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The contemporary trend within natural resource governance sees a strong increase in 

collaborative management. A successful turnout of these arrangements is dependent upon the 

characteristics of political coalitions and the possibilities for deliberation and learning to 

evolve across competing coalitions. Uncovering the mechanisms driving the formation and 

maintenance of coalitions is therefore a key undertaking in policy analysis and the Advocacy 

Coalition Framework (ACF) has been widely applied for this purpose. This paper sets out to 

explore policy coordination and coalition formation, both inspired by, and with a critical 

assessment, of the ACF. For this purpose, a case study analysis set within the Swedish 

carnivore management policy is conducted, applying social network analysis. The results 

indicate, firstly, that perceived belief correspondence constitute the rationale determining the 

formation of coalitions and, secondly, that the catalogue of beliefs shared by actors within a 

coalition is composed by policy beliefs, in particular the more empirically oriented, as no 

connection between deep core beliefs and coalitions was found. The study contributes to the 

theoretical puzzle concerning the driving forces behind coalition formation in general and to 

the specific area of collaborative carnivore management in particular.  
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Introduction 

The contemporary political trend within natural resource management sees a strong increase 

in collaborative management arrangements. This trend is inspired by literature dealing both 

with the benefits of deliberative processes for increasing the legitimacy of decisions made and 

with the facilitation of learning between actors holding competing interests and political 

objectives, as well as with the need to adapt systems of resource management to more 

spatially and temporally rational scales (e.g. Bromley, 1992;  Baland & Platteau, 2006; 

Carlsson & Berkes, 2005; Olson et al., 2004; Ostrom 1990; Pinkerton, 1989; Sabatier et. al 

2005),. In such arrangements decision-making and implementation power are shifted 

horizontally to include affected stakeholder representatives alongside public officials and 

experts, and vertically, implying a scaling down of management and control from central 

governmental agencies to (regional or local) administrative levels and actors significantly 

closer to the resource being managed. However, as the concept of collaborative management, 

defined as decision-making in which authority is divided among public and private actors, 

covers a broad range of institutional arrangements, the creation of these structures should not 

be perceived as a universal remedy to problems of legitimacy, learning and rationality of 

scales. On the contrary, the cross-boundary nature of collaborative management is likely to 

impose significant challenges on decision-making, since the inclusion of a diversity of actors 

also brings diversity in perspectives, interests and goals.  

 

A widely adopted assumption in policy research, foremost formulated within the Advocacy 

Coalition Framework (ACF) is that policy subsystems are composed of different political 

coalitions, i.e. networks of actors coordinating their behaviour with the aim to achieve a 

political goal, and that these coalitions play a central role for policy design and 

implementation. Interaction, negotiation and learning within and between coalitions are, well 
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in line with contemporary policy network approach, considered as the major driving forces 

behind political processes and policy change. This perspective implies that a government-to-

governance shift, establishing collaborative processes, brings about significant challenges, 

particularly in adversarial policy subsystem that are characterized by segmented conflicts and 

coalitions with polarized positions. A successful outcome of such a shift would require that 

stakeholders active within these new policy making structures are able to identify allies, form 

coalitions and, thereby, coordinate their activities and objectives with actors holding different 

organizational affiliations. In the short run, problem solving capacity will depend upon the 

actors�’ ability to negotiate, to learn from each other, and to form a common ground for action. 

In the long run, the qualities of cross-coalitional learning, and adjustments in coalitions, will 

be decisive for the legitimacy of policy-making. These processes are, however, neither trivial 

nor easily achieved.  

 

Although the past decades of policy research, adopting the ACF, has significantly enhanced 

our understanding of the mechanisms at work driving coalition formation and behavioural 

coordination among actors within a policy subsystem (e.g. Weible, Sabatier and McQueen, 

2009) only a small number of studies have scrutinized the strength of the explanatory factors 

suggested by the framework. Fewer yet have attempted to either specify the catalogue of 

beliefs underpinning coalition-formation and coordination, or broaden the theoretical 

assumptions to include also other rationales. The starting proposition of this article is that 

while ACF is a useful analytical framework with apparent significance for policy research, in 

categorizing and identifying relevant variables affecting policy making, it is still foremost a 

heuristic device and less a coherent theoretical model capable of explaining policy change and 

outcome.  
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In this article, we apply network analysis as a tool for elucidating and explaining those factors 

driving the formation of coalitions and coordination among actors. The ambition is to explore 

explanations to policy coordination, treating the ideas of the ACF both as inspiration and as a 

framework in need of further refinement.  We do so in the context of a complex and conflict-

ridden policy subsystem, where the aspiration to enhance the prospects for more legitimate 

policy-making in relation to concerned stakeholders has produced an institutional shift from 

traditional central top-down management towards a collaborative decision-making structure 

on the regional level: the Swedish carnivore-management system.  

 

Aim 

Taking departure in both the significance of coordination and coalition-formation within 

policy subsystems for contemporary resource-management strategies, as well as in the need 

for theoretical refinement of the assumptions concerning these concepts, this article applies 

social network analysis as an analytical tool for addressing the following questions: 1) What 

is the rationale determining the formation of coalitions? 2) To what extent do commonly held 

beliefs, as specified by the ACF, determine coalition formation? 3) What types of beliefs are 

important for coalition formation? 4) In what aspects do the findings support, or deviate, from 

previous notions on coalition formation and coordination? Finally, the implications of the 

results are discussed in the context of the studied policy subsystem: 5) Which are the 

competing coalitions in carnivore management and what do the characteristics of these imply 

for the prospects of cross-coalitional collaboration and learning in the future?   

 

Research method 

To fulfil the aim of this paper, the coordination patterns, perceptions and beliefs of actors 

involved in the policy subsystem of carnivore management in Sweden are investigated. 
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Carnivore-management constitutes an interesting case as years of significant legitimacy 

deficits have resulted in an institutional change, delegating decision-making authority over 

carnivore management and hunting arrangements in Sweden to regional game management 

delegations. These delegations are composed of political and organizational representatives 

and chaired by the county governor1 (Bill 2008/09:210).  

 

The paper is based on a single case study of one game management delegation, situated in a 

county that holds large carnivores and in which the management of these has been a highly 

debated and controversial issue over the past years. Data was collected during a period 

between June and August 2010. Since the institutional reform had been implemented in 

January the same year, the work within the delegation had just been initiated. A mail-in 

survey was sent to all 15 permanent members of the game management delegation, asking 

about their views concerning, 1) who the influential actors are 2) who they coordinate their 

action with 3) who they turn to for advice and information and, finally, 4) who they share 

beliefs with. The respondents were also asked to answer a set of questions reflecting their 

belief systems, ranging from their deep core values to their beliefs on more policy oriented 

matters. All 15 respondents returned the survey. While all respondents answered the first part 

of the survey, i.e. the sociometric questions, data on one or more of the investigated beliefs 

are missing for five respondents. The data was imported and analyzed in UCINET6 and 

Netdraw (Borgatti et al., 2002, Borgatti, 2002).  

