used by both Sweden and Norway
but is also a source to frustration and uncertainty.
“Even if you talk to a person at SEPA, you can hear something else from
Norway, for example, who has spoken to SEPA and then we don’t know,”
What’s the deal?” so they must become clearer at writing ”This is the
deal!", so that everyone knows it." (Representative, WDC)
The clear message from several organizations is focused on feedback. Direct and
clear announcements are requested in order to understand the content of different
decisions. Without it, the willingness to participate dissipates and the perceived trust
diminishes with the result of frustration and a feeling of not being valued as a contributor.
"The feedback, how you express yourself, can also be incredibly important
for it to be accepted, the rejection if you would say so."
(Representative, Swedish Hunter Association (SHA))
As quoted above, even from the perspective of having a rejection in questions about
whether or not there will be a hunt, it is obvious that any feedback, good or bad, is
vital.

4.2

Insufficient resources in a resource demanding system

The distribution of resources in various systems can be a hard task for those appointed to carrying it out. In a society based on economy and transactions, both
direct and indirect, the survey system for large carnivores is not different and has its
own challenges. Because of the multi-level organization that the survey system is,
every part needs its share, and someone is requested to divide the available resources
and decide where they are to do be utilized most efficiently. A system like this will
internally, automatically create dissatisfied parts where resources are perceived as
scarce, with a following frustration in managing without enough resources. This will
in turn, also affect the perception amongst REOs and the public, that authorities does
not take their responsibility in producing credible survey results. Enough resources
are a tricky dilemma where no one ever gets satisfied, at least not until a system
becomes financially independent.
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"It's hard to keep up the good work when there’s not enough money."
(Representative, CAB)
"... but just getting enough personnel for the surveys is a difficulty."
(Representative, Golden Eagle Sweden (GES))
The indirect resource, employed personnel, seems to be requested from many organizations where participation in the practical survey is underway. One can argue
that resources should be utilized as to complete the assignment that has been given,
i.e. carry out a survey to receive data in order to estimate a species population, but
this utilization is also questioned in a manner of unjust distribution. CABs personnel
have financial backup to carry out the survey, whereas REOs and their representatives does not, which complicates the perception of what is expected of them when
the issue of scarce resources arise. The system, as for now, depends on non-profit
forces and interested to help in the execution of the surveys of large carnivores. The
subject of citizen science is also mentioned in the context of public participation, as
to contribute and cover areas where authorities may not have the manpower and/or
resources to survey the same. When addressing citizen science and its possible
strengths, the will to involve and give feedback on the contributions must exist and
be rewarding for participation (Silvertown, 2009). From a viewpoint where locals
are not trusted to ensure the results, one can link the view to Root & Alpert (1994)
who state that local people are expected to be less objective when they report the
status of natural resources, because of their bias or vested interests, than are external
scientists. If contribution of data (gathered by local communities) is inaccurate or
biased, assessing trends in the natural world may not be reliable (Burton, 2012;
Nielsen & Lund, 2012) but, Danielsen et al (2014) has shown that local people and
trained scientists can be equally good at collecting data. In that case, local communities can play an important role in the surveys if current schemes are organized to
facilitate their engagement (Danielsen, o.a., 2014).
The voluntary work is requested not to be taken for granted and those who contribute
emphasizes on this matter and demands at least some respect and gratitude for the
work they do.
“It has serious consequences. It may be that villages cannot afford to pay
for what one would have to do. Reindeer husbandry requires hundred percent, this is beyond that.”
(Representative, Swedish Sami Association (SSA))
“It’s a lot of voluntary work with the golden eagle survey and the large part
of the it is surveyed free of charge in Sweden, unlike the other carnivores
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that are part of the carnivore policy. (...) It’s not possible to get the same
extent and it would be extremely expensive if the state were to do the same
as we do and that should be cherished and encouraged.”
(Representative, GES)
The organizations who are directly affected by carnivore depredation express, in
addition to that they have a limited time to participate, a difficulty in making their
voice heard to the same extent as larger organizations and authorities due to a limited
financial situation. The experience and valuable knowledge that those smaller organizations would like to share might never come to use and as a result, decisions
made in the absence of REOs might affect them in a way that could have been
avoided with all pieces of knowledge put together.
“It’s an important thing for us pasture users that I have noticed a lot when
working on this, and that is that we don’t have the financial resources at all
so we can send people and that our expertise is used where it should. When
we go to meetings and so on, we finance it ourselves and receive no compensation for lost income and such stuff. We don’t have the money to pay,
as for example, larger organizations and the authorities have, and that
means that we’re constantly in the wake of them."
(Representative, SATP)
One problem that respondents from several different organizations and/or authorities point out is that there is a tendency for the wolf to be given priority over other
species. Why this priority arises is not entirely clear but is still expressed as a concern. It is not only a risk that it will lock the development of methods for the other
species, but also that it can affect the remuneration system.
"It’s a basic problem that is quite large in the wolf counties, because all
resources are added to the wolf and then lynx, bear and wolverine comes
after wards." (Representative, SHA)
The trust lessens when the available resources are perceived as unjustly distributed
and is further on exposed to criticism directed at responsible authorities. Where is
the line drawn for how much the large carnivores can exhaust the financially limited
bag of money before the public, i.e. the taxpayers, reacts?
"Somewhere in this crow's song you have to ask the question, "How much
do the carnivores cost society in total?" and then it’s you and I, as taxpayers who are paying for it."
(Representative, Swedish Sheep Breeders Association (SSBA))
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This question is relevant as a reminder for the linked trust that comes with the responsibility to distribute and utilize available resources in a wise manner. One can
surely discuss the expression of how to distribute resources in a wise manner, but in
one way or another, all systems in an industrial society strive towards effectiveness
and efficiency where the present base of knowledge is what one can argue is the
best point from where to proceed.

4.3

Where is the mutual respect?

Mutual respect is crucial in a multi-level system, as becomes evident in the interviews and spoken by a few representatives from REOs. As a first step, the respect
must be present in order to gain institutional trust, which the system needs to function. Secondly, an understanding of the everyday life that REOs are exposed.
Hereby working on the social trust between officials and those individuals affected
by depredation.
“There’s no respect for the damage that the large carnivores actually do.
In addition, we have a third party who only looks at the welfare and numbers of large carnivores without taking the responsibility and the costs they
cause us. When you think of trust and respect, you should actually show it
mutually and we believe that we don’t have that mutuality.”
(Representative, SSA)
Despite experienced problems and that REOs spend a lot of time searching for lost
animals, minimizing disturbances and taking preventive measures, they express that
they are not met with respect, rather the opposite. It is probably necessary to generate a feeling of respect, in order to increase trust in the system.
"We, who have problems with carnivores and who actually lose our animals
and spend hours on this to find animals and to solve disturbances and such,
we’re not met with respect and not listened to. Our knowledge isn’t used. It
feels like they’re running us down.” (Representative, SATP)
The lack of respect can be found throughout many of the REOs, not least towards
the reindeer husbandry. As part of the survey system and a vital part of those practical surveys carried out, they still feel the absence of respect when they report their
observations and sightings where someone else, an official, needs to validate everything for the observation to be authenticated and later registered.
“The reality is after all, regarding the survey, that what we say has just zero
value. All we’ve seen, an official must’ve seen it for it to be valid, just everything, otherwise it’s just zero. That respect is just zero.”
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(Representative, SSA)
One respondent representing the SSA point out the existence of what is usually defined as structural violence. It is found embedded in structures and can be identified
through unjust or unequal circumstances in society. Circumstances that in turn create different circumstances in life, for example by not having or being given the
opportunity to decide on the resources that one is dependent on (see Galtung, 1990;
Sehlin MacNeil, 2017).
“If an authority would like to work with trust, one should at least apply on
the research that is available today (...) about structural violence, which
can really be an eye-opener if you want to absorb what you read. One example is that the regulations and approaches used in large carnivore management are a form of structural violence. Only this, that you don’t allow
us, having the knowledge, thrive and work in the area, knows the area and
has the responsibility for our animals, can determine how much carnivores
there actually is." (Representative, SSA)
Respect is hereby seen as a vital component in the structure of trust and it needs
every opportunity to be intensified and used in a wise manner in all human-to-human contacts. Respect is the strong foundation where trust can be built upon. Further
on, there is a request for respect in the information submitted by the public. Either
by interest or as an institutional part of the survey system, people engage in the
surveys. Thus, wanting to be part of something greater as to contribute with more
observations, and in return feel the gratitude and respect for time spent in adding
more data to the surveys. One conclusion is drawn from the quote, cited by a representative from SHA, that when they ask to encourage people and to show greater
respect for submitted information, it is clear that today’s situation can improve to
the better, if those involved were to strive towards it together, with a common foundation based on respect.
“Encourage people, and I think we can do that if we talk and show greater
respect for citizens' submitted information and use it. As more and more
information is submitted, you’ll also believe in it.”
(Representative, SHA)
Truly there is need for respect between all levels as well as on the same level in
order for the trust to increase and intensify towards closer cooperation. Such common ground can be the start of a successful future and a stronger cooperation but to
reach there, all actors involved needs to prepare and find neutral ground where everyone is given the opportunity to express and argue for their cause. In such an arena,

31

the sole purpose will be to show respect for each other, no matter the difference in
opinions.

