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Abstract 
This dissertation investigates the drivers behind political decision-making and the policy 
outcomes resulting from political decisions. It is proposed that in policy processes where 
political decisions are made at multiple levels or across multiple policy subsystems, policy 
outcomes can be understood in terms of the mechanisms (i.e. the processes or means) of 
interaction between multiple policy subsystems within which political decisions are made, 
resulting in more or less policy alignment between political decisions and policy outcomes. 
Policy network theory and policy subsystem theory are used separately as the basis for 
deriving two potential explanations for the mechanics of policy subsystem interactions. 
Because political decision-making authority in the wind power policy process in most 
Western democratic countries is spread across multiple policy subsystems, and because there 
has been significant variation between wind power policy outcomes between these countries, 
wind power policy processes in European Union countries are used as an empirical point-of-
departure for exploring and illustrating the mechanics of policy subsystem interaction. A 
survey of the research on wind power development is used to illustrate and explore 
preliminary empirical indications of support for a framework derived from policy network 
theory. The case of political decisions made in Sweden over the past twenty years related to 
wind power development and production is used to illustrate and explore preliminary 
empirical indications of support for an explanation of policy subsystem interactions derived 
from the Advocacy Coalition Framework proposed here, as well as to explore the drivers of 
political decisions. This dissertation therefore contributes to understanding how policy 
subsystems interact. The dissertation contributes theoretically to the literature on policy 
processes generally, as well as to network/network management theory, and to the Advocacy 
Coalition Framework/policy subsystem theory. It also contributes to understanding two 
strategically chosen, embedded cases within the broader case study of political decision-
making in the wind power policy process in Sweden. 

Keywords: 
Policy analysis; policy implementation; advocacy coalition framework;  
network management; wind power; renewable energy. 
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Introduction 
That the outcomes of public policy processes often vary from the political decisions 

of policymakers is obvious to even the untrained observer. Government acquisitions cost 
more than projected, government programs produce unintended or even counterproductive 
results, and the intentions of the most well written policy documents go unrealized. The gap 
between the grand visions embodied in the decisions of politicians, bureaucrats, judges, etc. 
and the realities “on the ground” can be great. Why is this so? Why do the outcomes of policy 
processes so often vary from the intentions of political decision makers? The goal of this 
dissertation is to explore and theoretically elaborate potential explanations for this disparity 
and to explore the drivers behind political decisions themselves. 

A major contribution to understanding the gap between political decisions and policy 
outcomes has come from the policy implementation scholarship, which has elucidated the 
myriad obstacles that stand between political decisions—policy intentions—and the results of 
those decisions—policy outcomes (c.f. Wildavsky 2007). In explaining variation in policy 
outcomes, Pressman and Wildavsky (1973) assert that rather than asking why do policies fail? 
the relevant point of departure is why it’s amazing that [policies] work at all. This statement 
implies that policy outcomes varying from policy intentions are the norm, i.e. something to 
be expected rather than something to be wondered at.  

The difficulties of policy implementation are, however, only one explanation for why 
policy outcomes vary from political decisions. With some theoretical development, the policy 
subsystem approach (where policy subsystems are defined as substantively and territorially 
delimited policy spheres (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 2007)) has the potential to offer another 
explanation. This dissertation proposes that in cases where political decisions are made in 
multiple policy subsystems, policy outcomes are best understood as resulting from the degree 
of policy alignment between political decisions made in multiple policy subsystems, as well as 
by understanding the drivers of those decisions. The frameworks for understanding this are 
derived by theoretically elaborating the concepts of policy networks, multiple policy 
subsystems, and sovereigns. In addition to doing this, an exploration of indications of 
empirical support for these frameworks is also undertaken. To do this, a survey of the 
existing research on wind power development is used to illustrate the network theory-based 
framework. Two embedded cases—one of national and one of local political decisions—
within the larger case study of political decisions made in the wind power policy process in 
Sweden are used to illustrate and explore preliminary indications of empirical support for the 
framework based on the Advocacy Coalition Framework. The understanding produced by 
viewing these empirical data through the lenses of policy networks, multiple policy 
subsystems, and sovereigns may serve to inform scholars in their policy research. It may also 
serve to help policymakers in their efforts to better craft policy and to guide and facilitate the 
policy process to better align with their political decisions.  
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Wind Power Policy 
With the rise in prominence of concerns such as global climate change and energy 

security, policymakers have turned their attention to how to increase renewable energy 
production. In an effort to promote increased renewable energy production, the EU has 
instituted the EU 2020 targets, specifying that at least 20% of EU power consumption should 
come from renewable energy resources by 2020 (European Union 2014). These goals were 
recently updated in the EU 2030 framework, which stipulates that 27% of energy 
consumption should come from renewables by 2030 (European Commission 2014). In order 
to reach these EU-wide targets, individual EU states have set state-level targets, which vary 
based on their energy consumption, production capabilities, and existing energy mix. 
However, these political decisions have been met with varying levels of success, with some 
countries surpassing their targets, but others failing to meet them so far (European Union 
2013). In other words, there has been significant variation in policy outcomes among EU 
states when it comes to renewable energy development. 