 

                                                 
1 The studied delegation includes five political parties�’ representatives, two representatives from the reindeer 

management and Sámi organizations, two representatives from agricultural organizations, one representative 

from the police, and one representative from each of the following organizational interests: nature conservation, 

forest conservation, outdoor life, hunting/game management and industrial life/tourism.  
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The concept of coalitions encompasses the idea of social networks being important for the 

turnout of policy making. Thus, policy outcome is dependent not only on the characteristics of 

individual actors (such as their interests, goals and resources) but also upon the structure of 

their interactions. Since social network analysis enables the study of relational data in 

combination with attribute data, we propose that the method is especially appropriate for the 

purpose of elaborating the research questions raised in this paper.  

 

Even though the empirical material is limited, it is well suited for the kind of in-depth analysis 

that the theory testing ambition of this paper requires. In addition to the theoretical and 

empirical ambitions previously formulated, the study also has a methodological purpose, 

testing the analytical framework and exploring the usefulness of social network analysis in the 

policy research studying coordination and political coalitions.  

 

Theory and hypotheses 

Within contemporary public policy analysis, the traditional, hierarchical conceptualisation of 

the policy-making process has been challenged by a policy network approach incorporating 

concepts like implementation structures (Hjern & Porter, 1993); iron triangles (Jordan & 

Schubert, 1992); issue networks (Heclo, 1978); policy communities (Jordan, 1990); 

subgovernments (Rhodes, 1990); and advocacy coalitions (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1993). 

This study tests a number of basic assumptions from previous research concerning the 

rationale behind coalition-formation and inter-actor coordination within a policy subsystem. 

In doing so, we take our point of departure the Advocacy Coalition Framework (e.g. Sabatier, 

1988; 1998; Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1993; 1999).  
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Originally created as a corrective to the staged and incremetalist models of policy change, the 

ACF has become a highly influential and well-tested framework, applied in a large range of 

case studies on varying topics (cf. Weible, Sabatier & McQueen, 2009) and subject to a lively 

debate (for an overview, see Hysing & Olsson [2008] or Schlager [1995]). While the wide 

range of applications of the ACF, somewhat paradoxical, is a tentative explanation to its 

current state, we additionally propose that its explanatory power is diminished by the fact that 

the full complexity of the theoretical framework seldom is reflected in the research designs. 

Instead, we argue, the great diversity in ACF research regarding the definition of concepts; 

elements being accentuated; and adopted empirical measurements has resulted in a conceptual 

stretch that might drain the potential for theory development within the framework. For 

example, although the ACF explicitly identifies beliefs as the causal driver for individuals�’ 

political behaviour and for the formation of coalitions, the empirical definition of policy 

beliefs seldom contains the full beliefs-catalogue as outlined in the ACF-model (e.g. Sabatier 

& Jenkins-Smith, 1999, 132). In a number of studies, policy-beliefs are rather distilled down 

to dichotomous pro/anti statements (e.g. Weible, 2005). In doing so, advocacy coalitions 

become a theoretical construction rather than an empirical result, that is, a collection of actors 

coordinating their behaviour is not considered forming a coalition in the absence of shared 

beliefs. Even though this foundational stance certainly should comprise a significant 

watershed between coalitions in a policy subsystem, we stress the necessity to further refine 

the list of relevant beliefs and consider the possibility that coalitions are formed based on a 

more specific set of beliefs, or based on other rationales altogether. This in particular in more 

complex issues where the subsystem concerns issues not easily divided into pro- and anti-

sentiments and where the number of possible coalitions with coordinated behaviour 

reasonable can be expected to exceed two. In this study, we explore possible explanations to 
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policy coordination by testing a number of hypotheses concerning the rationale for coalition 

formation devised both within the ACF and within competing frameworks.   

  

Following the assumptions within the ACF, the most useful unit of analysis for understanding 

policy change is the policy subsystem and the interaction between competing coalitions 

operating within it. Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith (1999) describe a subsystem as the collection of 

stakeholders (both governmental and non-governmental) actively concerned with a 

substantive issue in a clearly defined geographic scope and regularly seeking to influence the 

decision-making and implementation processes in line with their preferences. As such, a 

central assumption within the ACF is that actors primarily aim to convert their personally held 

belief-systems into public policy and political programs. In order to reach this aim, boundedly 

rational actors within the policy subsystem form advocacy coalitions which, similar to other 

understandings of networks within the policy process, are characterised by their members 

sharing a �“set of casual and normative beliefs�” and engaging in �“a non-trivial degree of 

coordinated activity over time�” (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1999, 133). Advocacy coalitions, 

within the framework of which actors devise coordinated strategies for translating their beliefs 

and policy preferences into political programmes, are expected to come together as 

stakeholders locate allies among those with similar or overlapping beliefs. Along these lines, 

empirical research has shown that �“shared beliefs are the best predictor for policy network 

relationships" (Weible & Sabatier, 2005, 461), as these guide actors to preferring the 

attainment of similar goals, by the use of similar strategies, and in response to similar 

problems. Accordingly, following the ACF, it seems reasonable to assume that beliefs held in 

common by policy actors within a coalition in the end determine the design and content of a 

policy over which it successfully has gained decision-making power. This sets up the main 

hypothesis for coalition formation within the ACF (e.g. Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1999)  
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H1a: Stakeholders are more likely to form coalitions and coordinate their activities with 

other stakeholders holding corresponding beliefs.  

The structure and content of coalition belief-systems suggested within the ACF clearly 

diverges from previously applied rational goal-selection models of elite and mass beliefs, 

where actors�’ positions regarding specific policy options are inferred directly from their very 

fundamental normative or ideological orientations valid across policy-domains (cf. Sabatier & 

Hunter, 1989). Instead, and similar to the concept of personal values and beliefs in social 

psychology (Rohan, 2000) and departing from previous research on public opinion and 

political behaviour (e.g. Peffley & Hurwitz, 1985; Putnam, 1976; Converse, 1964), beliefs in 

the ACF are conceptualised as nested in a three-tiered hierarchical structure. This structure 

certainly contains both basic ontological beliefs on the relative priority of core values  (e.g. 