4.4

Knowledge-integration and learning

An active development of knowledge characterized by respect for different
knowledge views is considered to play an important part in creating the circumstances for a trusting relationship between actors in a management system. Several
of the respondents are strongly critical of the fact that different forms of knowledge
are not integrated into the survey system.
A respondent for the SSA, means that trust in the system, but also towards the involved actors, decreases or is non-existent, when knowledge is not utilized or that it
must be certified by a third party in order to be considered valid. (see section 4.3 for
similar example)
"It’s unsustainable that we’re not trusted in our claims without third parties
having certified it and there must be respect and trust in the knowledge and
opinions of reindeer husbandry." (Representative, SSA)
The system can only work in a sustainable way where frictions are kept to a minimum. As a link back to section 4.3 and the foundation of respect, the trust aimed at
utilizing local knowledge and experience must be taken into consideration and implemented. Authorities such as SEPA and CABs have a responsibility to carry out
the surveys and from the results, estimate populations of the five large carnivores
habiting in Sweden and for them to arrive at a trustworthy result, REOs requests the
involvement, not just as physical human beings as personnel in the surveys but the
involvement of the knowledge and skills that has been accumulated over time
through experience.
Since large carnivores were subjects to protection, the criticism, for not trusting the
local people, has been directed towards the authorities when their officials are the
only ones with permission to validate reports of sightings and observations.
"It feels somehow that the authorities don’t trust the people who live in these
carnivore-rich areas." (Representative, SATP)
Consequently, to the lack of trust and the lack of knowledge integration and the
undermining trust, the REOs concerned, are financially affected. Both in terms of
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possible herd size to hold and the possibility to avert depredation, search for runaway animals and use preventive measurements. The latter three are all done in the
spare time, if there is any.
“The entire administration is based on surveys and damage results. If we
stop reporting observations and damages, as it is because they aren’t believed as valid, then it’ll only be a lot of fucking hassle of it and in the end,
it’ll be carnivores and other factors, that affect our business. This means
that we’re decreasing in size so there are not as many people as can be and
we may not have the same number of animals. It also means that there’ll be
less damage because we change our behaviour in relation to the large carnivores, which also means that there’s less damage. Therefore, we don’t
make as much noise and we don’t expose as much animals to the carnivores,
which means that the numbers look better and better and we have never had
so little damage today than now. One hears this all the time.”
(Representative, SATP)
Moreover, the ignorance for already existent knowledge persists as one CAB might
reinvent the wheel in order to justify the right to exist. The lack of learning in the
system creates frustration and inertia where existing solutions can lube the existent
challenges and help the system, as well as the united action within an authority or
organization. With a common base of knowledge, where a nationwide access is possible, problems that arise can be met with ease and those contributing to the system
can supply more useable knowledge with the result of acknowledged respect and
trust towards the system.
“When we started to have problems, especially the wolf, we constantly experienced problems that came back over and over. It has created some experiences, knowledge-wise and otherwise as well and now we see the same
thing happening where there’s an establishment of a wolf territory elsewhere in Sweden. There’s a lot of answers to riddles in other parts of Sweden, but then you should sit on a single CAB or as an individual official and
reinvent the wheel when we already have a fairly good knowledge."
(Representative, SSBA)
Just like within the previous quote, but here from the other side of the system, scilicet SEPA, one respondent points to the unfortunate ignorance of knowledge among
administrators at the CAB. It reduces the institutional trust when and if it is mediated
to those affected by the results.
"It’s also quite difficult to explain the result concerning wolverine and how
one arrives at these numbers with three years of funds and there’s a certain
ignorance even among administrators at the CAB, that I’ve unfortunately
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discovered, and that you don’t really know how the result is calculated.
That’s a bit unfortunate.” (Representative, SEPA)
The yearly results that are registered through all parties can be seen as a result of
the responsibility that SEPA has delegated to specific organizations. The responsibility is of vital importance for the complete system to function and in the end, to
produce results of good quality. But some respondents feel that when the responsible
authority starts to demand results in a table, just to register a number without caring
who the reporting party is, the organization responsible for registering surveyed animals perceives their contribution as less meaningful. The work being done is perceived to be a waste of expertise and seems to reduce the respect towards responsible
authorities.
"We feel that the authorities, in this case SEPA, are more interested in the
fact that a number is filled in in a table than that the figure itself is correct
... So, it doesn’t do much that it’s one or the other, but it must be filled.”
(Representative, GES)
However, a good base of knowledge can provide better circumstances for creating
an understanding of the information that one wants to achieve.
"... to know what you’re talking about, that you have facts and that you
should be able to ask critical questions because then you can meet them on
the other side who may think they know but don’t know and have nothing to
support their claim. It’s a way to act I think; it can be difficult sometimes
but to have it as a goal in any case.” (Representative, NCO)
“I think it’s still to make sure to use peoples’ skills and listen to them regardless of whether it’s us, the CABs or various interest groups. If they want
an adaptive process, they must do it in the right way and not make hasty
decisions but really work on the anchoring. I believe that trust will increase
if the decisions are based on that kind of knowledge and that you have some
type of evidence-based knowledge but also what works. Then it will be more
successful, I think. You both get the people involved and you get better data.
It seems obvious. I think that if you have that basic setting, the other things
will follow. (...) That kind of respect should exist at all levels.”
(Representative, WDC)

4.5
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Unjust distribution of costs and benefits

Previous research has found that trust is dependent on the actors involved perceiving
that there are just procedures, and that everyone is treated equally when, for example, decisions are to be made. In the interviews, two different examples of lack of
justice or equal treatment appear which can be considered to affect the trust in the
system. One concern is how costs and benefits are distributed between actors and
the other concerns work-related remuneration carried out within the survey system.
" This is unreasonable in a democracy because now we don’t play on equal
terms and this is something that should be brought into daylight that the
wildlife in Sweden is not the hunters’ property, it is the whole Swedish peoples." (Representative, NCO)
Considering an unreasonable situation where one must carry out the surveys without
reimbursement and at the same time risking a business at the expense of oneself.
This is described by a representative from SSA as a tough situation to manage. The
second aspect that emerges from the interviews is that some organizations are expected to contribute to the survey system and to the surveys in their spare time, while
other organizations have personnel who can carry out assignments while on a payroll, something that is perceived as unjust.
"We don’t get paid for the carnivores, we don’t get paid to carry out the
survey of large carnivores and, like it or not, we’re the ones who feed them."
(Representative, SSA)
This is not only applied to the reindeer husbandry but also applicable on sheep
breeders and pasture users. A respondent from SSBA is on a similar track and believes that one of the consequences is that it affects the food business unreasonably
hard.
” If we are to be able to carry out a lamb production with grazing animals
in Sweden, the rural enterprises must receive full compensation for both
indirect and direct costs from the state, it cannot be the individual animal
owner’s responsibility. The psychosocial concern must be weighed in because all breeding work that has been done in many herds is half a man’s
age of work wasted, if not supported financially.” (Representative, SSBA)

4.6

Feedback to enhance trust

It is possible to interpret several proposals, as from the quotes above, for how trust
can be enhanced in the survey system. The lack of and request for feedback in terms
of clarity and clear rules, increased predictability, continuity and long-term perspectives keeps returning in the interviews. These proposals seem to be vital for those
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requesting it and therein lies truly a challenge for the authorities and decision-making institutions to adhere and take it into account when proceeding in developing
the survey system and its methods. Various forms of collaboration and cooperation,
in addition to the previous mentioned proposes, are highlighted as important preconditions for trust enhancement. Similar arrangements are found for cross-border
cooperation, according to a respondent from GES.
"We have cooperated with Norway and Finland for a long time and now
also Denmark. We organize symposium every year where we meet the Norwegians, the Danes and Finnish survey personnel and talk about survey
results, invite researchers, authorities and so on to cooperate with each
other." (Representative, GES)
Clear and direct feedback within a reasonable time on different observations or decisions is also something that is emphasized as an important prerequisite for trust
enhancement. The process for handling reports must be clear, in ways of what happens while the process in underway, for the recipients in the end of it to know why
different errands take up different amount of time.
"So that if it would flow at a little faster pace or that the proposal was handled, either that "according to the report, there’s not enough data for this,
it shows clear signs of it but it may have to be evaluated more" or that
there’ll be some form of feedback and that there’s nothing that treads water.
That would surely be a bit better.” (Representative, WDC)
The built-in inertia, when errands seem to tread water, adds to the frustration of
unpredictability and is therefore uttered as a part in the system that needs to be handled and adjusted to fit, for it to work as it is intended to do in a well-oiled machinery. This machinery-model is certainly desirable to be associated with the survey
system.