Wind power is expected to be able to contribute the most to meeting EU member-
countries’ renewable energy production goals. Therefore, determining how to successfully 
encourage the development of wind power in EU countries is a prerequisite to realizing EU 
renewable energy policy outcomes. However, despite political decisions such as binding 
targets at the international level, as well as legal frameworks and financial incentives at the 
national level, wind power development has proceeded with varying levels of success 
(Clement 2010, Ek et al. 2013, Nadai 2007, 2009, Söderholm et al. 2007, Szarka 2007) 
despite enjoying general, popular support (Jobert et al. 2007, Nadai 2007, Todt 2011). This 
variation in policy outcomes, especially when combined with general popular support (which 
would seem to indicate better chances for wind power development) makes the wind power 
policy process in Europe an interesting case for studying the disparity between political 
decisions and policy outcomes. 

Further complicating efforts to develop renewable energy is the fact that 
policymaking processes in most developed countries are characterized by a dispersal of 
power, not only upwards and downwards from the national level, but also outwards toward 
quasi-state and non-state actors (cf. Bache and Flinders 2004; Hooghe and Marks 2003; 
Kickert, Klijn and Koppenjan 1997; Pierre and Peters 2005). Policy is not only associated 
with administrative hierarchies, but is also formulated and implemented within multi-actor 
networks outside of formal hierarchies. These networks may involve project developers, 
contractors, public authorities, researchers, non-governmental organizations, etc. In the case 
of specific renewable energy projects, many of the relevant actors and interactions are at the 
local level. Even though national government actors may be active in these networks, in this 
case policy cannot generally be understood as the product of a single level of governance. On 
a more normative note, some scholars emphasize that multi-level networks may even be 
necessary to address the complex social challenges in the energy and environment sector 
(e.g., Bulkeley, 2005). 

Well-designed policies in this area should therefore build on a comprehensive 
understanding of the prerequisites for renewable energy development, as well as the 
processes leading up to the necessary developments. These processes are influenced by 
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national policy schemes and goals, but the developments themselves always take place in 
specific local settings, and are therefore also affected by local coordination processes within 
decentralized actor networks. The presence of both national policies/goals and support 
schemes and local coordination processes can lead to a lack of policy alignment between 
different levels of governance in renewable energy policy (e.g., Giest 2015). This fact 
necessitates the use of a multi-level perspective in attempting to understand energy sector 
policy processes. Therefore, in order to understand and in turn influence the processes 
leading to increased renewable energy development, or the lack thereof, the interactions 
taking place between various actors at the relevant levels of governance and within the 
relevant networks must be understood, as explained by multi-level governance (cf. Marks et 
al 1996).  

For the reasons listed above, the EU’s efforts to promote renewable energy would 
appear to constitute an interesting case of where the political decisions made by elites, as well 
as the intentions of the public in general concerning wind power, fail to align with policy 
outcomes. Yet, while wind power has not been developed to the extent envisioned in many 
cases, in other cases it has. These cases of successful wind power implementation are 
therefore of particular interest for illuminating what went right in aligning political decisions 
with policy outcomes. 

This dissertation addresses the alignment of political decisions with policy outcomes 
by developing two analytical frameworks for studying the policy networks, subsystems, and 
sovereigns involved in policy processes where political decisions are made at multiple levels 
or across multiple policy subsystems, such as the wind power policy process in Western, 
democratic countries. In order to do this, the literature on wind power policy processes will 
be reviewed to provide a survey of the scholarship on wind power policy to-date. The policy 
subsystem and policy value and belief literature will also be reviewed because beliefs will 
serve as a basis for the explanation of policy subsystem interactions put forward here. Finally, 
the policy network literature will be reviewed as another means of explaining subsystem 
interactions. After the review of literature, the outlines of two frameworks for explaining the 
mechanisms of interaction between multiple policy subsystems will be drawn. One of the 
frameworks, based on policy network and network management theory, is developed in 
Article I of this dissertation, which demonstrates the value-added of understanding policy 
subsystem interactions in terms of policy networks. The other framework, based on the 
Advocacy Coalition Framework, is developed in Articles II, III, and IV of this dissertation, 
which demonstrate the centrality of beliefs for understanding both policy subsystem 
interactions, as well as the political decisions underlying those interactions. Both frameworks 
and all of the articles help to deepen and expand explanations of policy processes where 
political decisions are made at multiple levels or across multiple policy subsystems. They 
also provide an explanation that could indicate why Sweden has been successful at 
developing wind power in recent years and thus suggest possible reasons for why other 
countries have been less successful at doing so. These findings provide the basis for future 
empirical research to both validate the frameworks developed here and to endeavor to explain 
renewable energy policy outcomes in other contexts. 
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Previous Research 
Scholarly research on wind power policy processes has taken several approaches, 

focusing on either on the local level, where specific wind power developments are studied, or 
the national/regional levels, where policymakers pass legislation or institute laws and 
regulations affecting wind power development. At the local level, most of the research on 
wind power development has focused on social acceptance and the planning process. 
Researchers using the former approach have identified public participation, values and 
beliefs, local profit-sharing/ownership, local geography and economy, aesthetic and 
landscape considerations, and local support networks as important determinants of local 
acceptance of wind power development (Todt et al. 2011, Devine-Wright 2005, Jobert et al. 
2007, McLaren-Loring 2007, Khan 2003, Breukers and Wolsink 2007, Agterbosch and 
Breukers 2008). Most research has also concluded that local opposition to wind power 
development cannot simply be ascribed to the NIMBY (Not-In-My-BackYard) effect 
(Breukers and Wolsink 2007, Devine-Wright 2005, Jobert 2007, Warren et al. 2005)—i.e. the 
phenomenon of people wanting a particular development, but only as long as it is not located 
near them. Researchers using the planning process approach have focused on how planning 
instruments and siting procedures favor or hinder wind power development (Nadai 2007, 
2009), public participation and stable networks in the planning process (McLaren-Loring 
2007), local ownership (Toke et al. 2008), municipal planning capacities, and the strength of 
policy measures (Khan 2003). These studies have revealed how the local dynamics of wind 
power development influence the policy process. However, while these approaches have 
identified many of the factors that affect wind power development at the local level, they do 
not offer a theoretically systematic account for the influence that actors and institutions at the 
national/regional levels exert on the process, nor do they offer explanations of how the 
national/regional and local levels interact within that process. 

