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Introduction 
Festivals constitute a significant feature of the cultural life of late modernity. At least in the 
Western world, the number of festivals has increased tremendously over the last few decades 
and still continues to do so. Of course, arranging festivals is by no means a new idea. 
Festivals have existed since ancient times, and the word itself is derived from Latin and 
commonly means public joy and merriment (Falassi, 1987). Still, the ‘festival explosion’ we 
can witness today is a contemporary phenomenon, and in late modernity, even small, 
peripheral municipalities may stage significant events, invite internationally acknowledged 
performers, attract a huge audience and have lots of attention from the media and hence 
become cultural centres, at least for a limited period of time each year. 

From an interdisciplinary field, investigations have been made into festivals’ potential for 
contributing to development of local identity in their host municipalities. The studies 
conducted hitherto are possible to divide into two different categories: Those that are 
concerned with perceptions of festival impact (e.g. Delamere, 2001; Gursoy, Kim and Uysal, 
2004) and those that investigate empirically further into the mechanisms that allow for such 
impact to take place (e.g. De Bres & Davis, 2001; Derrett, 2003). This research shows that a 
festival may contribute to development of local identity in two main areas. Firstly, it may 
function as a “distinctive identifier of place and people” (Derrett, 2003, p. 57) and hence be 
an outward manifestation of community identity towards the outside world. Secondly, a 
festival may also be an occasion for reinforcement of the ‘inner’ social and cultural 
community identity, by providing an arena for the inhabitants to draw on shared stories, 
cultural practices and ideals (Ekman, 1999) and hence produce and reproduce local 
knowledge. 

No festival exists without a context or without any interrelations between itself and the 
surrounding world. As Getz, Andersson and Larson (2007) emphasise, festivals are players 
within an environment “in which goals and resources for the event are negotiated by multiple 
parties” (ibid. p. 104). Hence, the festival interacting with others in this environment is a 
presupposition for assuming that it may have any impact or contribute to any development at 
all, be it economic, social or cultural. However, the impact is certainly not of the one-way 
kind, so that the festival is in the centre, impacting upon its surroundings. We are talking here 
of complex two- or more-ways relationships and interactions, in which the festival takes part. 

Getz et al. (2007) identified, in their large, multiple-case study on 13 Swedish and 
Canadian festivals, several categories of festival stakeholders. Likewise, Karlsen (2007) 
observed festival-stakeholder relationships of different kinds and in relation to a diverse range 
of actors or partners. In addition, these relationships were seen as an important part of what 
anchored the festival in its host municipality1. Hence, it constituted one of in all four 
important interfaces between the festival and its host municipality. The study reported in this 
paper, was developed taking these findings into account. 

The aim of the present study was to investigate how three specific festivals, namely the 
Festspel i Pite Älvdal (Piteå, Sweden), the Festspillene i Nord-Norge (Harstad, Norway) and 
the Jutajaiset Folklorefestivaali (Rovaniemi, Finland) contributed to the development of local 

                                                
1 The remaining three interfaces were: access to a target audience; a broad bottom-up approach to initiating 
festival content; and inclusion of local artists. 
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identity in their host municipalities. 2 These festivals are all situated in the Barents region and 
have that in common that they take place quite far from their respective countries’ capital 
areas. They are also similar in the sense that they are some of the largest and most visible 
festivals in the area in which they operate. The study’s aim was explored through the 
following three research questions: 
 

• How do the festivals cooperate with local actors? 
 

• How do the festivals participate in and contribute to processes of glocalisation?3 
 

• What kinds of stories are told through the festivals about their respective host 
municipalities? 

 
Investigating the first research question, a multiplicity of festival-stakeholder relationships 
appeared. Four aspects concerning these relationships have been generated in the present 
study, reported in this paper. The data also uncovered some important presuppositions for 
building and maintaining such relationships, which will be given attention in the paper’s final 
discussion. 
 