The repeated request for betterment within and linked to the trust-associated subcomponents, all add to the fact that trust in the survey system, as well as towards
authorities like SEPA and the CAB, is considered low. As a remark to this, according to Sandström et al. (2014), the overall attitudes about who is to decide how the
large carnivores are to be managed, shows a majority of trust for the management
towards SEPA (81%) and towards the CAB (76%). The attitudes for managing authority are in general stabile over time (Sandström et al., 2014). This brings out a
question about how this is possible? What affects these wide-apart results? Presumably the randomly selected participants within Sandström’s report and the targeted
stakeholders within this report.
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THE SURVEY METHODS
This section deals primarily with the trust in the various survey methods and the
conditions for improving or renewing them. In connection with the preparation of
the survey methods and the new instructions for their application (2012 - 2014),
specie-specific working groups were appointed with representatives from research
institutions, WDC, Rovdata (Rovdata), field personnel from CABs and NNI. In order to take advantage of the necessary skills and knowledge, people from SSA were
also involved in the wolverine, wolf and bear groups. The results from these groups
later came to be the basis for what SEPA and NEA put together into the common
instructions that personnel at CABs, Sami villages in Sweden and corresponding
organizations in Norway use to survey bear, wolf, wolverine, lynx and the golden
eagle (Naturvårdsverket, 2018).

4.7

Strengths and shortcomings with the methodology

The methodology for surveying large carnivores in Sweden is a result of a cooperation between Sweden and Norway together with representatives from different organizations. Even after the implementation, as can be read in this study, is that there
is still a request for involvement, not just physical and practical but in the contribution of local knowledge and skills. The interviews show that there is still great interest in participating in and influencing the surveys of large carnivores. However,
this presupposes that the predictability of the methods increases and that the criteria
is perceived as reasonable.
"In order to increase the interest and credibility of the surveys, one would
like to have predictability in the administration with reasonable criteria,
regular surveys where you involve as many people as possible and that they
also know what the results will show in advance."
(Representative, SHA)
On the question of whether it is one of the survey methods that work better or worse,
the surveys for lynx and wolverine are pointed out as problematic. In the case of
lynx surveys, most of the focus groups point out that the criteria for how lynx is
surveyed are too strict and difficult to meet and it is especially the distance criteria
(DC) that create problems and complicates the issue of separating reproductions. It
becomes evident in the following quote, where a respondent from SSA thinks it is
difficult to separate lynx, especially in lynx-rich areas.
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“The DC is causing problems. We see it as a major problem and that’s the
criteria on the spot. Last winter we lost two… instead of getting three reproductions, we got one… and then it differed on two hundred meters.”
(Representative, SSA)
Like with the lynx, several of the organizations also experience problems with the
survey methods for wolverine. A representative from SHA points out that the
method, with associated criteria, is not adapted to the fact that the wolverine is now
present in the forest landscape.
“Then when it comes to survey of wolverine, it doesn't work well using such
tough criteria. We’ve got wolverines down in the forest landscape now and
then, one cannot guarantee qualitative results from the surveys and that’s
a huge problem. There’s need for an evaluation and what to do about it."
(Representative, SHA)
The similar mindset regarding the criteria for wolverine is declared by a respondent
from the National Association of Huntsmen (NAH). The question of high security
and the objective to achieve meticulously correct results arises. Are we too careful
in keeping our ways or is there some room for change?
"It’s some form of security to know that it’s correct and we’re certainly in
the elite class to have high security and I, generally, think it’d be better if
you were to cut as much as possible and ask the question -"how big is the
risk that it’s wrong, and does it matter?” (Representative, NAH)
Another weakness pointed out by several of the interviewed groups is the fact that
we are moving towards a warmer climate with fewer snowy winters and thus a difficulty in surveying those large carnivores that require snow-covered land during
the survey season. The interviewed actors agree that the methodology must be renewed and adapted to the bare ground conditions that are becoming more and more
common and which makes the tracking difficult. It is necessary for the carnivore
populations not to be underestimated which in turn can make decisions, regarding
remuneration and license hunting, more difficult.
"What has been mentioned earlier and what has been stated is that we probably won’t have more snow in the future so that’s an important part of ensuring that new survey methods are credible and that they do work."
(Representative, SHA)
“I see it in this way, that if you go down to the level of survey regarding
lynx, it’s already a challenge with the climate, and that, every autumn one
has to start worrying about how the survey will go this year. Will we be able
to carry out a survey?, will we achieve this?, will we reach the goal of the
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wolverine survey and if we do not reach the goal, will we be able to convince
the CAB that this year it was a year that one can call a § 5-year and that
you have not been able to do a sufficiently good survey?. If you then get
through that it’s a § 5-year so when the results of the carnivore populations
are reported then those areas are empty and then they’re reported as empty
by SEPA. That there aren’t any carnivores in the area even though they
have an assignment that they should make an estimation of the carnivore
population when it hasn’t been possible to carry out a survey. Well, of
course, but of course, there’s challenges.” (Representative, SSA)
The above stated “§ 5-year” is a section within Regulations on contributions and
remuneration for carnivore occurrence in Sami villages (STFS 2007:9) where, in
the event of poor snow and/or harsh weather conditions, the survey for large carnivores has been severely hampered in a same village’s grazing area, and shall therefore be handled by the responsible CAB where they have to present an average survey result for the specie based on the results of the previous three years’ surveys.
Decisions on the application of a § 5-year are made by the CAB. This is a relevant
paragraph to bring up now that more than one organization points to the circumstance of climate change. The situation about challenges linked to a changing climate is clear and needs to be evaluated more, or at least taken into consideration
when developing new methods for surveying large carnivores.

4.8

Development of new methods and technology

During the interviews, questions were asked about opportunities to improve the
methods in order to increase trust in the results. Most obvious and repeatedly subject
was DNA and its uses. It is evident that DNA and its applications has widened the
field of uses and is here, by many respondents, requested to be further developed
and used as to make things more efficient within the system and its intended function to produce quality-assured results. The technology of DNA is present but needs
to be utilized effectively in order to facilitate the work process and infuse trust in
that the responsible authorities adheres what is called for.
The development that is constantly underway in DNA technology and its applications gives a picture of how the respondents look at the method’s usability in the
surveys when it comes to ensuring carnivore occurrence. The feel for what might be
a good solution seems to be the collection of scats, as the interviewed respondent
from NAH states below as well as is stated by a representative from SEPA.
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"What feels best is, after all, the collection of DNA. The citizen is involved
and can contribute, like as it is on the bear." (Representative, NAH)
"Instead of wolverine den surveys, we’re looking at waste collection using
DNA." (Representative, SEPA)
DNA and its applications are yet to be fully explored, but in the meantime, there is
also room for combination with other technologies such as use of wildlife cameras.
These are already in use to some extent but is widely requested by most respondents
to be used even more. Instructions for how to use and install these wildlife cameras
is one part that is asked for. The other one is to get permission to gather data from
privately used wildlife cameras existing throughout the country, for a better coverage. The request for effective technology is present and is seen as an adaptation to
present and future challenges where the addition of drone technology might facilitate the surveys even more.
"What’s interesting and effective, is the DNA and wildlife camera. I see
those as future things to develop." (Representative, SHA)
“We shouldn’t forget about drones either. It’ll probably be a good tool,
primarily in the wolverine survey, perhaps even golden eagle to some extent.” (Representative, SEPA)
In order to involve the public and those who are interested in reporting observations
of large carnivores, it is possible to register the findings via SkandObs (a web application and mobile app for registering sightings of large carnivores). However,
there seems to be few people who are aware of the tools existence or that they are
inclined to not report, when neither trust nor feedback is existent. That could be one
explanation of why perceived frictions appear concerning data management.
"SkandObs is a good system, if it had been used." (Representative, CAB)
"The greater the lack of trust, the less reports people will send in voluntarily." (Representative, SSBA)
“There is no feedback. We request openness, and that is to wish from those
who carry out the surveys.” (Representative, SATP)
"Data management is what creates frictions." (Representative, GES)
If involving the public is to work, both the need for clear feedback, but also for the
public to rely on data management is required. These requests come hand in hand,
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which puts the focus on solving the issue of non-existent feedback. As in all processes, if the starting point is perceived as unclear with a lack of trust to those responsible for the process, the following parts in the process are destined to be ineffective or even fail. The process, or in this case a tool for registering sightings and
observations, should be well designed and user-friendly for those who are to use it
as well as the possibility for CABs to respond to reports with significant feedback.
“A good database is needed for registering information and I think that’s
important. It should be easy to register data and have it accessible so that
citizens can find it for themselves. "I did this observation, but yes, I see if
there’s a delay of 14 days or 1 week”. It should be accessible because it’s
extremely important for people to believe in the information. It shouldn’t
come to, "It disappeared! What are they doing?" (Representative, NHA)
The survey conditions differ from year to year in terms of snow volume, but they’re
also dependent on, in which part of the country the survey is carried out, which is
why, according to a respondent from SHA, new methods are required. This quote
can be related to the statement in 3.8 where one representative from SSA terms “§
5” (STFS 2007:9) where poor survey conditions also are a factor for consideration.
"In the criteria, it should be applicable, that if you have poor survey conditions, then it’s better to extrapolate previous year or the a good year where
one account for mortality and calculate reproduction and thus get better
numbers than a damn worthless survey method when there’s no snow.”
(Representative, SHA)
“We get hidden statistics that would needn’t be hidden statistics to the extent if you would simplify this tracking criteria.” (Representative, SHA)
While there is potential for development, the system is not solely dependent on the
right weather conditions but also that there are enough resources in order to carry
out the surveys. A respondent from SEPA believes that this is a factor in creating
uncertainty, but also as a force for testing other methods.
“But then it’s important to have these plans. What happens to the survey if
we get significantly less resources? How do we do when snowy winters become scarce? Will we carry out the survey every year in the future? We may
not be able to do that and then we have to dare look at other methods and
how that might work.” (Representative, SEPA)