Research on the wind power policy process at the national/regional levels has 
primarily taken historical institutionalist or policy subsystem approaches. Historical 
institutionalist approaches (c.f. Breukers and Wolsink 2007, Toke et al. 2008, Agterbosch and 
Breukers 2008, Ferguson-Martin and Hill 2011) have illuminated how national-level 
institutions are the result of decisions made at critical junctures, as well as subsequent path 
dependencies. Policy subsystem approaches (Jegen and Audet 2011, Szarka 2004, 2006, 
2010, Wiener and Koontz 2010) have shed light on the process by which wind power policy 
has developed as the result of coalition behavior, i.e. the actions of groups of actors bound 
together by similar beliefs. In such analyses, the local level is considered to a degree, but only 
as a part of larger national or regional policy subsystems.  

National-level actors and institutions deal with wind power development primarily in 
terms of developing various energy resources, e.g. wind, solar, hydro, nuclear, coal or gas 
power to meet national or regional power needs or, in other words, in terms of the energy 
system. Local actors and institutions, on the other hand, tend to deal with local wind power 
development in terms of the effects it will have on land use. From a land-use perspective, 
energy development is usually not a question of the choice between developing wind or solar 
or nuclear power; rather, it is a question of the impact developing energy resources will have 
on existing and potential alternative land uses, such as housing, farming, forestry, recreation, 
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and natural beauty. Because the substance of energy system policy differs from the substance 
of land use policy, the values, beliefs, interests, and concerns, and therefore political 
decisions of different actors involved in the policy processes dealing with wind power at the 
national or local levels may not always align. While there are differences between countries, 
institutional frameworks that grant local authorities substantial discretion in the permitting 
process for wind power development are the most common (IEA 2007). In places where 
land-use decisions are made at least in part locally, understanding the wind power policy 
process requires understanding both the energy system policy process and the land use policy 
process. Economic, financial, legal, and other measures—i.e. the policies or institutional 
frameworks created at the national level—while certainly influencing the prospects for wind 
power development, only provide the framework within which local actors determine where, 
if, and to what extent wind power is actually developed in relation to other land-use 
possibilities. This dynamic explains why “wind power projects are increasingly confronted by 
local opposition which delays or blocks implementation despite the fact that the level of 
general public support for wind energy is high and stable” (Breukers and Wolsink 2007) and 
why national institutional frameworks designed to encourage wind power development 
through incentives, etc. have proven insufficient in many cases to realize the policy outcomes 
intended by national policymakers (Clement 2010, Nadai 2007, 2009, Söderholm et al. 2007, 
Szarka 2007). 

While the literature on wind power policy implementation has uncovered many 
valuable empirical lessons, it is evident that by focusing on either the national/regional or 
local levels of policymaking important links between these policy arenas may have been 
missed. How the national/regional levels influence the local level—or not—and vice versa 
has not been investigated systematically. That is why this dissertation argues for the necessity 
of studying the alignment of political decisions and policy outcomes by utilizing a multiple 
policy subsystems approach, something that will be elaborated on later on.  

Beyond the literature dealing specifically with wind power policy implementation, 
there is a large literature on policy implementation generally hearkening back to the seminal 
Implementation by Pressman and Wildavsky (1973). Since then, policy implementation has 
been a major focus of scholarly policy research with Pressman and Wildavsky’s work serving 
as a catalyst for this field by emphasizing “why it’s amazing that federal programs work at 
all.” Policy implementation research has since expanded to encompass a broad range of 
policy areas (cf. Smith 1973, Montjoy and O’Toole 1979, Matland 1995, O’Toole 2000). 
And, despite changes in emphasis and nomenclature, policy implementation research has 
continued as an area of scholarly interest in more recent times as well (Saetren 2005). 
However, with a focus on the technical, bureaucratic, and other barriers to realizing political 
goals, classical implementation approaches put less emphasis on the conflicting political 
decisions made in different policy subsystems as barriers to the realization of desired policy 
outcomes.  

Moving from policy implementation to the even more general level of policy 
studies, public policy has commonly been understood as being shaped by the values and 
beliefs of the policy actors who are engaged in decision-making processes. Within these 
processes, there is competition and deliberation over which values and beliefs should be 
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translated into policy (e.g. Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith 2007, Birkland 2005, Matti 2009, 
Stewart 2009). Therefore, in order to fully understand how policy implementation occurs, 
analyses of rational cost-benefit calculations, power relations, and windows of opportunity 
have been complemented with analyses of the values and beliefs embedded in policy 
decisions. In complex and contested policy issues in particular, there is a growing recognition 
that the values and beliefs of policy actors are decisive in shaping policy outputs (e.g. Weible 
2006) and, consequently, policy outcomes.  