Deep Core-beliefs) as well as a set of rather shallow and volatile attitudinal positions 

regarding the implementation of strategies in specific situations (e.g. Secondary Aspects). 

However, to these the ACF also add a set of Policy Core beliefs that are both empirically 

oriented as well as related to all aspects of the entire policy-domain. Within the policy core, 

basic value-priorities and criteria for distributive justice transferred from the deep core meet 

with precepts with a substantial empirical component, and the policy core thus constitute the 

crucial link between normative principles and policy-specific opinions; or between ultimate 

goals and strategies for how to realise them within the policy domain in question. Defined as 

�“fundamental policy positions concerning the basic strategies for achieving core values within 

the subsystem�” (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1999, 133), policy core beliefs are directly 

oriented towards a specific policy-domain and collect views on the basic causes of the 

problem in question; its seriousness (particularly as a threat to basic values); and the 

appropriate means for amending it. The latter includes both beliefs on the proper role of 

government, the balance of market and governmental activity, preferences for different types 
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of policy instruments (e.g. sticks, carrots or information); as well as the preferred participation 

by public, experts and elected officials in amending the problem (Sabatier, 1988; Sabatier & 

Jenkins-Smith, 1999).  

 

Consistent with previous conceptualisations of empirically oriented beliefs as worldviews or 

conceptions of reality (e.g. Holsti, 1962; Converse, 1964; Tetlock, 1986; Schön & Rein, 1994; 

Glynn et al, 1999; Rohan, 2000; Caprara et al., 2006; Davidov et al., 2008), a basic premise 

within the ACF is beliefs in the policy core function as a person�’s cognitive constraints and 

the filter by which she views and make sense of reality (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1999). 

People who differ on their beliefs will therefore interpret the same information in different 

ways, activate different values as a response and thus form diverging conclusions on how to 

act for achieving basic normative goals in the context of the perceived reality (Sabatier & 

Hunter, 1989). Given this key function, the ACF further postulates that consensus on the 

beliefs in the policy core specifically, rather than on deep core beliefs or on the secondary 

aspects of the policy domain,  is the primary force that brings actors together in the process of 

forming advocacy coalitions. In an analysis of resource management, then, actors forming a 

coalition might be distinguished by considering their position on a range of policy core 

beliefs. For example, a coalition might share beliefs regarding the basic sources to the 

resource problem. They might hold corresponding beliefs pertaining to the proper balance 

between (and possibility for mutually accommodating) protection of the resource and 

economic growth. Or, a coalitions might agree on the role for government vis-à-vis market in 

solving the problem (e.g. Sabatier, 1988; Sabatier and Hunter, 1989). The focus on policy 

core beliefs within the ACF thereby requires a modification of the initial hypothesis: 

H1b: Stakeholders are more likely to form coalitions and coordinate their activities with 

other stakeholders holding corresponding policy core beliefs. 
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The belief-correspondence hypotheses derived from the ACF, however, seem to suggest that 

coalitions develop more or less automatically among actors sharing a set of beliefs (cf. 

Schlager, 1995). And although this might seem feasible in subsystems where the policy 

positions of the stakeholders are well-known due to regular interaction over time, it should be 

similarly difficult for actors coming together within a new institutional setting, such as the 

recently reformed carnivore-management system in Sweden, to have knowledge of each 

others�’ policy core beliefs and thus to apply them as a grounds for coalition formation and 

coordination. Therefore, we suggest that a further hypothesis to be tested concern the effect of 

perceived likeness in beliefs on early-stage coordination. That is to say that: 

 H2: Stakeholders are more likely to form coalitions and coordinate their activities with 

other stakeholders whom they perceive as sharing their beliefs. 

The ACF is, however, not the only theoretical lens suggesting how policy networks operate 

and why some actors establish contacts and others do not. A rivalling explanation to the 

formation of coalitions is found within the Resource Dependency Theory (RDT). RDT is one 

of many theories regarding the behavior of organizations and similar to the basic tenets of the 

ACF, the theory of resource dependency is concerned with the relationship of actors within a 

system and the rationale for coalition formation and coordination in an environment of 

competing interests (cf. Weible & Sabatier, 2005; Stokman & Zeggelink, 1996; Stokman & 

Berveling, 1998). The basic assumption of the RDT is that actors are primarily power driven, 

each aiming towards the possession of strategic resources increasing their ability to 

effectively control and influence both the behaviour and the beliefs of other actors, and thus 

the decision-making within the subsystem. The RDT further assumes that actors are unable to 

produce the necessary resources to achieve their goals on their own, and that they therefore 

seek to establish relationships with other actors in order to obtain needed resources (Stokman 
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& Berveling, 1998; Weible, 2005). Therefore, as the ACF considers a set of corresponding 

beliefs to be the most significant factor bringing and holding coalitions together, RDT instead 

suggests that actors attempt to form ties with those actors who are perceived to control 

strategic resources necessary for translating goals into political programs, irrespective of 

shared beliefs. Thus, in this model, actors calculate their own likeliness of success by 

comparing the power and influence of potential coalition partners, and aim at coordinate with 

those actors perceived as most influential in the subsystem. Thus, according to the third and 

final hypotheses we would expect:  

H3: Stakeholders are more likely to form coalitions and coordinate their activities with 

other stakeholders who they perceive as being the most influential. 

In the following empirical analysis, we will attempt to test the explanatory value of these 

hypotheses on the case of the Swedish carnivore management-system, utilising social network 

analysis as our main analytical tool. 

 

Empirical analysis 

The empirical analysis consists of two parts. The first part aims to explore the main driving 

mechanism behind inter-actor coordination within the subsystem, testing the relevance of both 

perceived belief correspondence and perceived influence as stated in hypotheses 2 and 3. The 

second part of the analysis explores the relation between coordination and beliefs (i.e. 

hypotheses 1a and 1b) by mapping coalitions and examining the catalogue of beliefs shared 

by actors within the same coalition.  

 

What is the driving mechanism behind political coordination? Do actors engage with actors 

that they perceive as influential, thereby increasing their own ability to affect the turnout of 
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the decision making process, or do actors coordinate with other actors because of a perceived 

correspondence in beliefs? These questions can be elaborated using the graphs in Figure 1 as 

a point of departure. Network A (see Figure 1 below) reflects the coordination network2 

within the game management delegation under study. The hunting/game management 

representative is the most central actor in this structure, indicating that many other actors (all 

but two) have reported that they coordinate their actions with actors representing organized 

hunting/game management interests. The graph also shows that there are particularly strong 

connections, here determined by the fact that they are reciprocated (see Granovetter [1973] 

and Friedkin [1980] for a discussion on tie strengths) and visualised by the thicker line, 

between game management interests, reindeer management/Sámi interests, outdoor life 

interests and the political parties. The coordination network certainly provides information 

about who the influential actors in the studied policy system are, and how these relate to one 

another, i.e. what political coalitions that exist in a system. Evidently, the representatives from 

the nature conservation organization and the police, respectively, are peripheral actors in the 

process. How, then, do coordination relate to perceived influence and belief correspondence? 