ROLES
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The respondents were asked to reflect more generally on the survey system and its
various parts (appendix 2), and what they might change if they had the opportunity
to do so. From the interviews it emerges that it is difficult to distinguish between
carnivore policy, carnivore management and the survey system. Trust in the system
is to some extent linked to both the policy design and role, the regionalized administration, the various authorities, but also individual officials. Overall, these aspects
contribute to create uncertainty, which in turn leads to the trust in the survey system
being challenged and questioned.

4.9

The indefinite role of politics

The overall political will is, by many of the interviewed respondents, perceived as
vague and short-term. Politically made decisions are therefore exposed to a great
risk in not surviving a change of government, which in turn can lead to severe cutbacks for those affected by the decisions. Moreover, political compromises have
also created indefinite directives to the authorities, which have given them more
room to make their own interpretations. The possibility for REOs to plan in the long
term is then counteracted, blurred and made unclear by the many interpretations that
appear. According to one respondent for the SSBA, this affects the businesses’ prerequisites to plan long-term.
“There is another important parameter here, and it’s that our business is
affected by political decisions. Over time, it has been the case that these
issues have been negotiated, more or less important depending on the government constellation and then, in text from the government, it has come
out a bit fuzzy which then has given room for, among other things, that
SEPA has their own interpretations. One has been unclear in context which
has given room for interpretations and they have not defended it after the
appearance of the interpretations. Government or ministry has not defended what was decided ... they have not defended the content."
(Representative, SSBA)
There is also criticism in the lack of a holistic view, i.e. the inability to consider both
large carnivores and their respective goal to achieve and maintain favorable conservation status according to the species and habitat directive and the negative effects
on domestic animal husbandry and socio-economic effects from large carnivores. A
representative for SATP is turning towards the sectorization that affects the trust in
the system, as it is those who are affected by the decisions that must take the consequences of the lack of the holistic perspective.
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"I’m very opposed to making decisions in various pipes and then you don’t
get it together in the end." (Representative, SATP)
Because of an undefined political mandate, a respondent from the WDC states that
the system becomes unpredictable, which is not a desired intention. The decisions
coming from authorities or levels where decisions are further delivered to be implemented, need predictability as to keep the level of trust that is still deserved but.
"... these unpredictable decisions from the top also make you lose trust in
the system and you lose trust where they say it should be predictable and
that is not predictable. I think that is one of the big threats in general and
that can be a big challenge because it affects everything else that happens.”
(Representative, WDC)

4.10 Different opinions of the regionalization’s pros and cons
Another aspect that emerges in the interviews is the question of where the power in
the system is located, but also where it should be found. SEPA is working on the
regionalization of carnivore management in line with the Swedish Parliament's decision in December 2013.As part of this, SEPA has delegated the right to make decisions on protective hunting to all CABs (except for the county of Gotland) according to the Parliament’s decision on a new carnivore administration. SEPA has also
delegated the right to decide on license hunting for bear and lynx. The management,
which is to be adaptive and based on management plans for the carnivores, also sets
the framework for the administration at regional level. A remark to the issues surrounding an intended regionalization from organizations is closely related to the
wildlife management and at times even the surveys for large carnivores.
The intended regionalization (or decentralization) of carnivore management is met
with sharp criticism in the focus group with representatives from NCOs. It is believed, regarding carnivore policy, as directly counter-productive though perceived
as positive in other contexts. Less opportunity to influence locally and more of a
top-down and centralized line of decision making is their point of view in this context.
"It’s very interesting with decentralization, I mean that it’s very positive
normally, to decentralize decision making. But here it’s totally counter-productive. There’s no good way to say it, but I would like to have a good expression of it so that one can respond to these statements about bringing it
to the locals. It should be centralized.” (Representative, NCO)
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It is not odd that REOs are of a different opinion because of their situation with
carnivores, living in their close vicinity, affecting them first-hand. None of the
REOs supports the pros of centralization but argue that the administration is not
sufficiently regionalized. This because the administration does not consider regionally established objectives and conditions but interweaves the situation in neighboring counties or in the country. A respondent from SSBA introduces the expression
of a lock-in effect, made clear as different opinions blocking each other with no
possibility of reaching an agreement.
"I would like for the decisions to be regionalized and at regional level like
it was meant in the wildlife management system, but then ... if we take the
wolf, (...) suddenly we can’t get a license hunt because we haven’t met the
goals set by SEPA, but we have achieved well, as our own CAB together
with wildlife management have said to be reasonable. Somehow and somewhere it goes wrong and makes it enter an effect of a lock-in.”
(Representative, SSBA)
Furthermore, it is perceived that there is an excessive difference between national
and regional goals and conditions which affects the possibilities of steering the focus
and process in a favorable direction. The problem with depleted trust in the system
and the perceived ignorance from authorities can be pointed out by carrying out
illicit measures in order to make a statement of something malfunctioning. This is
not definitive, but it is real, and it is something that is requested to be sorted out
before it increases.
“It encourages illegal hunting and thoughts like "if the authorities don’t
listen to our problems, we’ll have to fix it ourselves", and in my world it’s
the worst outcome because then we can’t control this at all. But we’re there
now and I’m not surprised if it’ll increase.” (Representative, SSBA)
A representative of the FSF points to the fact that, despite the decisions on regionalization, the development has gone in the opposite direction, and that it depends
among other things, on uncertain survey results which leads to different opinions
about how many animals there is. The request for possibility to influence is urgent
and needs to be discussed in order to rectify the situation where no mandate to influence is perceived as present.
“The development in this, if I say so, from a historical perspective, it’s that
power has increasingly shifted towards SEPA. We, the WMD sit like some
fucking dolls that are stuck in some cords and if we say that we want a
certain amount or a minimum level that we think is reasonable then SEPA
doesn’t accept that, so it doesn’t matter what we say.”
(Representative, FSF)
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Even though there are shared opinions between the NCOs and the REOs on the
degree of decentralization and its consequences, the need for rules and guidelines
for the surveys (in order to create a common regulatory framework nationwide) is
highlighted by personnel at the CABs and WDC. The advantage of central management is that the survey system can be applied across the country which is good as to
keep it uniform and less exposed to uncontrollable variations due to regional interpretations.
"It’s good that there is a national authority that sets common rules for this
because otherwise this system would be rather unsustainable."
(Representative, WDC)
“I think it’s very good that you have a strong central establishment because
otherwise we’ll do it in 21 different ways in our CABs."
(Representative, CAB)
The interviews with officials at SEPA reveal that the system is still under development and that there is still some uncertainty about how and in what way the responsibility can be delegated between different levels given that the overall responsibility lies with SEPA. If these uncertainties prevail, there is also uncertainty among
those affected by the decisions.
"It’s so easy to say, "We have regionalized!", but we still have a national
responsibility and we haven’t always landed in how we should take that
national responsibility. It’s clear that when we want to approach the questions, there will be changes and some concern throughout the ranks.” (Representative, SEPA)