Theoretical background 
The festival study was designed using modernity theory (Giddens, 1990, 1991) and previous 
festival theory and research as its main theoretical framework. However, during the process of 
analysing the study’s data, network and stakeholder theory were seen as appropriate lenses for 
describing and developing the findings connected to the festivals’ cooperation with local 
actors or stakeholder relationships.  

The network concept was originally proposed by Håkansson and Snehota (2006) in 1989, 
and focuses on describing the interdependencies between the different relationships of 
business organisations, in other words their webs of relations, as networks. These 
interdependencies may be described as “activities, resources and actors” (p. 260) and one of 
the most critical aspects of organisational performance concerns the decision of whom to 
interact with. 

In summarising the propositions of their network model, Håkansson and Snehota (2006) 
made four statements, which we found to be applicable to our festival data. In short, the 
festivals’ situations may be described as follows:  
 

1. They operate in a context “in which their behaviour is conditioned by a limited 
number of counterparts, each of which is unique and engaged in pursuing its own 
goals” (p. 261). 

 
2. The relationships that the festivals engage in “make it possible to access and exploit 

the resources of other parties and to link the parties’ activities together” (p. 261).  
 

3. The distinctive capabilities of each festival are “developed through its interactions in 
the relationships that it maintains with other parties” (p. 261). Hence, the identity of 
the festival is “created through relations with others” (p. 261).  

 

                                                
2 The study is reported in full in Karlsen (2008). 
3 ‘Glocal’ is a combination of the words ‘global’ and ‘local’. The world is used to describe the late modern 
phenomenon of the global and the local interacting in dialectical ways. 
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4. Other parties to the interaction operate under similar conditions, so therefore the 
festival performance “is conditioned by the totality of the network as a context, i.e. 
even by interdependencies among third parties” (p. 261). 

 
When studying the festivals through this model, all actors become related entities and thereby 
parts of the festival context. As Håkansson and Snehota (2006) put it: “The context is enacted, 
it is created by the organization itself, and in a sense it even constitutes the organization 
itself” (p. 261). Following this model, the effectiveness of the festivals is given by the way it 
relates to its context. The model also suggests that it is the activities that take place between 
the festival and the other actors or stakeholders, which determine the overall effectiveness of 
the festival in achieving its goals.  

In the network model, the concept of strategy is understood as the set of activities, which 
determine organisational effectiveness. Hence, festival strategy would primarily concern the 
process of relating and interacting within the context. The model suggests that ”framing the 
context” (p. 267), in other words engaging in a social process, is what organisational 
management (or festival directors) seeking to ensure effectiveness should focus on. 

In their empirical study referred to earlier, Getz et al. (2007) used network theory to put 
their findings into perspective. However, they also drew on stakeholder theory and developed 
this theory further in mapping how festival-managers work with stakeholders and who the 
stakeholders are. Stakeholder roles were categorised as that of co-producers, facilitators, allies 
and collaborators, regulators, suppliers, the audience and the impacted. The overall 
conclusion of the study mirrors the network model in that it suggests that festivals and events 
are produced within and by a set of managed stakeholder relationships. Also, Getz et al. 
(2007) find that stakeholders frequently assume multiple roles. Hence, they see a potential for 
conflicts of interests as well as for synergistic, between-stakeholder relationships. Especially, 
they see the role of the festival’s host municipality to be ambiguous, since this stakeholder is 
often simultaneously a regulator and partner as well as a co-producer.  

In our opinion, the two articles referred to differ on one major aspect. Whereas Getz et al. 
(2007) highlight festivals’ networking as originating from resource dependency, Håkansson 
and Snehota (2006) discuss the network model related to the broader concept of 
organizational effectiveness. The stakeholder role categories (Getz et al., 2007) provide us 
with valuable concepts for discussing the networking entities in our material and the network 
model (Håkansson & Snehota, 2006) allows us to embrace our empirical material in an open 
way.  