 
2The respondents were asked to:�”Think about the persons that you seek collaboration with (i.e. coordinate your 

actions with) in regards to carnivore management issues�”. Which organisation/organizations do these persons 

belong to�”? The information was collected on the organizational level and then translated to individual data in 

the analysis. This means that if Actor A has indicated collaboration with Organisation B and C, a link between 

Actor A and all actors belonging to Organisation B and C, respectively, are drawn. The same procedure has been 

made for all networks in Figure 1.  
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Figure 1.  Coordination, influential actors, and perceived belief-correspondence 

 

 
 

A. Coordination 
 

B. Influence 

 
 

C. Perceived belief-correspondence 

Note: A=Agriculture, FC=Forest conservation, GM=Hunting/Game management, IL/T=Industrial life/tourism, NC= Nature conservation, OL=Outdoor life, P= Police, PP= 
Political parties, RM/S= Reindeer management/Sámi people 



In Figure 1, Network B reflects the structure of perceived influence3. As seen in the graph, the 

political parties, the game management organisation and reindeer/Sámi interests are perceived 

by the actors in the subsystem as being the most influential when it comes to the Swedish 

carnivore policy. Network C describes the structure of links that emerged when the 

respondents were asked to identify the organizations that shared their beliefs4. Three clusters 

emerged as a response to this question; one large component composed of representatives for 

hunting/game management, reindeer management/Sámi people, agriculture, forest 

management, outdoor life and the political parties, one small component of nature 

conservation and tourism representatives and one isolated actor representing the law 

enforcement. Based on Figure 1, we can tentatively assume that there are overlaps between 

graphs. For the purpose of determining if and to what extent, however, a regression analysis is 

needed, testing the explanatory power of influence and beliefs, respectively.   

 

Table 1. Regression analysis  

 
INFLUENCE AND COORDINATION 
 
R-square Adj R-Sqr Probability # of Obs 
0.004 0.004 0.233 306 
 
PERCEIVED BELIEF-CORRESPONDENCE AND COORDINATION 
 
R-square Adj R-Sqr Probability # of Obs 
0.281 0.281 0.000 306 

Note: UCINET QAP Regression via Full Partialling 

                                                 
3 The exact formulation was:�”Disregarding the Swedish environmental protection agency and the county 

administration boards, which organisation/organizations do you think have the largest influence over carnivore 

management issues in Sweden�”.  

4 For this purpose, the respondents in the mail-in survey were asked to indicate: �“Which 

organisation/organizations hold similar beliefs in regards to carnivore management issues as the one you 

represent?�” 
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The upper row in Table 1 presents the output data when treating influence as the independent 

and coordination as the dependent variable.  The low r-square (0.0004) along with the high 

proportion (0.233) of random trials generating an r-square as large as or larger than the 

observed, definitely rule out the possibility of a connection between the two variables. Then 

again, the lower row in Table 1 presents data supporting the assumption that perceived belief 

confirmation explains coordination. More specifically, a perception of commonly held beliefs 

explains 28 percent of the coordination behaviour. Thus, we can conclude, beliefs matters for 

the formation of coalitions. However, we remember that this only accounts for the actors own 

perception of belief-correspondence, thus verifying hypothesis 2, but not for the actual 

matching of beliefs itself.    

 

Turning to the two initial hypotheses derived from the ACF, we also ask what kinds of beliefs 

constitute the glue in coalition formation? While the previous part focused on the actors own 

apprehensions concerning belief similarity, the forthcoming analysis will elaborate the 

correspondence between coalitions and actual belief systems held by the actors. For this 

purpose, a more strict definition of coordination is adopted in an attempt to capture the strong 

coalitions in the studied policy system, in which actors not only attempt to coordinate 

activities but also express a significant level of trust in each other by also sharing information 

and seeking advice. Coordination is therefore here determined by the presence of (a) 

information exchange; (b) exchange of advice; and (c) coordinating actions among actors. 

Thus, a strong coalition requires that all these criteria are fulfilled5.  

                                                 
5 Strong coordination links require that actors 1) coordinate their actions 2) exchange information, and 3) 

exchange advice. The following survey questions underpin the analysis:  

�”Think of the persons that you seek collaboration with (i.e. coordinate your actions with) in regards to carnivore 

management issues�”. Which organisation/organizations do these persons belong to? �” 
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Considering the strong coalitions, two components and a set of isolated nodes emerge (see the 

overall network structure in Figure 2 below). The large component consists of the political 

representatives, the reindeer management/Sámi representatives, the hunting/game 

management representative and the outdoor life representative. The small component 

constitutes a triangle of agriculture and forest conservation representatives. Representatives 

for the nature conservation interest, the industrial life and the police are all, together with one 

political party actor, isolated nodes, meaning that they do not belong to any coalition. Does 

this network structure of strong coalitions (visualized in Figure 2) correspond with the beliefs 

advocated by the actors?  

 

Figure 2. Strong coordination  

 

                                                                                                                                                         
 �”Think of the persons that you turn to for information about carnivore management issues�”. Which 

organisation/organizations do these persons belong to? �” 

�“Think of the persons that you turn to for advice on carnivore management issues�”. Which 

organisation/organisations do these persons belong to? �” 
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Following the three-tiered structure of beliefs outlined in the ACF (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 

1999), the normative precepts of the Deep Core have a scope that ranges across policy areas, 

and underpin more empirically oriented beliefs related specifically to a policy domain or a 

political issue. This is consistent with the definition of universal values as abstract and general 

conceptions of the desirable, serving as the individual�’s stable and enduring trans-situational 

guides and forming the starting point for the causal chain across beliefs towards attitudes and 

behavioural predispositions (e.g. Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992; Stern, 2000). In this study, 

a shortened version of Schwartz�’s (e.g. 1992) value-inventory scale is applied for assessing 

the importance the respondents assign to basic values, as well as how they make priorities 

among them.  