4.11 Varying degrees of trust in authorities and officials
When it comes to degrees of trust, the overall interviews are permeated with the
absence of trust. It is overall requested to correct the trust-correlated mistakes and
to save the sinking ship that it is perceived to be. Though, there are glimpses of trust
shining through but specifically directed towards certain authorities. The interviews
show a higher degree of trust towards the CABs compared to that in SEPA.
"... generally, for our county, I can say that if something’s linked to the
CABs then the level of trust is high, anything saying “SEPA”, then it’s a
full stop, no trust at all. It is an enormous difference in attitude in whom
you communicate with and who you report to." (Representative, SHA)
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As a precaution, to prevent and avoid interpretations to result in differences too great
to compare, the WDC is handling the last review of the results, which is stated by
one respondent at WDC.
“But we look at it so that it will be fairly similar and so that a county doesn’t
differ too much from the others. Whenever you read the criteria, one thing
is written and then you interpret it in a different way. It would be very patchy
if you were to interpret it in 21 different ways on things.”
(Representative, WDC)
In several interviews one also turns to the fact that the allocation of responsibilities
and competence between SEPA and the CABs is not sufficiently clear. Sometimes
the room for maneuver is perceived at, for example, the county level as extended,
in other cases as decreased.
"We have examples of a county that found 27 lynx reproductions and it became 22 after the CAB compiled it based on criteria and it was haggled to
18 on Valhallavägen and that infuses no trust at all."
(Representative, SHA)
This also implies that decisions are thrown back and forth between different levels
in the system, which is often linked to the fact that not enough information is obtained from the surveys to be able to make decisions. This is partly due to the survey
methods which require snow and cannot be carried out during years with insufficient
amounts of it.
“Especially when talking about lynx. We can have as many lynx reproductions in x / y municipality as there is in the rest of the county a snowy winter
and then decisions are taken linked to those results and no one buys it, not
even the CABs themselves, but they’re still the basis for the decisions.”
(Representative, SATP)
Representatives of the SSA highlight problems associated with the multi-level system and how it affects the survey results. According to them, the decision-making
committee becomes silent when the survey results are not perceived as credible and
there is a fear among the responsible authorities to make decisions when there is
great uncertainty. The possible latitude for an individual official reduces, which in
turn creates frustration among those affected by the decisions, or non-decisions.
“The authorities in Sweden scare each other. They dare not decide for the
fear of being whipped in the back, it becomes so bureaucratic, so no matter
who’s in charge, you get uncertainty in the system all the way down. And
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he who then sit in contact with us, dares basically do nothing. The people
in the field and we who sit here are extremely frustrated.”
(Representative, SSA)
A respondent at WDC also points to a certain built-in inertia in the system that risks
complicating the adaptation and development to new conditions. The formal system
is sometimes perceived as an ineffective way to deliver messages and made decisions which often are dependent on a faster pace to be considered and implemented
at the most effective location or level.
"In these things that have to go through the formal system in SEPA, there’s
such inertia in such a system, I’m not saying that it’s someone's fault, but
sometimes systems are built in a way that just can’t handle some kind of
development that still happens all the time."
(Representative, WDC)
Although trust is primarily low towards SEPA, but also towards the CABs, trust can
be found at the level of individual officials. However, as a result of high turnover
on personnel, the conditions for building long-term and trusting relationships are
made more difficult. This regularly recurrent turnover lowers the trust that otherwise
is desired and wished to be develop and well-founded.
"Today, there’s no trust whatsoever in the system, but at best, there’s trust
in an individual official and they are changed all the time and that leads to
not knowing at all, what will happen." (Representative, SATP)
Here, the reply from field personnel is particularly emphasized as a crucial factor in
creating trust.
"If this is to work, then it’s important to have field personnel who can infuse
trust." (Representative, SHA)

4.12 Low trust on how the information is handled
The data and information that is produced, analyzed and used within the survey
system needs be handled in a justified way as to respect those who participate in the
process of gathering that information. One consequence to the lack of trust stated at
present, is low trust directed towards how the sensitive information is handled.
When there is little or no trust in how the information is handled, or what measures
are taken, the propensity to report results reduces, mainly from individual and separate observations.
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“Then we’ve had different views on how data should be stored where we
believe that sensitive information shouldn’t be stored by the states on databases in Norway." (Representative, GES)
REOs on the other hand, argue that the motive for reporting decreases because it
does not lead to any concrete action. It is crucial to the REOs, that the results presented in the end of a survey period, are somewhat representative to the actual carnivore populations within their area lest not to lose their share of remuneration in
cases of depredation.
"We’ve had a very hard time getting people to register sightings on the
SkandObs app and one can also hear that "it doesn’t lead anywhere, it has
no use and it’s better that they don’t exist so we can handle it ourselves",
and the word starts to spread in the countryside and that’s dangerous, because then we’ll not get what we need." (Representative, SSBA)
Alternatively, some actors refrain from reporting because there is no trust towards
the authorities; to refrain from reporting is seen by some as a political marker where
one shows her dissatisfaction towards the system.
"The whole community is built on the fact that the only ones who can do
anything to show authorities or those that one is dissatisfied with, is to give
a shit in doing what is expected of one to do. "I'm not going to report it for
anything, because nothing happens anyway!" It's very clear."
(Representative, SATP)
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5

CONCLUSIONS

In conclusions, the trust that is a vital piece in the survey system is perceived as
low where all respondent requests an enhancement of trust on various or all levels
in order for the system to reach a sustainable point of continued existence. If the
trust had been perceived high, the requests would have been few, but instead there
are several calls as to participate in the upgrading of a substandard system, as it is
perceived to be. Throughout the interviews, the early defined subcomponents of
trust were considered immensely important when all were variously mentioned.
The criticism towards communication was clearly directed in three ways perceived
to affect the trust in the system: (1) how the communication takes place, (2) what
is or is not communicated and (3) in which way decisions and/or messages are
communicated. The demand for resources, as always in resource demanding systems, is equally requested throughout the participating authorities and organizations. The insufficiency seems to fret on the trust for unevenly distributed resources and a frustration of sorts appears. The existence of trust, as Putnam et al.
(2004) states, is intimately associated with the concept of respect. A deduction
drawn from this, together with the perceived lack of respect taken from the interviews, is that the concept ‘existence of trust’ is better explained with the concept
‘survival of trust’ because of the overall perception of the respect’s non-existence.
Furthermore, the authorities’ distrust in utilizing available knowledge is also creating a form of frustration. Those directly affected by depredation of large carnivores demands a higher form of involvement and utilization of their experience
and accumulated knowledge in order to develop the system and to be able to tolerate the risk of depredation.
A problem referred to in section 4.3 and which concerns the authorities’ control
of reported observations (in this study) is also found in other systems (such as
school and health care) where the control is intended to ensure quality. Bringselius
(2017) mentions how trust is sometimes placed as opposed to control, which is
sometimes true but usually they go hand in hand. One of several prerequisites in
the publicly funded services is, namely, quality control in order for citizens to trust
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them. The idea is to increase public trust in the results, but the respondents still express a perceived distrust of those who report when a quality control must be done.
According to research, trust depends on how the actors perceive equal treatment
for equal cases or what is usually called procedural justice, together with making
one’s voice heard (Norén Bretzer, 2005). This concept is clearly stated by NCOs
and REOs.
Respondents from both authorities and NGOs show a marked frustration over
how the survey system works. It is well known from the political debate that there
are various opinions about whether carnivore management should be centralized
or decentralized. The fact that the administration, as a result of the ongoing regionalization and that it has not defined its frames, creates uncertainty and thus also
frustration over how responsibility and competence should or should be allocated
between different levels.
When it comes to trust in the survey methods used, above all, there is three aspects highlighted. (1) Wolf tends to be prioritized, both in terms of resource distribution and the development of survey methods, (2) the prerequisites for surveying
lynx, here, the established criteria are perceived as too rigid and not adapted to
new climate and weather conditions together with similar criticisms made against
(3) the survey methods used for wolverine. Most criticized is the number of re-visits at the dens, required to establish reproductions, which can lead to multiple encounters with the wolverine and its cubs.
Measurements called for within the survey system:
 Improved communication channels, extended dialogue and feedback.
 Organize the work to minimize the uncertainty in the system.
 Supplement of resources for the system to function as intended, or an adaptation of the system to available resources.
 Increased understanding of the enterprises’ circumstances.
 Integration of knowledge, and to create structures for active learning.
Measurements called for regarding the survey methods:
 Customized methods for surveying lynx
 Use of new technology (DNA, cameras and drones)
 Better utilize the NGOs’ and the public’s observations.
 Effective channels for feedback.
As this study shows, the assumption that the concept of trust is composed of multiple defined subcomponents is of relevance. The overall support in claims of the
components being parts of a system defined by lack of trust adds to the conclusion
of low trust in the survey system and its methods.

50

Acknowledgements
I hereby thank all those people who participated in the study by discussing the
questionnaire through individual interviews and/or in focus groups. Your contribution has far exceeded my expectations for such a rich material. Furthermore, I
would like to thank my supervisors, Göran Ericsson, Head of Department at the
Department of Wildlife, Fish & Environmental Studies, SLU (Umeå), Camilla
Sandström, Professor at the Department of Political Science, UmU (Umeå) and
Jens Andersson, Coordinator, Department for wildlife analysis, SEPA (Östersund)
for your continuous support and encouragement in the process of writing this report. The study was financed through the Department of Wildlife, Fish & Environmental Studies, SLU (Umeå).