  
Methodology 
The study was conducted using an embedded multiple case-design (Yin, 2003). Each of the 
festivals was considered as one case, and within each of these cases there were three units of 
analysis, connected to the study’s three research questions. The three festivals had some 
similar features. Firstly, they were some of the largest and most visible festivals in the area in 
which they operated, and secondly, they were located in the ‘periphery’ of their respective 
countries, far from the capital and the economic and cultural centres. Hence, they were 
selected with the assumption that they may produce similar results, in Yin’s terminology we 
are talking of a “literal replication” (p. 47). The rich and complex empirical material was 
gathered through observations of festival events; in-depth interviews with festival 
administrators and official representatives of the festivals’ host municipalities; and 
documentation in the form of festival programmes and websites4. 

                                                
4 The fieldwork was carried out in 2005 (Festspel i Pite Älvdal) and 2007 (Festspillene i Nord-Norge and 
Jutajaiset Folklorefestivaali). 
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In all 58 festival events were observed, 21 during the Festspel i Pite Älvdal; 24 during the 
Festspillene i Nord-Norge; and 13 during the Jutajaiset Folklorefestivaali. Since it was 
impossible for one researcher to observe all the festival events available, a selection was made 
which ensured maximum variation in relation to musical styles and genres, location, and type 
of event. During the observations, field notes were written, which were structured in relation 
to the study’s research questions. The researcher acted mainly as a member of the festival 
audience. Hence, her role could be described as that of an active-member-researcher (Adler 
and Adler, 1994, p. 382). 

The interviews were of a semi-structured kind, and the interview guide was developed in 
Norwegian and later translated into Swedish and English. The interviewees were of two 
kinds: 1) directors and artistic leaders of the festivals investigated; and 2) official 
representatives of the host municipalities of the festivals. Regarding the latter group, they 
were public servants working within the administration of culture and the arts at the highest 
level within their respective municipalities. In all 4 directors/artistic leaders were interviewed 
and 6 official representatives of host municipalities. Considering that the interviewees were 
chosen because they were seen as “experts or key informants” (Miles and Huberman, 1994, p. 
28), the sampling strategy used for selecting them, may be described as reputational case 
selection (Goetz and Lecompte, 1984). 

Documentation, in the form of festival programmes and websites, was also used as data. 
This documentation served mainly as a support for the memory in the process of recalling 
different festival events. However, it was also used and analysed as empirical data in itself. 

Two overarching principles were used in the act of analysing the study’s data. Firstly, all 
interview texts were subjected to meaning condensation (Kvale, 1996). Secondly, in 
conducting cross-case analysis of the different festivals involved, a strategy was used, which 
in Miles and Huberman’s (1994) terminology is called “stacking comparable cases” (p. 176). 
This implies that the researcher should derive variables from previous research as well as 
remain open towards uniqueness, and write up a series of cases. Then, matrices and other 
displays should be used to analyse “each case in depth” (p. 176). Concerning the research 
question dealt with in particular in this paper, displays were created, which gave a visual 
representation of which stakeholders and what forms of stakeholder cooperation the festivals 
were engaged in. Thereafter, key concepts were derived from previous research and theory 
(Getz et al., 2007; Håkansson & Snehota, 2006), which the material was analysed in relation 
to. 
 
Results  
In the following, we will look into the study’s findings by focusing on four different aspects 
related to the theories mentioned above, namely 1) how festivals may have multiple 
stakeholders and how these may “assume multiple roles” (Getz et al., 2007, p.120) or develop 
‘additional stakeholderships’; 2) how stakeholder relations and the positions of stakeholders 
may “change over time” (p. 105) and even develop into a kind of ‘stakeholder symbiosis’; 3) 
how effective stakeholder management may be a question of “long-term viability” or even 
survival of a festival (p. 103-104), but also how a festival may contribute to survival of its 
stakeholders, perhaps especially its host municipality or municipalities; and 4) how festivals, 
instead of purely operating in networks with only a “limited number of identifiable 
organizational entities” (Håkansson & Snehota, 2006, p. 259) engage in creating and 
participating in extended and ‘loose networks’ with strong, glocal  features. 
 