However, while most current literature within the policy studies field acknowledges 
the significance of values and beliefs, less focus has been paid to analyzing values and beliefs 
as explicit explanatory factors affecting policy outcomes and change. Rather, they have been 
incorporated within broader analyses of coalition behavior, policy content, and institutional 
design (cf. Stewart 2009). Within this context, values and beliefs have frequently been 
viewed as an attribute bringing coalitions together and have therefore been viewed as the 
common property of a range of actors with different organizational affiliations. This stands in 
contrast to focusing on how values and beliefs govern the actions of the decision-makers 
directly involved in the policymaking process, e.g. “sovereigns.” Studying the values and 
beliefs of decision makers/sovereigns directly and explicitly can help to more fully explain 
the process by which policy outputs (e.g. laws, regulations, policy documents, etc.)—a part of 
the policy process over which decision makers/sovereigns have unique sway—are created 
and, thereby, how policy outcomes occur. Hence, the study of policymaking must include a 
study of political elites, a research field with a rich history in political science (cf. Putnam 
1976). The beliefs of elites have also long been recognized as an important factor in 
explaining the policy process (Sabatier and Hunter 1989). According to the Advocacy 
Coalition Framework (ACF), “decisions by sovereigns” (subject to agency resources and 
general policy orientations) lead to policy outputs (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:18), 
and, consequently, policy outcomes. “Sovereigns” in a given policy subsystem include 
anyone who has decision-making authority for a given policy question and could include 
bureaucrats, politicians or judges, i.e. elites. However, ACF research has typically focused on 
the beliefs of coalitions as affecting policy outcomes (Weible et al 2011). This approach was 
a reaction to policy processes conceived of purely in terms of “iron triangles,” i.e. comprising 
only politicians, bureaucrats, and interest groups. In focusing on the beliefs of coalitions, 
however, the ACF has minimized the question of whether some actors’ (e.g. 
elites’/sovereigns’) beliefs matter more or in different ways than other actors’ beliefs in 
affecting policy outputs and outcomes. Consequently, better understanding the beliefs of 
sovereigns that relate to the sovereigns’ political decisions, and consequent policy outputs, is 
critical to understanding the policy process as a whole, particularly in cases where value-
conflicts between and within actors and constituencies exist yet concrete political decisions 
by sovereigns are nonetheless made. This is why this dissertation will focus, among other 
things, on the study of sovereigns specifically and the role that their beliefs and values play in 
the policy process so often conceived of in more pluralistic terms. Incidentally, this approach 
could potentially help expand or deepen the ACF in ways that could potentially correct 
perceptions that the ACF is biased toward pluralistic policy-making contexts and is thus less 
appropriate for explaining less pluralistic policy processes. 
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While it is important to consider sovereigns’ unique role in the policy process, it is 
also important to consider the fact that sovereigns do not exist in a policy vacuum, but are 
surrounded and influenced by other policy actors, each with their own values and beliefs. 
While to some extent coalitions capture the relationships of sovereigns to those who share 
their values and beliefs, sovereigns have networks of relationships that extend well beyond 
those coalitions and include actors with differing and opposing beliefs. This reality has been 
captured by the literature and research on policy networks. The complex nature of 
contemporary policy problems has caused the formation of collaboration structures, or 
networks, spanning horizontal policy sectors as well as vertical levels of governance 
(Agranoff and McGuire 2003; Kickert et al.1997; Koppenjan and Klijn 2004; Thomson and 
Perry 2006). Policy programs often (explicitly or implicitly) entail a network approach that 
promotes the evolution of actor networks that is referred to in the literature as collaborative 
management structures, public-private partnerships, Triple-Helix structures, etc. Research on 
renewable energy policy processes, for example, has revealed how a multitude of actors 
engage in cross-sector collaborations in wind power developments (e.g., Toke et al. 2008), 
bioenergy processes (Nilsson and Eckerberg 2009), and offshore wind power developments 
(Lemming et al. 2007). 

In policy studies, the network concept has been considered not only as a growing 
empirical phenomenon but also as an analytical lens through which policy-making processes 
can be understood (Hjern and Porter 1993; Carlsson 2000; Marsh and Smith 2000; Rhodes 
1997; Thatcher 1998). In this light, the constellation of actors who form social networks 
around specific policy problems becomes a relevant analytical unit to analyze in the study of 
policymaking and the search for explanations for political decisions and policy outcomes. 

Networks reflect structures of resource exchange and negotiation among 
interdependent actors (Bryson et al. 2006; Elmore 1993; Powell 1990). This is evident in the 
case of renewable energy development. New projects require resources, e.g., funding, 
knowledge/competence, and public support, which, in turn, require regular interactions 
between investors, decision-makers, and local stakeholder groups. The attributes of actors—
e.g. their interests, objectives, and resources—certainly influence the outcomes of 
collaboration (cf. how R&D actors influenced the trajectory of innovation in Verbong et al 
2008), but so do the ways in which actors are linked to one another. Thus, the web of 
resource exchange and negotiations itself constitutes an important analytical unit, in 
particular when research aims to understand the outcomes of collaboration and policy 
processes (Borgatti and Foster 2003; Devine-Wright 2005; Knoke 1990; Marsh and Smith 
2000; Parag 2008; Parag et al 2013; Sandström and Carlsson 2008).  