51

6

REFERENCES

Aanes, R., Swenson, J. E., & Linnell, J. D. (1996). Rovvilt og sauenæring i Norge.
I. Tap av sau til rovvilt: en presentasjon av tapets omfang basert på
brukeropplysninger. NINA Oppdragsmelding, 434, 1-46.
Adler, P. S. (2001). Market, Hierarchy, and Trust: The Knowledge Economy and
the Future of Capitalism. Organization Science, 12(2), 215-234. Retrieved
from http://www.jstor.org/stable/3086057
Albrecht, J. P. (2016). How the GDPR Will Change the World. European Data
Protection Law Review, 2(3), 287-289.
Alhojailan, M. I. (2012). Thematic analysis: A critical review of its process and
evaluation. West East Journal of Social Science, 1(1), 39-47.
Ambrose, M. L., & Schminke, M. (2003). Organization structure as a moderator of
the relationship between procedural justice, interactional justice, perceived
organizational support, and supervisory trust. Journal of applied
psychology, 88(2), 295.
Aryee, S., Budhwar, P. S., & Chen, Z. X. (2002). Trust as a mediator of the
relationship between organizational justice and work outcomes: test of a
social exchange model. Journal of Organizational Behavior: The
International Journal of Industrial, Occupational and Organizational
Psychology and Behvaior, 23(3), 267-285.
Axelrod, R. (1984). The Evolution of Cooperation. International Organization,
40(1), 167-186.
Balliet, D., & Van Lange, P. A. (2013). Trust, conflict, and cooperation: A metaanalysis. Psychological Bulletin, 139(5), 1090.
Bar-Yam, Y. (1997). Dynamics of complex systems (Vol. 213). MA: AddisonWesley.
Bjärstig, T., & Sandström, C. (2017). Public-private partnerships in a Swedish
rural context - A policy tool for the authorities to achieve sustainable rural
development? Journal of Rural Studies, 49, 58-68.

52

Blanco, J. C., Reig, S., & de la Cuesta, L. (1992). Distribution, status and
conservation problems of the wolf Canis lupus in Spain. Biological
Conservation, 60(2), 73-80.
Blau, P. (1964). Power and exchange in social life. NY: John Wiley & Sons.
Bok, S. (1979). Lying: Moral Choice in Public and Private Life. Michigan Law
Review, 77(3), 539-542. doi:10.2307/1288137
Boyatzis, R. E. (1998). Transforming qualitative information: Thematic analysis
and code development. SAGE.
Bringselius, L. (2017). Tillitsbaserad styrning och ledning: Ett ramverk. (2 uppl.)
(Samtal om tillit i styrning). Stockholm.
Bringselius, L. (2018). Vad är tillitsbaserad styrning och ledning. (L. Bringselius,
Ed.) Styra och leda med tillit - Forskning och praktik. Statens Offentliga
Utredningar 2018:38.
Bruskotter, J. T., & Wilson, R. S. (2014). Determining Where the Wild Things
will be: Using Psychological Theory to Find Tolerance for Large
Carnivores. Conservation Letters, 7(3), 158-165.
Bryman, A. (2007). Barriers to Integrating Quantitative and Qualitative Research.
Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 1(1), 8-22.
Burton, C. A. (2012). Critical evaluation of a long-term, locally-based wildlife
monitoring program in West Africa. Biodiversity and Conservation, 21,
3079-3094.
Cinque, S. (2015). Collaborative management in wolf licensed hunting: the
dilemmas of public managers in moving collaboration forward. Wildlife
Biology, 21(3), 157-164.
Coase, R. H. (1960). The Problem of Social Costs. The Journal of Law &
Economics, III, 1-44.
Cozza, K., Fico, R., Battistini, M.-L., & Rogers, E. (1996). The damageconservation interface illustrated by predation on domestic livestock in
central Italy. Biological Conservation, 78(3), 329-336.
Cvetkovich, G., & Winter, P. L. (2003). Trust And Social Representations Of The
Management Of Threatened And Endangered Species. Environment and
Behavior, 35(2), 286-307.
Dahlström, C., Lindvall, J., & Rothstein, B. (2013). Corruption, Bureaucratic
Failure and Social Policy Priorities. Political Studies, 61(3), 523-542.
Danielsen, F., Jensen, P. M., Burgess, N. D., Altamirano, R., Alviola, P. A.,
Andrianandrasana, H., & Enghoff, M. (2014). A multicountry assessment
of tropical resource monitoring by local communities. BioScience, 64(3),
236-251.
Deutsch, M. (1958). Trust and Suspicion. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 2(4),
265-279.
Dir. 2017:119. (n.d.). Tilläggsdirektiv till Tillitsdelegationen. Retrieved from
Regeringen: https://www.regeringen.se/rattsligadokument/kommittedirektiv/2017/12/dir.-2017119/
Earle, T. C. (2010). Trust in Risk Management: A Model-based Review of
Empirical Research. Risk Analysis: An International Journal, 30(4), 541574.

53

Elofsson, K., Widman, M., Häggmark Svensson, T., & Steen, M. (2015).
Påverkan från rovdjursangrepp på landsbygdsföretagens ekonomi.
Institutionen för ekonomi. Uppsala: Sveriges lantbruksuniversitet (SLU).
European Commision. (2019). The Habitats Directive. Retrieved from EU Nature
Law:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/legislation/habitatsdirective/index_
en.htm
Fehr, E., Fischbacher, U., & Kosfeld, M. (2005). Neuroeconomic Foundations of
Trust and Social Preferences: Initial Evidence. American Economic
Review, 95(2), 346-351.
Fielding, N. (1994). Varieties of research interviews. Nurse Researcher, 1(3), 413.
Frank, J., Månsson, J., & Höglund, L. (2018). Viltskadestatistik 2017.
Viltskadecenter.
Fulmer, A. C., & Gelfand, M. J. (2012). At What Level (and in Whom) We Trust:
Trust Across Multiple Organizational Levels. Journal of Management,
38(4), 1167-1230.
Galtung, J. (1990). Cultural Violence. Journal of Peace Research, 27(3), 291-305.
Gervasi, V., Odden, J., Linnell, J. D., Persson, J., Andrén, H., & Brøseth, H.
(2013). Re-evaluation of distance criteria for classification of lynx family
groups in Scandinavia. Trondheim: NINA (Norsk institutt for
naturforskning).
Grimes, T. R. (1990). Truth, content, and the hypothetico-deductive method.
Philosophy of Science, 57(3), 514-522.
Holmberg, S., & Rothstein, B. (2015). Hög mellanmänsklig tillit i Sverige - men
inte bland alla. (A. Bergström, B. Johansson, H. Oscarsson, & M.
Oskarson, Eds.) Fragment.
IPBES. (2019). Global assessment of biodiversity and ecosystem services.
Retrieved from IPBES Science and Policy for People and Nature:
https://www.ipbes.net/global-assessment-biodiversity-ecosystem-services
Jędrzejewski, W., Schmidt, K., Okarma, H., & Kowalczyk, R. (2002). Movement
pattern and home range use by the Eurasian lynx in Białowieża Primeval
Forest (Poland). Annales Zoologici Fennici, 39(1), 29-41.
Johansson, J. (2013). Constructing and contesting the legitimacy of private forest
governance: The case of forest certification in Sweden. Faculty of Social
Sciences, Department of Political Science. Umeå: Umeå University.
Johansson, M. (2012). Patientdelaktighet: faktorer som är av betydelse för
patientens delaktighet i den egna vården. Institutionen för Vårdvetenskap
och hälsa. Göteborg: Göteborgs Universitet.
Kaczensky, P. (1996). Large carnivore-livestock conflicts in Europe.
Wildbiologische Gesellschaft.
Karlsson, J., & Eklund, A. (2014). Resultat från inventering av järv i Sverige
vintern 2012/2013. Grimsö Forskningsstation, Riddarhyttan:
Viltskadecenter (SLU).
Khazanchi, S., & Masterson, S. S. (2011). Who and What is Fair Matters: A
Multifoci Social Exchange Model of Creativity. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 32(1), 86-106.