Multiple stakeholders assuming multiple roles 
All three festivals investigated, were engaged with a multiplicity of stakeholders, which 
fulfilled all the roles, investigated and coined by Getz et al. (2007), of co-producers, 
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facilitators, allies, collaborators, regulators, suppliers and audience. However, some 
stakeholders had multiple roles or had developed ‘additional stakeholderships’ over time, 
which had resulted in quite complex chains of interactions and negotiations. Below, examples 
will be given from the Jutajaiset Folklorefestivaali and the Festspel i Pite Älvdal respectively. 

The festival director of the Jutajaiset Folklorefestivaali is, as any festival director, central 
in the act of managing the festival’s stakeholderships. As many festivals, the Jutajaiset 
Folklorefestivaali cooperate with the regional and local authorities and these institutions fulfil 
the roles of co-producers, facilitators and suppliers as well as regulators. However, what 
makes this picture even more complex is that the festival director is not only in the position of 
negotiating with these important stakeholders. In addition to his part-time job as a festival 
director, he is working at the regional development office and he is also a member of the City 
Council. Hence, he is at the same time ‘on the other side of the table’ as a representative of 
some of the festival’s most important stakeholders. As regards the person responsible for the 
municipality’s cultural sector, the festival director is above her as well as beneath her when it 
comes to decision-making, depending upon which role he fulfils at the moment. 

In 2004, one year before the data of this study was collected, the Festspel i Pite Älvdal 
presented a quite experimental and avant-garde festival programme that made the numbers of 
attendees drop to very low levels. In an attempt to regain and cooperate with its audience 
stakeholders, the festival established so-called ‘reference groups’, which gathered previous 
audience as well as representatives from the festival’s host municipalities and sponsors. In 
this context, the stakeholders’ roles changed or were given an added dimension. From 
fulfilling the roles of audience, facilitators, regulators and suppliers, they now entered into the 
role of advisors for the development of the Festspel i Pite Älvdal 2005 programme. This way 
of facilitating for ‘additional stakeholderships’ was quite successful, and by 2005 the festival 
had regained and even extended its audience. 
 
Changes over time and stakeholder symbiosis 
The empirical data gave examples of how changes in stakeholder relationships had developed 
over time (this is also evident in the section above), and contained ‘signs of movements’ in 
the sense that alterations and adjustments had been made in the substance of the relationships 
between the festival and its stakeholders. The data also showed that sometimes the festival 
and one or more stakeholders would enter into a state of symbiosis, in which they would 
cooperate in mutual beneficial ways and be completely interdependent on each other. 
Especially the Festspillene i Nord-Norge seemed to engage in such symbiotic relationships, 
here exemplified with two specific ‘cases’: 

Restaurants were some of the important stakeholders of the Festspillene i Nord-Norge. 
Because of the increase in visitors during the festival week, the restaurants earned good 
money. In addition, the festival’s concert schedule had been altered so that it allowed the 
restaurants to have two sittings per night. This adjustment was not made as an act of courtesy 
towards the restaurants; rather it was a way of securing the access to good restaurants on an 
all-year basis, whenever they were needed for representational visits. To put it in the festival 
director’s own words: 
 

We have a close cooperation with the restaurant business … we changed the concert schedule so it would 
be possible for the good restaurants to have two sittings … 19.30 does not exist anymore … 18.00 and 
21.00 are fine … if we have a concert at 19.30, nobody will have enough time to eat before nor after, so 
that time of day has been removed from our vocabulary … this is actually about helping ourselves, because 
if I get a visitor, an artist or a sponsor, at the second Tuesday of January … I know that [name of local 
restaurant] will be open … because they earned so much money in June. 
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Another symbiotic cooperation and relationship existed between the Festspillene i Nord-
Norge and its host municipality’s house of culture. This relation and its conditions had been 
initiated by the festival director, and concerned a ‘cultural division of labour’, in other words 
which musical styles should be presented by which cultural institution: 
 

The manager [of the house of culture] thought I was crazy when I first came here, because I told him that it 
is very important that we have as little as possible in common. [He] gets to have the national top artists 
coming in … and then we can take care of the rest. We do not compete on well-known, Norwegian names; 
that is his part. [We] will be the ones to plough new fields … [we] have a lot of support from the state, the 
municipality and the county for doing so, that is how I see it. 