 

Schwartz�’s value-inventory scale arranges a set of 10 motivational value-types, based on the 

inherent conflict and compatibility between each type�’s organizing value-items, in a circular, 

motivational continuum where adjacent values indicate them having similar or non-

conflicting goals; and diametrically opposing values have the most antagonistic underlying 

motivations. Through numerous empirical tests this structure has proven to be both 

universally valid and reliable in categorizing individuals according to their preference for 

certain values over others. It is therefore widely referred to as a theoretical starting point in 

research on the connection between values, attitudes and behaviour on a number of socio-

political issues (e.g. Davidov et al., 2008; Caprara et al., 2006; Rohan & Maiden, 2000; 

Barnea & Schwartz, 1998; Rohan & Zanna, 1998; 1996; Sagiv & Schwartz, 1995; Stern et al., 

1995). The results from this inventory are therefore believed to provide a reliable first 

indication of how the respondents rate the importance and significance of fundamental 

normative principles.  
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Table 2. Value-items capturing Deep Core-beliefs  

Value-item (N = 15) Mean-score SD 
Mean-score 

(value 
orientation)

BROAD-MINDED (being tolerant towards different ideas and beliefs) (U) 5,43 1,016 

PROTECTED ENVIRONMENT (preserving diversity in the ecological system) (U) 5,50 1,605 

SOCIAL JUSTICE  (correcting injustice, care for the weak) (U) 5,64 1,737 

HELPFUL (working for the welfare of others) (B) 5,21 ,802 

LOYALTY (faithful to one�’s friends and group) (B) 4,86 1,512 

5,33 

WEALTH (material possessions, money) (P) 1,57 1,342 

SOCIAL POWER (control over others, dominance) (P) ,14 1,703 

AUTHORITY (have the right to lead or command others) (P) ,07 1,385 

INFLUENTIAL (having an impact on people and events) (A) 3,57 1,785 

SUCCESSFUL  (succeed, achieving goals) (A) 3,93 1,900 

1,86 

SELF-DISCIPLINE  (self-restraint, resistance to temptation) (C) 3,79 1,251 

OBEDIENCE (meeting one�’s obligations) (C) 5,00 1,519 

SOCIAL ORDER (a stable society) (SEC) 4,21 1,805 

FAMILY SECURITY (safety for loved ones) (SEC) 5,79 1,311 

RESPECT FOR TRADITION (preservation of time-honoured customs) (T) 3,64 2,405 

4,80 

FREEDOM (freedom to think and act) (SD) 6,64 ,497 

INDEPENDENCE (self-reliant, self-sufficient) (SD) 3,86 2,033 

CREATIVITY (being unique, imaginative) (SD) 4,21 1,578 

CURIOSITY (interested in everything, exploring) (SD) 4,57 1,604 

A VARIED LIFE (a life filled with challenge, novelty and change) (STI) 4,71 1,541 

4,49 

Note:  The value-items are labelled according to their belonging to a motivational value-type and grouped 
together based on them informing one of the four basic value-orientations: SELF-TRANSENDENCE; SELF-
ENHANCEMENT; CONSERVATION; and OPENNESS TO CHANGE respectively. This is an abbreviated version of the 
original survey. The number of items used in the Schwartz value-survey varies considerably across different 
studies. Originally, 45 items were used and several more recent surveys applies somewhat expanded scales of 56 
or 57 items, but also shorter versions of the scale have been applied and proved reliable (cf. Lindeman & 
Verkasalo, 2005; Steg et al., 2005; Schultz & Zelezny, 1999; Stern, Dietz  & Guagnano, 1998). 
 

On the mail-in questionnaire, stakeholders were asked to indicate the degree to which 20 

indicator-values functioned as guiding principles in their life. A 9-point scale, ranging from -1 

(opposed to my values) to 7 (of supreme importance), was provided for marking their 

answers. Table 2 displays the mean-scores and standard deviations for each of the 20 values 

used in the survey. From these value-items four indices were calculated following Schwartz�’s 

(1992) suggested value-orientations. The indices were created by summing up the responses 

to each included value item and dividing by the total number of items within each index. The 

four value-orientations are placed in a bipolar, two-dimensional structure, ranging between 
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Openness to Change (OTC) and Conservation (C), and between Self-Transcendence (ST) to 

Self-Enhancement (SE) respectively. Due to the value-items included, the importance an 

individual ascribes to either end of the dimensions has been suggested as closely associated 

with her general political-ideological reasoning. The OTC/C-dimension, positions values 

expressing the tension between preferences for an individualistic expression of personal 

characteristics on the one hand, and a collectivistic regulation of social relations on the other. 

The ST/SE-dimension focuses instead on the conflict between whose interests each 

motivational orientation serves, i.e. the conflict between individual and social context 

outcomes (Schwartz, 1992 & 2006). Table 3 shows the score on the four value-orientations 

for each actor within the subsystem.  

 

Table 3. Scores for value-orientations 

Organizational affiliation OTC C ST SE 

POLITICAL PARTY 5,6 4,6 5,8 2,4 

POLITICAL PARTY 2,6 4,8 5,0 1,2 

POLITICAL PARTY 4,8 2,6 4,6 0,2 

POLITICAL PARTY 4,6 4,6 4,2 2,0 

POLITICAL PARTY 4,8 4,0 5,0 2,6 

POLICE 5,2 5,6 6,0 1,0 

HUNTING/GAME MANAGEMENT 5,0 3,2 4,0 1,0 

NATURE CONSERVATION 5,6 3,8 6,0 1,4 

OUTDOOR LIFE 5,4 5,2 5,2 2,8 

AGRICULTURE - - - - 

INDUSTRIAL LIFE/TOURISM AGRICULTURE 4,0 4,8 5,8 4,6 

FOREST CONSERVATION 6,4 4,0 5,4 2,2 

AGRICULTURE 3,8 4,6 5,6 1,4 

REINDEER MANAGEMENT /SÁMI ORGANIZATIONS 4,6 5,2 5,8 1,6 

REINDEER MANAGEMENT /SÁMI ORGANIZATIONS 4,8 5,8 6,2 1,6 

 

Based on their score for each of the four value-orientations, the actors were categorised as 

belonging to either end of the dimension (using a highest score-criterion). Figure 3 below 

describes the actors�’ deep core values, arranged according to these two broad dimensions. 
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Network A shows the actors position on the ST/SE-dimension. Self-transcendence is 

indicated by a light grey circle, Self-enhancement by a grey square, and the actors not 

responding to the question is marked by a white diamond. The graph shows that all actors fall 

within the ST-orientation. Network B presents the actors position on the OTC/C-dimension. 

The actors categorised as belonging to the Openness to change-orientation are represented by 

light grey circles while those belonging to the Conservation-orientation are marked by a grey 

square. According to the graph, there is a mix of categories within all coalitions. Thus, and 

consistent with hypothesis 1b, differences in deep core beliefs as measured by the Schwartz 

value-survey, are not related to coalition-formation. 