54

Lewicki, R. J., Tomlinson, E. C., & Gillespie, N. (2006). Models of Interpersonal
Trust Development: Theoretical Approaches, Empirical Evidence, and
Future Directions. Journal of Management, 32(6), 991-1022.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206306294405
Lewis, D. J., & Weigert, A. (1985). Trust as a Social Reality. Social Forces, 63(4),
967-985.
Lindgren, L. (2006). Utvärderingsmonstret: kvalitets- och resultatmätning i den
offentliga sektorn. Studentlitteratur.
Linnell, J. D., Broseth, H., Odden, J., & Nilsen, E. B. (2010). Sustainably
harvesting a large carnivore? Development of Eurasian lynx populations
in Norway during 160 years of shifting policy. Environmental
Management, 45(5), 1142-1154.
Linnell, J. D., Swenson, J. E., & Andersen, R. (2000). Conservation of biodiversity
in Scandinavian boreal forests: large carnivores as flagships, umbrellas,
indicators, or keystones? Biodiversity & Conservation, 9(7), 857-868.
Loiselle, C. G., Profetto-MacGrath, J., Polit, D. F., & Beck, C. T. (2007).
Canadian Essentials of Nursing Research (2 ed.). Philadelphia, PA:
Lippincot Williams & Wilkins.
Luhmann, N. (1979). Trust: A Mechanism for the Reduction of Social
Complexity. In N. Luhmann, Trust and Power: Two works by Niklas
Luhmann (pp. 1-103).
MacDonald, M. E. (2006). Qualitative interviewing: a few whats, hows and whys.
Paper presented at a Videoconference Meeting of the CIHR Strategic
Training Program in Palliative Care Research. Montreal, QC.
Marks, D. F., & Yardley, L. (2004). Research methods for clinical and health
psychology. SAGE.
Maxwell, J. A. (2008). Designing a qualitative study. In The SAGE handbook of
applied social research methods 2 (pp. 214-253).
Mech, D. L. (1995). The challenge and opportunity of recovering wolf
populations. Conservation biology, 9(2), 270-278.
Mintzberg, H. (2017). Planning on the Left Side, Managing on the Right.
Leadership Perspectives, 413-426.
Morse, J. M. (2000). Researching illness and injury: methodological
considerations. Qualitative Health Research, 10(4), 538-546.
Naturvårdsverket. (2015, June). Publikationer. Retrieved from Strategi för Svensk
viltförvaltning: http://www.naturvardsverket.se/OmNaturvardsverket/Publikationer/ISBN/8700/978-91-620-8736-4/
Naturvårdsverket. (2018, July). En ny rovdjursförvaltning. Retrieved from
Naturvårdsverket: http://www.naturvardsverket.se/Miljoarbete-isamhallet/Miljoarbete-i-Sverige/Viltforvaltning/En-nyrovdjursforvaltning/
Naturvårdsverket. (2018, June). Publikationer. Retrieved from Naturvårdsverket:
http://www.naturvardsverket.se/978-91-620-6830-1
Naturvårdsverket. (2019, May). Publikationer. Retrieved from Naturvårdsverket:
http://www.naturvardsverket.se/OmNaturvardsverket/Publikationer/ISBN/6800/978-91-620-6878-3/
Naturvårdsverket. (2019a). Opublicerad rapport.

55

Needham, M. D., & Vaske, J. J. (2008). Hunter Perceptions of Similarity and Trust
in Wildlife Agencies and Personal Risk Associated with Chronic Wasting
Disease. Society and Natural Resources, 21(3), 197-214.
NFS 2007:10. (n.d.). Föreskrifter och allmänna råd. Retrieved from
Naturvårdsverket: http://www.naturvardsverket.se/Stod-imiljoarbetet/Rattsinformation/Foreskrifter-allmanna-rad/
Nielsen, M. R., & Lund, J. F. (2012). Seeing white elephants? The production and
communication of information in a locally-based monitoring system in
Tanzania. Conservation and Society, 10, 1-14.
Norén Bretzer, Y. (2005). Att förklara politiskt förtroende. Betydelsen av socialt
kapital och rättvisa procedurer. Statsvetenskapliga institutionen.
Göteborg: Göteborgs universitet.
Norén Bretzer, Y. (2017). Sveriges politiska system (Vol. 3). Lund:
Studentlitteratur.
Nunkoosing, K. (2005). The problems with interviews. Qualitative Health
Research, 15, 698-706.
Odden, J., Mattisson, J., Rauset, G. R., Linnell, J. D., Persson, J., Segerström, P.,
& Andrén, H. (2010). Er skadefelling av gaupe og jerv selektiv.
Trondheim: NINA (Norsk institutt for naturforskning).
Ozawa, S., & Sripad, P. (2013). How do you Measure Trust in the Health System?
A Systematic Review of the Litterature. Social Science & Medicine, 91,
10-14.
Patton, M. Q. (1990). Qualitative evaluation and research methods. SAGE
Publications, inc.
Pedersen, V. A., Linnell, J. D., Andersen, R., Andrén, H., Lindén, M., &
Segerström, P. (1999). Winter lynx (Lynx lynx) predation on semidomestic reindeer Rangifer tarandus in northern Sweden. Wildlife Biology,
5(1), 203-212.
Prop. 2012/13:191. (n.d.). En hållbar rovdjurspolitik . Retrieved from Regeringen:
https://www.regeringen.se/rattsliga-dokument/proposition/2013/09/prop.201213191/
Putnam, R. D., Feldstein, L., & Cohen, D. J. (2004). Better Together: Restoring
the American Community. New York: Simon & Schuster.
QSR International. (n.d.). What is NVivo? Retrieved from QSR International Web
site: https://www.qsrinternational.com/nvivo/what-is-nvivo
Quigley, H. B., & Crawshaw Jr, P. G. (1992). A conservation plan for the jaguar
Panthera onca in the Pantanal region of Brazil. Biological Conservation,
61(3), 149-157.
Regeringen. (2015, April). Rättsliga dokument. Retrieved from Regeringen:
https://www.regeringen.se/rattsliga-dokument/proposition/2013/09/prop.201213191/
Regnö, K. (2013). Det osynliggjorda ledarskapet: Kvinnliga chefer i majoritet.
Stockholm: KTH, Royal Institute of Technology.
Root, T. L., & Alpert, P. (1994). Volunteers and the NBS. Science, 263(5151),
1205-1205.
Rothstein, B. (2003). Sociala fällor och tillitens problem.

56

Rothstein, B. (2011). The quality of government: Corruption, social trust, and
inequality in international perspective. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.
Rovbase. (2019). Om Rovbase. Retrieved from Rovbase:
http://rovbase.se/OmRovbase
Rovdata. (n.d.). Rovdata. Trondheim, Norway. Retrieved from
https://www.rovdata.no/Hjem/English.aspx
Sametinget. (2018). Statistik - Rovdjur. Retrieved from Sametinget:
https://www.sametinget.se/statistik/rovdjur
Sametinget. (2019, Maj 7). Rennäring och Rovdjur, Statistik. Retrieved from
Sametinget: https://www.sametinget.se/statistik/rovdjur
Sametinget. (2019). Samebyar. Retrieved from Sametinget:
https://www.sametinget.se/samebyar
Sandelowski, M. (2002). Reembodying qualitative inquiry. Qualitative Health
Research, 12, 104-115.
Sandström, C., Ericsson, G., Dressel, S., Eriksson, M., & Kvastegård, E. (2014).
Attityder till rovdjur och rovdjursförvaltning.
Sehlin MacNeil, K. (2017). Extractive Violence on Indigenous Country: Sami and
Aboriginal Views on Conflicts and Power Relations with Extractive
Industries. Umeå: Umeå Universitet.
SFS 2001:724. (n.d.). Viltskadeförordning. Retrieved from Riksdagen:
http://riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/dokument/svenskforfattningssamling/viltskadeforordning-2001724_sfs-2001-724
SFS 2009:1263. (n.d.). Förordning om förvaltning av björn, varg, järv, lo och
kungsörn. Retrieved from Riksdagen:
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/dokument/svenskforfattningssamling/forordning-20091263-om-forvaltning-av-bjorn_sfs2009-1263
SFS 2009:1474. (n.d.). Förordning om viltförvaltningsdelegationer. Retrieved
from Riksdagen: https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokumentlagar/dokument/svensk-forfattningssamling/forordning-20091474-om_sfs2009-1474
Silvertown, J. (2009). A new dawn for science. Trends in ecology & evolution,
24(9), 467-471.
Sjölander-Lindqvist, A., Johansson, M., & Sandström, C. (2015). Individual and
Collective Responses to Large Carnivore Management: The Roles of
Trust, Representation, Knowledge Spheres, Communication and
Leadership. Wildlife Biology, 21(3), 175-185. Retrieved from
https://doi.org/10.2981/wlb00065
SOU 2007:89. (n.d.). Rovdjuren och deras förvaltning. Retrieved from
Regeringen: https://www.regeringen.se/rattsliga-dokument/statensoffentliga-utredningar/2007/12/sou-200789/
SOU 2012:22. (n.d.). Mål för rovdjuren. Retrieved from Regeringen:
https://www.regeringen.se/rattsliga-dokument/statens-offentligautredningar/2012/04/sou-201222/