 
This way, both of the cooperating institutions had their share of the available audience and 
complemented each other instead of competing for resources. 

With reference to the findings displayed in this section as well as the previous one, it 
seems that the relevance of the concept of ‘interface’ between the festival and its surroundings 
is lessened. This goes also for the belief that a festival may ‘impact upon’ its surroundings. 
Rather, these festivals seem to be immersed by or entangled in their stakeholders, and the 
work of stakeholder management is done from a position ‘within’ instead of towards the 
outside world. As Getz et al. (2007) point out: “ … the boundaries of the organization are 
fuzzy” (p. 113). 
 
The question of survival 
Previous stakeholder and network theory propose that survival is the “overriding goal of the 
organisation” (Håkansson & Snehota, 2006, p. 263), and also that the effectiveness with 
which an organisation or festival manage their stakeholder relationships is what determines 
whether or not it will have a sustained future. Still, other festival theory as well as data from 
the present study indicate that when it comes to the matter of survival, it can also be the other 
way around. In other words, the festival may also be connected to the survival of its 
stakeholders; in particular this concerns the stakeholder that Getz et al. (2007) see as the 
irreplaceable and “most vital partner” (p. 106) of festivals, namely the festival’s host 
municipality. 

In his attempts of forming a festival definition and morphology, Falassi (1987) holds that 
festivals have a social function as well as a symbolic meaning, which is closely connected to 
its community’s ideology and worldview, “to its social identity, its historical continuity and to 
its physical survival” (p. 2). He even adds that the latter is what festivals are ultimately about 
and celebrates. Of course, the word ‘community’ has other connotations than just that of a 
municipality, still the findings from the present study show that festivals may be important for 
the survival of its host municipality, at least in a figurative sense, connected to the formation 
of the outward image of the municipality as well as its inner continuity. For instance, the 
Festspillene i Nord-Norge is important for building the identity of the town of Harstad and is 
considered as the town’s strongest trademark: 
 

If you removed the Festspillene i Nord-Norge, Harstad would appear as quite naked, I think, I would say 
more stripped than just by the disappearance of the festival … it is difficult to quantify identity, but if the 
one thing that makes your town known outside the town itself disappears, then you have got yourself a 
problem. 

 
Also, the Jutajaiset Folklorefestivaali is connected to inner municipality identity and to 
prolonging of joint narratives and traditions: 
 

[The festival] has raised up from the folklore, folk music and dance, local people, people and their identity 
… Lappish nature, Lappish people … very many stories about local identity … move with the songs and 
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the dances in the performances … when you go very deeply into these concerts, you go beyond the history 
… I think that has to do with identity and the importance of the Jutajaiset. 

 
It seems that when a festival enters into stakeholder symbiosis with its host municipality, this 
can ensure the survival of both the festival and its host municipality when the cooperation is 
enacted so that it benefits both parties. 
 
Engaging in glocal networks 
As stated in the theory section, festivals participate in networks and may be understood 
through the network model as proposed by Håkansson and Snehota (2006). However, our 
findings indicate that festival networks are not necessarily restricted to a “limited number … 
of entities” (p. 259), rather festivals operate in a kind of ‘loose networks’ in which the actors 
are not necessarily known to each other or are connected in other ways. Many of these 
networks carry glocal features. For instance, the Festspillene i Nord-Norge participates in and 
creates networks of artists and musicians, who are locally as well as internationally bound. 
This contributes to extending the local artists’ field of action, and also to decrease the 
capital’s significance as a cultural centre: 
 

The world is international and for the present generation of artists from the north of Norway, the world is 
their place [of work]. Oslo is seen as a place where you have to change flights … on your way further out. 
This has to do with our everyday media situation, it has to do with new technology … an artist living here 
today may just as well work with people living in Caucasus, Australia, Iceland or Argentina, or anywhere, 
really. 