The establishment of collaboration and networks is not a straightforward process 
(Siegel 2009). Jacobsson and Johnson (2000) and Giest (2015) have argued that poor 
connectivity in innovation networks may give rise to failures to adopt new renewable energy 
technologies. Verbong et al. (2008) describe how network tensions are built up by clashes 
between developers and utilities in the development of renewable technology. In addition to 
scarce resources, various uncertainties regarding the strategic choices made by the actors 
involved and the overall institutional framework need to be addressed by collaboration in 
networks (e.g. Koppenjan and Klijn 2004). Increases in transaction costs and broken 
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agreements have been given as two examples of potential complications (e.g. Agranoff 
2006). Actors normally represent different sectors and act according to different 
organizational logics (Ylinenpää 2004). They can be expected to have different policy 
beliefs—ideas about the policy problem and its possible solutions—and form coalitions with 
like-minded actors to influence the policy process (as in the ACF, cf. Sabatier and Jenkins-
Smith 1999; Weible and Sabatier 2009). For example, coalitions either for or against wind 
power development often emerge at the local level, and the interplay between these coalitions 
can have significant impacts on the policy process and its outcomes (Szarka 2007).   

While other analytical frameworks risk missing important actors and actions not 
formally attached to the policy process, the network approach helps to identify and delineate 
the relevant unit of analysis empirically using a bottom-up methodology and considering 
formal as well as informal relationships. However, the network approach in isolation is not 
any more prepared to capture the entirety of the wind power policy process than any of the 
other approaches in the literature heretofore mentioned. In order to serve as an effective tool, 
policy networks must be theoretically situated in relation to the institutions that govern the 
wind power policy process more broadly. These institutions comprise the broader rules of the 
game within which network actors must act by, for example, determining the position of 
actors in relation to each other, i.e. who has the authority and resources to do what. Such 
institutions cannot be taken for granted because they vary across political jurisdictions (e.g. 
countries and regions) and influence policy outcomes. Just as other approaches to wind power 
policy have neglected the importance of considering multiple policy subsystems, network 
theory must also consider the broader institutional context within which its actors and 
networks are situated. That is why this dissertation will develop a theoretical framework that 
links network and institutional theories in a way that can provide a more comprehensive 
explanation for the wind power policy process, as well as other policy processes where 
networks play an important role in determining policy outcomes. 

Aim 
The overarching objective of this dissertation is to explore the relationship of political 

decisions to policy outcomes in cases where policy outcomes are affected by political 
decisions made in multiple policy subsystems. This will be done by proposing two theoretical 
frameworks—one based on policy network theory and the other on the ACF—that have the 
potential to explain the mechanisms (i.e. the processes or means) by which policy subsystems 
interact. The empirical case of the wind power policy process will be used as an illustration 
and exploration of the potential explanatory power of these frameworks. This is because, at 
least in most Western, democratic countries, the wind power policy process represents a clear 
example of where authority for political decisions resides in multiple policy subsystems. This 
is also because, in order to achieve greater energy security and reductions in CO2 emissions, 
Western democratic countries must determine how to successfully develop wind power 
projects. In the case of the framework based on policy network theory, this will be done by 
reviewing the literature on wind power development and illustrating and exploring the 
potential of the framework to contribute by explaining heretofore un- or under-explained 
drivers of policy outcomes, including an elaboration of the interaction between institutional 
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frameworks and policy networks, which could be considered as the interaction of multiple 
policy subsystems. In the case of the framework based on the ACF, this will be done by using 
the case of political decisions made in Sweden regarding wind power development to 
illustrate and explore the potential of the framework to contribute by explaining the 
mechanisms of policy subsystem interactions. The case will be analyzed by referring to two 
“embedded” cases, one from the energy policy subsystem (primarily located at the national 
level) and one from the land use policy subsystem (primarily located at the local level). 

Therefore, the aim of this dissertation is to explore the mechanisms by which policy 
subsystems interact. This will be done by developing two theoretical frameworks explaining 
the mechanisms of policy subsystem interactions and then illustrating and exploring the 
potential of the frameworks developed to contribute to the literature on multi-subsystem 
policy processes with the help of the extant research on wind power development and a case 
study of political decision-making regarding wind power development in Sweden. 

In order to achieve these goals, I will now proceed to describe the two theoretical 
frameworks based on policy network theory and the ACF, respectively. These frameworks 
will subsequently serve as the basis for the research questions of this dissertation. 

Theory 

Policy Subsystems and the Advocacy Coalition Framework 
In order to explain policy processes involving multiple policy subsystems from a 

policy subsystem approach, the relevant policy subsystems within which policy actors make 
political decisions must first be identified and described and the relationships between these 
subsystems must be elaborated. Policy processes spanning different subsystems and levels of 
government have been previously understood in terms of cross-scale linkages (Young 2002, 
Berkes 2002), multilevel governance (Hooghe and Marks 2003), polycentrism (Imperial 
2005, Skelcher 2005, Ostrom 2001) and nested enterprises (Ostrom 1990, Lundqvist 2004). 
However, as noted earlier, there is a growing recognition that the values and beliefs of policy 
actors are decisive in shaping policy outputs (e.g. Weible 2006) and, consequently, policy 
outcomes. Therefore, analyses of rational cost-benefit calculations, power relations, and 
windows of opportunity must be complemented with analyses of the values and beliefs 
embedded in policy decisions. This is true in complex and contested policy issues in 
particular, such as those involving multiple policy subsystems, like wind power development. 