57

SOU 2018:38. (n.d.). Styra och leda med tillit - Forskning och praktik. Retrieved
from Regeringen: https://www.regeringen.se/rattsliga-dokument/statensoffentliga-utredningar/2018/06/sou-201838/
Speziale, H. J., & Carpenter, D. (2011). Qualitative Research in Nursing:
Advancing the Humanistic Imperative (5 ed.). Philadelphia, PA:
Lippincott Williams & Wilkins.
Stern, M. J. (2008). The Power of Trust: Toward a Theory of Local Opposition to
Neighbouring Protected Areas. Society and Natural Resources, 21(10),
859-875.
STFS 2007:9. (2013, August 12). Sametingets författningssamling. Retrieved from
Sametinget: https://www.sametinget.se/3521?file_id=2
Swenson, J. E., & Andrén, H. (2005). A tale of two countries: large carnivore
depredation and compensation schemes in Sweden and Norway.
Conservation Biology Series, 9, pp. 323-339.
Tillitsdelegationen. (2019). Om Tillitsdelegationen. Retrieved from
Tillitsdelegationen: http://tillitsdelegationen.se/om-tillitsdelegationen/
Wallin, C.-J., & Thor, J. (2008). SBAR-modell för bättre kommunikation mellan
vårdpersonal. Läkartidningen, 105, 1922-5.
Wenger, E., McDermott, R. A., & Snyder, W. (2002). Cultivating Communities of
Practice: A Guide to Managing Knowledge. Boston: Harvard Business
Press.
Wibeck, V. (2010). Fokusgrupper: Om fokuserade gruppintervjuer som
undersökningsmetod. Lund: Studentlitteratur.
Viltskadestatistik. (2019). Viltskadestatistik. Retrieved from SLU:
https://www.slu.se/centrumbildningar-ochprojekt/viltskadecenter/skador/viltskadestatistik/
Young, S. P., & Goldman, E. A. (1944). The wolves of North America. The
Scientific Monthly, 59, 478-479.
ZOOM. (n.d.). H2 Handy Recorder Overview. Retrieved from Zoom:
https://www.zoom-na.com/products/field-video-recording/fieldrecording/h2-handy-recorder#overview

58

Appendix 1
Interview guide
The issues raised which form the basis of the collected data material focus on today’s challenges and future improvement opportunities where the interviewed has
expressed his / her respective views.
Does any of the survey methods work better than the other?
If you had the opportunity to change the methods - how would you change or improve them?
If you had the chance to change something about the system or the methods
to strengthen trust and predictability, if so, what action would you take?
Which parts of the trust model (see figure 1) would you like to put extra emphasis
on?
At present, the division of responsibilities between the different levels and actors looks like this. (see appendix 2)
Do you consider that the responsibility for different decisions and measures is
placed on the right authority or at the right level? If you had the opportunity to
change this - what would you change and why?
Is there any part of the survey system that you think works better or worse?
(see appendix 2)
If you had the opportunity to change the survey system to strengthen trust and predictability, what measures would you take?
How do you wish you would be met by the authorities, in order to strengthen
your trust in them?
Which ways do you think should be explored in order for the trust in the surveys to
or should be improved?
Which communication channels have so far worked the best and which ones
could be improved?
How does the communication look today between different levels? How do you
like or think that that communication will be better? How does the communication
look today regarding cross-border cooperation between Sweden and Norway?
How do you experience the different time aspects that affect action and decisions?
Survey methodology, resource allocation (personnel and compensation), access to
research etc.
Does the tool Rovbase facilitate your work?
Time efficiency, availability, user-friendliness etc.
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Can you summarize what challenges you face in your role in the survey
work?

Note: The original interview questions were written in Swedish. To acquire a transcript of the originals please contact the author.
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Appendix 2
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Appendix 3
Survey methodology – a summarized version
To be able to implement the carnivore policy, the authorities must continuously
evaluate the measures taken in the management plans, monitor how the goals are
met at the different levels of administration, develop knowledge about the size, extent and development of carnivore populations over time.
BEAR, Ursus arctos
Three main methods for obtaining information:
1. Collection of scats
- carried out during the period of 21 Aug. – 31 Oct.
2. Sightings
- carried out during the first week of the moose hunt
3. The bear hunt and reported dead bears
WOLVERINE, Gulo gulo
Survey of wolverine reproductions (females and offspring/juveniles) should be
carried out annually within the wolverine's range in Scandinavia. DNA collection
should be used as supplementary surveying methodology. The survey for wolverine is carried out during the period 1 February – 31 July.
LYNX, Lynx lynx
Survey of lynx is based on the registration of family groups (females and offspring/juveniles). The distinction is made out in the field or through mathematical
calculations based on how far a lynx moves during a day, so-called distance criteria. The survey for lynx is carried out during the period of 1 October – 28 February
each year.
WOLF, Canis lupus
The survey of wolfs in Scandinavia shall be based on sight and trace observations
as well as the collection of scats and other biological material on snow-covered
land during the period of 1 October – 31 March. The surveys should primarily be
aimed at and conducted covering the reproducing pairs.
GOLDEN EAGLE, Aquila chrysaetos
The survey is based on achieving two goals:
1. Number of occupied territories (territories where the golden eagle has been
sighted during the survey)
2. Number of successful breeding, which reflects the possible growth of the population.
The survey is carried out during the period of 1 June – 15 September.
The summary is taken from SEPA’s report no. 6830, A description of the Scandinavian survey system for large carnivores. (Naturvårdsverket, 2018)
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Appendix 4
Information to the respondent regarding personal data processing at SLU in student work for Evaluation of the survey
system of large carnivores in Scandinavia.
Responsible for personal data management
The Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences (SLU) is responsible for the processing of your personal data. Your contact for this evaluation is:
Philip Öhrman
Student, Jägmästarprogrammet 14/19
Department of Fish & Wildlife Management
Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences
+46 (0)73-820 07 09
phoh0001@stud.slu.se

Data protection agent at SLU is reachable via dataskydd@slu.se or 018-67 20 90.

Purposes
Stakeholders will be asked to participate, and we will gather information by recording discussions conducted through focus groups and interviews. The recorded
material will be transcribed to text and analyzed and then included in a final report. SLU will also process your personal data in the ways necessary for SLU to
comply with the rules regarding public documents and public authorities' archives.

Categories of personal data and their source
Contact information has been obtained through the project’s assistant supervisor;

Camilla Sandström
Professor
Statsvetenskap / Dept. of Political Science
Umeå University/Umeå University
SE-901 87 Umeå, Sweden
+46 (0)90 786 6450 / +46 (0)70-219 63 44

Legal basis
Processing of personal data is done in this project to carry out the assignment
Evaluation of the survey system of large carnivores in Scandinavia 2017-12-08,
Case number: NV-04671-17 from the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency.
The processing is done in order to carry out a task of public interest.
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Disclosure
SLU may disclose your personal data to anyone who requests a general document
about your personal information, in accordance with the rules on public documents, unless they are subject to confidentiality.

Transfer of personal data
No personal data will be transferred to other organizations.

Storage
Personal data will be stored until a final report of the assignment is completed. The
transcribed text will be stored for future research at SLU.
Your personal data is also stored if it is required by the law on public documents
and government archives.

Your rights
You have the right, under certain circumstances, to have your data deleted, corrected, restricted and to have access to the personal data processed, and the right to
object to the processing. To use your rights, please contact the privacy and data
protection function with the contact details below.

Obligation to provide personal data
If you are bound by other agreements where the obligation to provide personal
data is a requirement then that obligation also applies within the scope of this assignment.

Comments
If you have any comments on SLUs personal data processing, you can contact the
privacy and data protection function at dataskydd@slu.se, 018-67 20 90.
If you are not satisfied with SLUs answers, you can turn to complaints about the
SLUs processing of your personal data to the Data Inspection Board, datainspektionen@datainspektionen.se or 08-657 61 00.
You can read more about the supervision of the Data Inspection Board at
http://www.datainspektionen.se/
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Appendix 5
Informed consent
Hi, you will participate in research within the framework of the project Evaluation
of the survey system of large carnivores in Scandinavia, where I aim to investigate
how trust to the survey system for large carnivores is expressed and experienced.
Today’s activity consists of a focus group / individual interview where we will talk
and discuss on your view of the survey system and the aspects that affect trust to
it.
The focus group / individual interview will consist of a coherent discussion with
elements based on a visual material that the interviewer has prepared.
I wish to record the interview in order to be able to analyze it as accurately as possible. By signing this document, you give me permission to record our discussion
and use the information obtained for research purposes only. ALL information collected during the focus group, including the identity of the participant, will be encoded. In the published material no data will be traced back to an individual participant. The collected data will be archived and handled according to the Swedish
legislation. The collected data will only be used for scientific purposes.
You are at any time entitled to cancel your participation in the study and withdraw
your consent for us to use the collected data in the analysis.
If you would like more information or have further questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at phoh0001@stud.slu.se or 073-820 07 09.
Sincerely
Philip Öhrman
Research assistant
Department of Fish & Wildlife Management, Swedish University of Agricultural
Sciences
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I declare that, as a participant in the research at the Department of Fish & Wildlife
Management at the Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences (SLU): (1) I have
been explained the purpose of the research that I will participate in, understand
what this participation means and have had the opportunity to ask questions that
have been answered in full. (2) I have received enough information about this
study. (3) I understand that my participation is voluntary and that, at any time (until such a date as it is no longer possible, I have been informed that, I can, without
giving any reason, withdraw my participation and refuse the use of the collected
data. (4) I give permission for an audio recording of my stated answers to questions posed as part of the study. (5) I give permission for the audio file and transcription of the same, to be saved in a secure manner, to be analyzed anonymously
and used for reporting of scientific research. (6) I give my consent to participate in
the study above.

Place and Date: ___________________________________________________

Signature respondent: ______________________________________________

Printed name: _____________________________________________________

If you wish to learn more about the results of the study, please enter your email address below:
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