 

Figure 3. Deep core values 

A. Self transcendence vs. self enhancement B. Openness to change vs. conservation 

Note: In Network A (Light grey circle=ST, Grey square=SE, White diamond=unknown); In Network B (Light 
grey circle=OTC, Grey square=C, White diamond=unknown). 
 
 
 
 
As the policy subsystem explored in here concern an issue of natural resource management, a 

second set of more specific environmental beliefs, falling within the catalogue of Policy Core 

beliefs as outlined in the ACF, was also tried for fit. First, general beliefs related to the 
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human-beings/nature-relationship were measured using the New Environmental Paradigm 

(NEP)-scale. The NEP-scale (Dunlap & Van Liere, 1978; Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig & Jones, 

2000) collects a range of perceptions on matters related both to the current environmental 

situation and to the principal relationship between human beings and nature into forming 

coherent paradigms. It has been extensively used during the past three decades and is widely 

acknowledged as one of the most reliable scales for capturing people�’s environmental 

orientations. Previous studies suggest that the scale holds a high validity for making 

predictions on both behavioural intentions as well as actual behaviour (Schultz & Zelezny, 

1999; Widegren, 1998; Schultz & Oskamp, 1996; Stern & Dietz, 1994; Stern et al., 1995). 

How a person scores on the NEP-scale should therefore be taken as a reflection of her 

inclination to form pro-environmental attitudes on a wide range of issues, and, by inference, 

of her preference for specific policies in these matters (cf. Dunlap et al., 2000:428).  

 

In the mail-out survey, respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed or 

disagreed with 15 statements about the environment following the revised NEP-scale 

presented by Dunlap et al. (2000), response options ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 

(totally agree). Whereas agreement with eight of the statements indicates a worldview in line 

with the New Ecological Paradigm, the remaining seven (marked -) are worded so that 

agreement instead follows the worldview expressed by the Dominant Social Paradigm. 

Following Milbrath (1986; Dunlap and Van Liere, 1978), the two opposing paradigms 

captured by the beliefs in the NEP-scale reveals the extent to which nature is granted an 

intrinsic or purely instrumental value, as well as the extent to which humans are separated 

from nature (rather than being a part of it) and able to adapt their problem solving capacity 

and technical inventiveness to deal also with current environmental problems. In contrast to 

the high valuation of nature and the openness towards new, radical political solutions 
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expressed by the NEP, the DSP instead indicates a promethean worldview where nature is 

granted a purely instrumental value and a strong trust in human�’s ability to solve problems of 

environmental degradation and resource depletion through expert-driven politics and 

developments in science and technology. Table 4 displays the NEP-items along with their 

respective mean-score from the survey.   

 

Table 4. General environmental beliefs (mean scores) 

NEP-total (N = 15) 3,58 (  = ,875) 

Humans are severely abusing the environment. 2,13 
If things continue on their present course, we will soon experience a major ecological catastrophe. 2,20 

The so-called �“ecological crisis�” facing human kind has been greatly exaggerated. (-) 4,13 

Humans�’ ingenuity will insure that we do not make the earth unliveable. (-) 4,52 

Despite our special abilities, humans are still subject to the laws of nature. 1,85 
Humans will eventually learn enough about how nature works to be able to control it. (-) 3,69 

We are approaching the limit of the number of people the earth can support. 3,35 
The earth has plenty of natural resources if we just learn how to develop them. (-) 3,25 

The earth is like a spaceship with very limited room and resources. 3,83 

Humans have right to modify the natural environment to suit their needs. (-) 3,73 

Plants and animals have as much right as humans to exist. 3,00 
Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature. (-) 3,42 

When humans interfere with nature it often produces disastrous consequences. 2,71 
The balance of nature is strong enough to cope with the impacts of modern industrial nations. (-) 2,57 

The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset. 3,80 

 

To complement the general environmental beliefs in the NEP-scale, the respondents beliefs 

concerning alternative solution-strategies for the policy problem at hand were also tapped, 

asking them to indicate to what extent they agree or disagree with a proposition stating that 

�“Problems in the relationship between humans and carnivores can be handled by 

technological progress and scientific findings�”, as well as with a proposition that stating that 

�“We humans must adapt our behaviour and our activities to handle the problems in the 

relationship between humans and carnivores�”. Both response-alternatives ranged from 1 
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(completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). Respondents�’ NEP-scores are displayed in 

Table 5.  

 

Table 5. Environmental beliefs 

Organizational affiliation NEP 

POLITICAL PARTY 3,3 

POLITICAL PARTY - 

POLITICAL PARTY 3,2 

POLITICAL PARTY 4,1 

POLITICAL PARTY 3,8 

POLICE 4,1 

HUNTING/GAME MANAGEMENT 2,9 

NATURE CONSERVATION 4,5 

OUTDOOR LIFE - 

AGRICULTURE - 

INDUSTRIAL LIFE/TOURISM AGRICULTURE 3,8 

FOREST CONSERVATION 2,5 

AGRICULTURE 3,6 

REINDEER MANAGEMENT /SÁMI ORGANIZATIONS 4,1 

REINDEER MANAGEMENT /SÁMI ORGANIZATIONS 4,3 

 

All data concerning beliefs in regards to nature and the relationship between humans and 

nature are presented in Figure 5. In Network A, the actors are positioned on the NEP-scale, 

where a high number (black triangles) indicate a correspondence with the new environmental 

paradigm and a low number (light grey circles) with the dominant social paradigm. The graph 

shows that there are no direct collaboration links between actors on the opposite�’s side of the 

NEP scale; even so, it is clear that position on the NEP scale does not determine coalitions. 

Network B expresses the actors�’ perception of science and technology as solutions to 

environmental problems. As a high number indicates a faith in the ability of science and 

technology, we can conclude that the two coalitions are dominated by a sceptical view 

towards the problem solving capacity of science and technology. Three actors distinguish 
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themselves because of their optimistic approach; the representatives from the police, 

industrial life and nature conservation interest.  