This dissertation hypothesizes that one of the mechanisms explaining policy processes 
that span multiple subsystems is beliefs. Hence, policy subsystem approaches are the most 
salient point of departure for theoretical development because of their emphasis on the 
centrality of beliefs in the policy process. Furthermore, the ACF, in contrast to less-developed 
subsystem theories, offers a rather comprehensive explanation of the policymaking process 
and its actors in terms of beliefs, and has proven to be a useful tool for examining policy 
stability and policy change in a number of areas. It has done this most prominently for policy 
subsystems dealing with natural resource management (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 2007, 
Sabatier and Brasher 1993, Sotirov and Memmler 2012), making it suitable as the basis for a 
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framework used to examine the wind power policy process. Having said this, by not 
examining the policy process in terms of cross-scale linkages, multilevel governance, 
polycentricism or nested enterprises, there will be more attention paid to the actors in the 
policy process and less attention paid to the institutions, or formal and informal rules, as well 
as the ways in which different levels of governance (as opposed to policy subsystems) 
interact with each other. It is thus possible that by choosing the ACF some of the importance 
of these other factors might be missed or at least downplayed.  

The ACF integrates several developments in actor- and subsystem-based frameworks 
of the policy process in a theoretically coherent, empirically testable model. ACF parameters 
include examining policy processes over a period of ten years or more to capture real policy 
change (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:16), a focus on policy subsystems (substantive, 
territorially defined, policy-domains (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 2007) incorporating actors 
from across governmental entities, as well as private and civil-society actors, and conceiving 
of public policies as belief systems (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:16). Within 
subsystems, different advocacy coalitions, comprising actors who share normative and 
empirical beliefs about a given policy area (Ibid:18), compete to shape public policy. In the 
ACF, actors are goal-oriented, but the preferences of advocacy coalitions play a more 
important role than in utilitarian models (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 2007:30), i.e. actors are 
“boundedly rational.” 

Advocacy coalitions, beliefs, and subsystem policy processes can shift and change as 
the beliefs of actors shift and change through processes of policy learning. Policy learning 
through communication and feedback from policy outputs can affect the secondary beliefs 
(nonessential, technical beliefs about the policy issue) of actors and cause them to shift or 
collaborate in new ways, thereby affecting policy outputs (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 
1993:19). In order to change policy core beliefs, however, larger changes, exogenous to the 
subsystem, are usually necessary. Such events can include socioeconomic changes, changes 
in a government ruling coalition, changes in the resources attached to or attributes of the 
policy area itself, negotiated agreements between opposing coalitions, or, critically for the 
purposes of the framework developed here, policy decisions and impacts from other policy 
subsystems (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:20, Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 2007). In the 
absence of one or more of these conditions, policy can be expected to remain relatively stable 
over time (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 2007). 

Policy Processes Spanning Multiple Subsystems 
In some policy areas, particularly those that span only one jurisdiction and where 

political decisions are made at only one level of government (e.g. national or local), the entire 
policy process might contain only one policy subsystem, for example, the policy subsystem 
dealing with sales and value-added (VAT) taxes in a given country. The sales and VAT 
policy subsystem itself has a large number and diversity of actors and coalitions, but because 
such taxes tend to be universally applicable (or have well-defined tax exemptions), there is 
little difference in the policy impacts that policy produced within the subsystem has on 
similar actors in the subsystem. That is to say most people in a given jurisdiction pay the 
same taxes on gasoline, consumer goods, etc.  
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On the other hand, in some policy areas, particularly those that have divergent effects 
across multiple jurisdictions and multiple substantive areas, and especially where political 
decisions are made at multiple levels of government, the policy process may contain more 
than one subsystem. For example, if a country decides to set a policy goal for producing 
hydropower, the policy will have unequal effects on residents depending on where they live. 
While all residents of the country might be able to consume the electricity produced, only 
some residents will be affected directly by the hydropower development itself—those who 
live close to the rivers where the dams will be built. Those not living near those rivers will 
simply not be directly affected in the same way as those living near them. A hydropower 
policy at the national level will therefore have an unequal distribution of policy impacts—
costs and benefits—across the country, with those located near the natural resource being 
impacted more, for better or worse, than those living farther away. In such cases, geography 
matters when considering which actors and subsystems to consider in such a policy process. 
And where there are geographically specific policy impacts—i.e. where geography matters—
multiple policy subsystems come into play where political decisions are made at multiple 
levels. In cases where at least some authority over local development is delegated to local 
authorities, policy processes with geographically specific policy impacts play out not only in 
national- or regional-level subsystems, but also in the local-level subsystems that are affected 
by the geographically specific policy impacts of the national/regional policy.  

When multiple policy subsystems are involved in a policy process, they have the 
potential to affect each other, and, ultimately, policy outcomes, when political decisions made 
in one policy subsystem have policy impacts that reach beyond the subsystem where the 
original political decision was made (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:23). Considering this, 
I suggest that the wind power policy process in nation-states where at least some authority 
over development decisions is held locally is an example of a case of a policy process where 
there is more than one relevant policy subsystem involved. This is because while wind power 
policy (and energy policy generally) is usually made at the national, regional, or international 
level, the implementation of that policy (i.e. where to ultimately build the wind turbines) is 
always geographically specific. Wind power policy has geographically specific policy 
impacts that manifest themselves in the form of land use policy in those (potentially multiple) 
locales where the building of wind turbines is being or has been under discussion, i.e. where 
wind power is a salient issue. Thus, I argue that the wind power policy process must be 
understood as belonging to multiple policy subsystems, including what I will term the energy 
policy subsystem in a given country or region, and the land use policy subsystems where 
wind power is a salient issue within the country or region.  