 
The benefits of participating in glocal networks are also something that can be shared with 
and distributed among the festival’s stakeholders. This is for instance the case with the 
Jutajaiset Folklorefestivaali, which was seen by its host municipality to be quite generous in 
this regard: 
 

They [the festival staff] work on the national level and on the international level, and it is not so that they 
only have their own connections and they work with this and that country and these and those people, but 
they work with us too [the municipality representatives]. 

 
This sharing of networks implies that the festivals are dependent on different layers of 
stakeholders and also that they may contribute to ‘tightening’ their own ‘loose’ networks by 
making actors in different layers of stakeholders acquainted to each other. 
 
Discussion 
The similarities of the three festivals investigated were displayed in the methodology section 
above. In the following we will look into the differences, to see how they uncover some of the 
conditions or presuppositions for building and maintaining successful stakeholder 
relationships. We will also discuss the festivals’ effectiveness in managing stakeholder 
relationships in more general terms, related to this paper’s theoretical points of departure as 
well as look into how the festivals’ peripheral positions, geographically speaking, may have 
impacted upon the study’s results. 

Although the Festspel i Pite Älvdal, the Festspillene i Nord-Norge and the Jutajaiset 
Folklorefestivaali had that in common that they were among the most visible festivals in their 
respective areas and that they were located in the geographical periphery of their respective 
countries, they differed in many other aspects, for instance concerning institutional status, 
degree of professionalism and the festivals’ perceived self-identity. In the following, the 
festivals will be described with respect to these three matters: 
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• The Festspillene i Nord-Norge has the benefits of being appointed a 
‘knutepunktsinstitusjon’ (turning point institution), something which entails annual 
appropriations from the Norwegian national budget as well as obligations connected to 
being a vital institution for dissemination of arts and culture in a certain geographical 
area. This festival also has a high degree of professionalism when measured in number 
of employees and a festival director working full-time throughout the year. The 
Festspillene i Nord-Norge does not only see itself as an important disseminator of arts 
locally or regionally. In addition, its perceived self-identity includes being an 
institution, which has the potential and the obligation to take a prominent role in the 
cultural development of the entire Barents region.  

 
• The Jutajaiset Folklorefestivaali is a festival of Lappish youth societies and brings 

together resources from all over Lapland. The festival has a certain regional status and 
support, a director working part-time and paid, but only temporarily employed staff. 
As concerns the festival’s perceived self-identity, it is certainly connected to 
development and preservation of the cultural life in a larger area, namely the Finnish 
Lapland, but the festival does not, as the Festspillene i Nord-Norge, see itself in the 
role of taking the responsibility for the larger, multinational Barents area. 

 
• The Festspel i Pite Älvdal is founded by six different institutions situated in the town 

of Piteå, among them a University School of Music and a people’s college. Hence, it is 
supported on the local level mainly, but not so much regionally. The festival is similar 
to the Jutajaiset Folklorefestivaali in the sense that it has a body of paid, temporarily 
employed staff, and in 2005, the year of the fieldwork, it had one director and one 
artistic leader working part-time. The perceived self-identity of the Festspel i Pite 
Älvdal is mainly connected to providing the river valley in which its host 
municipalities are situated with cultural events.  