 

Figure 4. Policy core beliefs on nature 

A. New environmental paradigm scale B. Technological and scientific optimism 

C. Adaptation of human behaviour needed 

Note: For Network A (Light grey circle=High DSP, Grey square=medium, Black triangle=High NEP, White 
diamond=unknown); for Network B (Light grey circle=Disagree, Grey square=medium, Black triangle=Agree, 
White diamond=unknown); for Network C (Light grey circle=Disagree, Grey square=medium, Black 
triangle=Agree, White diamond=unknown) 
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Beliefs in regards to nature and the relationship between humans and nature are presented in 

Figure 4. In Network A, the actors are positioned on the NEP-scale, where a high number 

(black triangles) indicate a correspondence with the new environmental paradigm and a low 

number (light grey circles) with the dominant social paradigm. The graph shows that there are 

no direct collaboration links between actors on the opposite�’s side of the NEP scale; even so, 

it is clear that position on the NEP scale does not determine coalitions. Network B expresses 

the actors�’ perception of science and technology as solutions to environmental problems6. As 

a high number indicates a faith in the ability of science and technology, we can conclude that 

the two coalitions are dominated by a sceptical view towards the problem solving capacity of 

science and technology. Three actors distinguish themselves because of their optimistic 

approach; actors from the police, industrial life and nature conservation interest.  

 

Network C reflects the actors�’ beliefs concerning the necessity of human adaptation in 

relation to carnivores7. A higher value indicate the need for human adaptation to solve 

problems the relation with carnivores. With the exception of one actor, holding the position 

that human behaviour ought to change, all actors in the large component disaffiliate with this 

statement. Similar tendency of a common attitude is evident in the smaller component. The 

isolated actors diverge because of their notion about human change. To conclude, considering 

technological and scientific optimism and the relationship between humans and carnivores, 

                                                 
6 The respondents were asked to state to what extent they agree or disagree with the proposition stating that 

�“Problems in the relationship between humans and carnivores can be handled by technological progress and 

scientific findings�”. 

7 The respondents were asked to state to what extent they agree or disagree with the proposition stating that �“We 

humans must adapt our behaviour and our activities to handle the problems in the relationship between humans 

and carnivores�”.  
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there is a clear tendency of belief conformation within coalitions. Beliefs concerning 

governance are presented in Figure 4. 

 

 Figure 5. Policy core beliefs on governance 

A. Support of delegation of power to regional level B. Support of co-management 

C. Support of national regulations C. Support of market solutions 

Note: Light grey circle=Disagree, Grey square=medium, Black triangle=Agree, White diamond=unknown 
 
 
Network A and Network B capture the actors�’ attitudes towards vertical and horizontal 

empowerment.  In Network A, a higher value (black triangles) indicates a support for 

increased local and regional decision making power and it is clear that the actors within 
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coalitions do have a common view in regards to this matter8. This is not the case when 

analyzing the support for co-management structures though, as the larger coalition within 

Network B includes actors with divergent views on this matter9. The actors expressing a 

negative attitude towards co-management arrangements are found within the group of 

political party representatives.  

 

Actors�’ attitudes concerning the topic of regulation versus market solutions in carnivore 

management are presented in Network C and Network D (Figure 5). To start with Network C, 

higher values indicate a support for central state regulation10.The graph indicates that the 

larger component is composed by actors that disassociate with the idea of state regulations 

being the most appropriate measure in carnivore policy. The smaller coalition, though, is 

composed of actors with opposite opinions on this matter, questioning the assumed 

connection between beliefs and coordination on this topic. Also in regards to market 

solutions11, a clear belief correspondence is noticeable within the larger coalition, being 

generally negative towards the proposition that economic management control measures is the 

best way to handle the problems. Then again, this connection between beliefs and coalition is 

                                                 
8 The respondents were asked to state to what extent they agree or disagree with the proposition stating that 

�“Increased decision making power on the regional/local level is the best way to handle problems in carnivore 

management.�”  

9 The respondents were asked to state to what extent they agree or disagree with the proposition stating that 

�“Increased co-management is the best way to handle problems in carnivore management.�” 

10 The respondents were asked to state to what extent they agree or disagree with the proposition stating that 

�“State regulation is the best way to handle problems in carnivore management�”.  

11 The respondents were asked to state to what extent they agree or disagree with the proposition stating that 

�“Economic management control measures is the best way to handle problems in carnivore management.�” 
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lacking in the smaller component.  Figure 6 describes the actors�’ positions in regards to more 

empirically oriented policy beliefs.  

 
Figure 6. Empirical policy beliefs on carnivores and game management delegations 

A. Pro carnivores B. Pro game management delegations 

Note: Light grey circle=1, Grey square=2, Black triangle=3, White diamond=unknown 
  
 

In Network A, attitudes towards carnivores are presented12; where a high number (black 

triangles) reflects a pro carnivore attitude and a low number (light grey circles) represent an 

anti position. A tendency of belief correspondence within coalitions is evident. The two 

coalitions are composed of actors expressing either a very restrictive, or a moderate, attitude 

towards carnivores. Merely two isolated actors fall into the pro carnivore category. Also when 

it comes to the attitudes concerning the institutional reform, implementing game management 

                                                 
12 The pro/anti categories were formed based on how the respondents responded to the following propositions: 

�“It is good that there are carnivores in Sweden�” and �“We need more carnivores in Sweden�”.   
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delegations, similar beliefs are shared among coalition partners13. There is generally positive 

attitude towards the new governance structure; the actor with a divergent view on this matter, 

i.e. the nature conservation representative, is isolated.  

 

Discussion  

In this final section, the empirical results are summarized and discussed, addressing the 

questions outlined in the introduction of this paper:  1) What is the rationale determining the 

formation of coalitions? 2) To what extent do commonly held beliefs, as specified by the 

ACF, determine coalition formation? 3) What types of beliefs are important for coalition 

formation? 4) In what aspects do the findings support, or deviate, from previous notions on 

coalition formation and coordination? Finally, 5) Which are the competing coalitions in 

carnivore management and what do the characteristics of these imply for the prospects of 

cross-coalitional collaboration and learning in the future?   

 

The empirical analysis started by exploring the main driving mechanism behind coordination, 

with the result that perceived belief correspondence, and not perceived influence, was 

identified as the explanatory variable. Accordingly, the proposition stating that: 

H2: Stakeholders are more likely to form coalitions and coordinate their activities with other 

stakeholders whom they perceive as sharing their beliefs,  

was verified by the empirical analysis, while the hypothesis about influence being the driving 

mechanisms behind coalition formation  (H3) was falsified.  

                                                 
13 The pro/anti categories were formed based on how the respondents responded to the following propositions: 

�“Game management delegations will improve carnivore management in Sweden�” and �“Game management 

delegations should have increased responsibility for the Swedish carnivore management�”.  
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Thereafter, the coalitions within the studied policy system were identified and the actors�’ 

beliefs, ranging from deep core to more empirically oriented policy core beliefs, were 

examined. The analysis aimed to determine the catalogue of beliefs that actors within the 

same coalition have in common, thereby determining the uniting elements. The results are 

summarized in Figure 7, presenting the set of beliefs that corresponded with the structure of 

coalitions within the studied policy system.  