Considering only one policy subsystem, such as the energy policy subsystem, in 
explaining the wind power policy process would be to neglect the important impact that land 
use policy subsystems, where wind power is a salient issue, have on policy outcomes. 
Accounting for all of the relevant policy subsystems, as well as the interactions between 
them, can also help to explain the NIMBY (Not-In-My-BackYard) effect related to wind 
power development, that is, why “wind power projects are increasingly confronted by local 
opposition which delays or blocks implementation despite the fact that the level of general 
public support for wind energy is high and stable” (Breukers and Wolsink 2007). While 
political decisions and policy impacts originating in the energy policy subsystem affect the 
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parameters for land use policy subsystems, the reverse is also true. And, because the interests 
and concerns of the energy subsystem differ from those of the land use subsystems where 
wind power is a salient issue, local political decision makers can experience a conflict of 
values, resulting in NIMBY attitudes toward wind power development.  

While either the energy or land use policy subsystems may contain both local- and 
national-level actors, the subsystems themselves are territorially, substantively, and 
institutionally differentiated. Defining these policy arenas as separate subsystems is useful in 
the case of the wind power policy process because doing so delineates the two subsystems 
(energy and land use) in terms of the different interests, trade-offs and beliefs of actors in the 
separate policy arenas. Defining clear subsystem boundaries delimits what political decisions, 
policy impacts, and outcomes are endogenous or exogenous to a given subsystem and 
provides the basis for understanding how subsystems can affect one another. 

In terms of the energy policy and land use policy subsystems, there are three primary 
distinctions. First, the territories of the subsystems differ. The energy policy subsystem 
comprises the entire energy system of a country and is often national in scope, whereas land 
use policy subsystems are limited in scope to the geographic jurisdictions of the typically 
local authorities who make decisions regarding land use. Second, the substantive policy 
contexts of the two subsystems differ, with energy policy subsystems dealing with wind 
power development in relation to other means of producing energy, such as solar, nuclear, 
hydro, etc. Land use subsystems, on the other hand, deal with wind power development in 
terms of its impact on existing or potential land uses. Finally, and as a result of the above-
mentioned distinctions, the relevant institutions and actors with authority for administering 
energy subsystems and land use subsystems differ significantly. The energy subsystem 
comprises national legislative, executive, and judicial branches of government with actors 
ranging from national politicians, bureaucrats and judges, to corporations and unions, as well 
as global and national activists and other civil society actors. On the other hand, land use 
subsystems include city councils, municipal courts and municipal organizations, and mostly 
local interests groups, citizens, politicians, bureaucrats, judges, companies, activists, etc. For 
these reasons, understanding the wind power policy process as belonging to two distinct 
policy subsystems helps to explain why political decisions in the energy policy subsystem 
may not result in the policy outcomes envisioned by decision makers in the energy subsystem 
when political decisions made in the land us subsystem do not align with those of the energy 
subsystem. When the interests, values, and beliefs of actors in each policy subsystem differ 
significantly, policy outputs can be expected to differ and, hence, policy outcomes may not 
reflect the goals of decision makers in energy subsystems. Yet, simply understanding that the 
wind power policy process belongs to two policy subsystems is insufficient to understanding 
how those subsystems interact. It is therefore necessary to determine the mechanisms by 
which the energy policy subsystem affects land use policy subsystems, and visa-versa. 

Policy Subsystem Interactions and Sovereigns 
An understanding that policy subsystems affect one another is not new, but it is only 

more recently that the dynamics of policy subsystem interactions have begun to be elucidated 
(Jochim and May 2010). This is due to a recognition that a growing number of policy areas, 
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such as environmental policy, “span traditional subsystem boundaries, requiring a serious 
look at subsystem structures and interdependence” (Weible et. al 2009). Yet, trans-subsystem 
policy change “has been underspecified” (Jones and Jenkins-Smith 2009) and the existing 
theory is limited (Jochim and May 2010). While some work has been done explaining the 
factors that affect subsystems from without, including “policy regimes,” “spillovers” and 
“policy disruptions” (Jochim and May 2010; May et. al. 2009), as well as public opinion, 
policy issue venues, and “clusters of linked subsystems” (Jones and Jenkins-Smith 2009), 
most of these factors are variables exogenous to policy subsystems themselves. Yet, what has 
been addressed in the research so far has been more identifying what factors external to 
subsystems affect subsystems, rather than the processes of how those factors affect 
subsystems. Therefore, a gap in the theoretical literature is an explanation of the process by 
which elements endogenous to one policy subsystem (and thereby exogenous to other policy 
subsystems) affect elements endogenous to other policy subsystems, i.e. the mechanisms of 
policy subsystem interactions. 

According to the ACF, policy change can occur when policy learning occurs by actors 
in a policy subsystem (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:18). Policy learning can be induced 
by events—such as policy decisions and impacts—in one subsystem that have ramifications 
in other subsystems, thus forcing actors in the other subsystems to identify and respond to 
challenges to their belief systems (Ibid:43). This approaches the crux of why decisions and 
policy impacts from one subsystem, like the energy policy subsystem, can induce policy 
change in other subsystems, such as land use subsystems. 