 
As can be seen from these descriptions, the festivals may be placed on a continuum going 
from higher to lower regarding institutional status, professionalism and perceived self-
identity. The same pattern, with the Festspillene i Nord-Norge ‘on top’, the Jutajaiset 
Folklorefestivaali ‘in the middle’ and the Festspel i Pite Älvdal ‘below’, is also apparent when 
looking into the contents of their respective festival strategy, i.e. with what effectiveness these 
festival organisations manage their stakeholder relationships. The Festspillene i Nord-Norge 
is the festival which, by far, excels in building and maintaining stakeholder relationships and 
which has the ‘busiest’ cooperation-web and the most ‘intricate’ ways of cooperating. The 
Jutajaiset Folklorefestivaali holds it intermediate position, while the Festspel i Pite Älvdal 
appears as the least skilled festival when it comes to stakeholder management. Our 
assumptions are that the total time and resources that the festival staff has available, and 
perhaps even the personal interests and skills of the festival director, will be among what is 
decisive for whether or not the festival will be effective in its stakeholder management. 
Likewise, we assume that the festival’s institutional status and perceived self-identity help 
determining which ‘room for action’ the festival will have available in its efforts of 
negotiating and cooperating with potential and existing stakeholders. Hence, we propose that 
these, in many ways interrelated factors, namely the festival organisation’s degree of 
professionalism, perceived self-identity and institutional status, are connected to with what 
awareness, focus and skills the festival manage their stakeholder relationships and 
consequently that these factors may be important presuppositions for building and 
maintaining such relationships in successful ways. 
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Håkansson and Snehota (2006) claim that the effectiveness of an organisation is given by 
the way it relates to its context, in other words, “framing the context” (p. 267) in order to 
“access and exploit the resources of other parties” (p. 261) is what festival directors seeking to 
ensure effectiveness and hence survival, should focus on. With reference to our findings, we 
suggest that engaging in the social process of relating to its context has to do with a lot more 
than just acquiring resources. Successful stakeholder management in terms of excelling in 
building and maintaining stakeholder relationships is not a process of ‘egocentricity’, in 
which the festival only may ensure its own survival by exploiting the resources of other 
parties. In order to be successful and to be a partner with which other organisations wish to 
cooperate, the festival must know how to ‘give and take’ and to act in ways that are mutually 
beneficial for all parties involved. Also Getz et al. (2007) state that successful festival 
stakeholder relationships must be managed “for mutual, long-term benefit” (p. 121). This way 
of acting constitutes an important foundation for a well functioning festival strategy, and 
demands good organisational social skills, a certain amount of cultural capital and even the 
identity of an organisation which does not seek to exploit others but which is interested in 
engaging in processes of ‘mutual benefit’.  

As can be seen in the introduction, all of the festivals in the present study are situated in 
the Barents region in rather small, peripheral municipalities. This may mean that they, 
because of the limited number of local, potential partners and stakeholders, may be even more 
dependent on those available than festivals situated in more urban contexts, and thereby more 
inclined to engage in relationships in which the interdependence is strong and partners seek to 
keep each other alive. However, since all the investigated festivals also participate widely in 
glocal networks with local and international parties, they need to master many different layers 
of stakeholder management as well as various degrees of nearness and distance. This 
versatility may also be an important presupposition for building and maintaining successful 
stakeholder relationships. 
 
Concluding remarks 
In this paper, we have discussed presuppositions for building and maintaining 
stakeholderships by using the data from a festival case study as a point of departure. Although 
rich and complex, the empirical data does not provide a ground for generalising in the 
statistical meaning of the word. Rather, we devote ourselves to what Yin (2003) terms 
“analytical generalisation” (p. 37) in order to develop transferable theoretical assumptions 
from our findings, which other researchers can take as a point of departure and investigate 
further. 

We have shown that the network model developed by Håkansson and Snehota (2006) and 
the research conducted by Getz et al. (2007) may be useful when seeking to understand 
festivals’ stakeholder relationships. However, we have also demonstrated that such 
relationships are quite complex and that they need to be comprehended in a holistic way, 
seeking to understand the phenomenon by focussing on the festivals as operating within 
complex contexts and being immersed by them, rather than only impacting upon them. Our 
study presents us with festivals that are engaging in their own – as well as other stakeholders’ 
– holistic identity building processes. Successful festival strategy then implies the need for a 
festival organisation, which is prepared and willing to be entangled with others.  
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