Figure 7. Beliefs and coalition formation in the regional policy system 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Support of delegation of power to regional level

Technological and scientific optimism

Adaptation of human behavior needed

Pro GMD

Pro carnivores

Coalition formation

Note: GMD stands for Game management delegation

 

A significant belief correspondence within coalitions was found, thereby verifying the 

hypothesis stating that:  

H1a: Stakeholders are more likely to form coalitions and coordinate their activities with 

other stakeholders holding corresponding beliefs.  

A closer look at the beliefs in Figure 7 shows that they all fall into the category of policy core 

beliefs, deeper and more empirically oriented. Thus, the emphasis on policy core beliefs in the 

study of political coalition formation is supported herein, verifying the following hypothesis:  

H1b: Stakeholders are more likely to form coalitions and coordinate their activities with 

other stakeholders holding corresponding policy core beliefs. 
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Thus, coalition formation in carnivore policy is determined by actors�’ beliefs on regional 

decision making power, on the human-nature relationship and on the problem solving 

capacities of science and technology. Similar positions in regards to these issues increase the 

likeliness of collaboration. At the same time, the analysis showed that, contrary to what could 

be expected, neither actors�’ position on the NEP-scale nor their views on co-management or 

regulation versus market measures were related to their coordination behaviour. Some, but not 

all, of the investigated policy core beliefs corresponded with coalition formation. Considering 

the more empirically oriented policy core beliefs, though, here captured by pro/anti statements 

towards carnivores and game management delegations, a significant relationship between 

beliefs and coalitions was found. Based on this result, and in order to emphasis the particular 

importance of the more empirically oriented beliefs, the following hypothesis is suggested:  

H1c: Stakeholders are more likely to form coalitions and coordinate their activities with 

other stakeholders holding corresponding empirical policy core beliefs.  

On the same theme, indicating a weaker relationship between coalition formation and deeper 

beliefs, no correspondence between actors�’ deep core beliefs and coordination was found. 

Thus, we finally propose that:  

H1d: Stakeholders are not more likely to form coalitions and coordinate their activities 

with other stakeholders holding corresponding deep core beliefs.  

The findings support and refine the general assumptions underpinning the ACF, and, generate 

new questions. To start with, the prominence of empirically oriented beliefs over deeper 

values, as explanatory variables, calls for further research. For example, the decisiveness of 

secondary aspects, constituting actors�’ positions in regards to specific strategies, measures 

and implementation considerations, for coalition formation ought to be explored. Another 
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topic concerns the explanatory power of beliefs in general. The analysis indicates value 

conformation within coalitions, but also between coalitions, meaning that similar beliefs do 

not always result in actors coordinating their actions. This implies that there must be 

something more that brings actors within coalitions together. One tentative explanation is that 

policy actors lack proper information about the views held by the other actors, supporting the 

notion that it is the perceived value correspondence, together with, actual value 

correspondence that determine coalition formation. Also other, complementary, explanations 

should be considered. An institutional approach to the formation of political coalitions would 

emphasise, for example, the historical patters of coordination, i.e. suggesting a certain path 

dependency in interactions. Coalition formation could also be explained by referring to a non-

trivial degree of structural embeddedness, indicating that coordination networks in other, 

related, policy areas affect coordination in the area of carnivore management. Thus, coalitions 

are, according to this view, nested entities crossing different policy subsystems, as 

collaboration in one subsystem is likely to affect coalition formation in another.  

 

The game management delegations were, in line with contemporary collaborative 

management theory, established to increase the legitimacy of carnivore management in 

Sweden. The principal idea is that collaborative structures constitute effective arenas for 

problem solving, an institutional arrangement promoting deliberation and learning among 

opposing interests (Carlsson and Berkes 2005). A successful outcome of the institutional 

reform, however, requires that policy learning within and between coalitions emerge. Thus, 

while the idea of collaborative management is to join together a broad range of different 

actors advocating different interests and goals, the empirical analysis clearly shows that, in 

the case of carnivore management, one large coalition of actors, sharing similar beliefs, is 

likely to dominate the regional policy process. Considering pro/anti attitudes towards 
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carnivores, for example, there is a sharp distinction between the actors representing nature 

conservation interests and tourism on the one side and the rest of the actors on the other side. 

The great dominance of one belief system is likely to counteract the incitements to negotiate 

and to get engaged in deliberative processes. There is an obvious risk that the dominant 

coalition will continue to advocate their interests and that actors with dissenting opinions will 

become even more isolated in the policy process. The fact that the differences in regards to 

the empirical policy beliefs are underpinned by divergences in deeper policy core beliefs 

makes the establishment of policy learning within this system even more challenging. Then 

again, there is also the possibility that new links are formed, that those actors holding 

moderate positions adjust their attitudes, resulting in a restructuring of coalitions in the 

system. Deliberation and learning, thus, require that opponents have confidence in the 

institutional structure determining the overall rules of the game, and the lack of support 

expressed by the nature conservation representative in this initial stage of the process is 

indeed troublesome for the forthcoming work.   

 

In addition to the theoretical and empirical aim discussed above, the paper aimed to determine 

the usefulness of social network analysis. Evidently, the method provides a pre-eminent tool 

when it comes to the study of coalitions by making possible the analysis of whole structures, 

i.e. a comprehensive analysis of actors, their relations and the overall network structure. 

Further, the visualizations of these structures are important, pedagogical, devises, in the 

research process.  

 

Finally, this study has contributed to the theoretical development of the advocacy coalition 

framework, to the discussion on coalitions and prospects of policy learning within Swedish 

carnivore management and to the methodological discussion on how to study political 
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coalitions. Even so, the paper is based on a very limited material, affecting the empirical 

analysis negatively, foremost by restring the ability to make robust quantitative analyses, and 

the strength of final conclusions. The research questions elaborated herein would greatly 

benefit from a longitudinal comparative case study design, providing the possibility to make 

analytical comparisons and follow the evolvement of beliefs and coalitions over time.  Such a 

research design would provide a more robust foundation for the theory developing ambitions 

expressed in this paper, and the topic of policy learning could be more profoundly explored.  

A study of multiple cases would also generate important empirical information about 

conflicts, dividing lines and coalition formation in regards to carnivore policy in various 

regions of Sweden. More research using a similar approach and techniques are to be expected, 

and hopefully, it will be possible to revisit the case studied in this paper in the future.    
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