Policy impacts from energy policy subsystems that affect land use policy subsystems 
occur when decisions by sovereigns in energy subsystems are made that change the 
constraints and resources of subsystem actors (what I will refer to as the institutional 
framework because such constraints and resources affect the rules and delimitations that 
actors face) of land use subsystems. This is because, according to the ACF, the constraints 
and resources of subsystem actors affect the beliefs (and hence the decisions) of the actors in 
the subsystem (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:18). That is, changes to constraints and 
resources by the energy policy subsystem affect the rules of the game within which land use 
subsystems operate by changing, for example, planning and permitting rules or economic and 
financial rules, such as tax- and renewable-certificate incentives, rules which, in turn, affect 
land use subsystem actors’ beliefs. Whether policy outcomes in land use subsystems align 
with the political decisions in the energy subsystem depends on the extent to which actors in 
the land use subsystems espouse beliefs similar to actors in the energy subsystem or at least 
have beliefs conducive to such outcomes. The energy policy subsystem is, in turn, impacted 
when land use policy subsystems either permit or do not permit the development of wind 
power, which either allows or prevents political decisions in the energy subsystem from being 
realized.  

According to the ACF, “decisions by sovereigns” (subject to agency resources and 
general policy orientations) result in policy outputs (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:18). 
“Sovereigns” in a given subsystem include anyone who has decision-making authority for a 
given policy question and could include bureaucrats, politician, and judges. As ACF research 
has typically focused on the beliefs of coalitions (Weible et al 2011), doing so has resulted in 
less attention being paid to the question of whether some actors’ (e.g. sovereigns) beliefs 
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matter more or in different ways than those of other actors in determining policy outcomes 
and impacts. Regarding the question of subsystem interactions, a focus on policy impacts 
(which are a mechanism by which one subsystem can affect another, as noted earlier) 
requires a focus on policy outputs, which are the result of decisions by sovereigns, according 
to the ACF (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:18). Therefore, understanding the beliefs of 
sovereigns related to their political decisions, and consequent policy outputs and policy 
outcomes, that have policy impacts on or affect the ability to realize the political decisions of 
other subsystems is critical to understanding how subsystems interact, as well as the policy 
outcomes that results from such interactions. In cases of the wind power policy process where 
sovereigns in land use subsystems have at least some degree of autonomy, even if the land 
use and energy subsystems overlap in terms of some of the actors they encompass, the two 
subsystems will comprise distinct sets of sovereigns with separate areas of authority to make 
political decisions. This notion of the importance of sovereigns will be discussed in greater 
depth later, but suffices for now for the purposes of developing the framework proposed. 

Below is a visual model of the mechanisms of policy subsystem interaction. The 
model is applied to the wind power policy process but could just as well be applied to any 
policy process involving multiple policy subsystems. The applied model encompasses the 
relevant policy subsystems involved in the wind power policy process, including the energy 
policy subsystem and land use policy subsystems. The constraints and resources of actors in 
land use subsystems, here termed the institutional framework, are represented as a policy 
impact of the policy outputs of the energy subsystem. The institutional framework affects the 
beliefs of sovereigns in the land use subsystems. Likewise, the policy outcome, i.e. whether 
wind power is developed or not, is represented as a policy impact arising from policy outputs, 
i.e. whether wind power development is permitted or not, in land use policy subsystems. This 
policy impact, in turn, affects the energy subsystem inasmuch as it affects whether the 
political decisions of sovereigns in the energy subsystem are ultimately realized or not. 
Finally, policy outputs in both subsystems are represented as the result of the beliefs of 
sovereigns within those subsystems.   
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Figure 1. The Mechanics of Policy Subsystem Interactions in The Wind Power Policy 
Process 

 
The following about the model should be noted. First, the model is representative of 

wind power as well as other policy processes where the institutional framework grants some 
degree of autonomy to local sovereigns, thus creating local subsystems distinct from national 
subsystems, e.g. land use subsystems distinct from the energy subsystem. Second, concerning 
wind power policy, where there are multiple, geographically disparate locations where wind 
power development is a salient issue, there will be multiple land use subsystems involved in 
the wind power policy process. Each of these subsystems will have the same mechanics of 
interaction with the energy subsystem, with each being affected by the institutional 
framework as a policy output of the energy subsystem. Third, wind power policy outputs 
from land use subsystems ultimately determine the policy outcomes for the wind power 
policy process as a whole. This last point most clearly explains why the political decisions of 
sovereigns (and consequent policy outputs) in energy subsystems do not always result in the 
policy outcomes intended by those sovereigns. This point also emphasizes the importance of 
focusing on the beliefs of sovereigns in land use policy subsystems as a critical factor 
affecting wind power policy outcomes. 

The Values and Beliefs of Sovereigns 
In addition to conceptualizing the interactions between the multiple policy 

subsystems involved in the wind power policy process, I will now elaborate the role of 
“sovereigns” in this process as the source of or unit of analysis for studying political 
decisions. As I am interested in how the values and beliefs of sovereigns affect political 
decisions, as well as policy outputs and outcomes, the concepts of values and beliefs must 
first be further developed. That values and beliefs are drivers of individuals’ formation of 
political preferences is well established in the literature (Tetlock, Peterson & Lerner 1996, 
Tetlock 1986, Converse 1964). It is therefore not surprising that cognitive factors figure 
prominently in most theories about the policy process. This is true of basic conceptions of 
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politics, such as Easton’s (1953) “authoritative allocation of values”, or Lasswell’s (1936) 
struggle over “who gets what, when and how,” as well as in the theories of Vickers (1968), 
and in Dror’s (1973) normative-optimum model for decision-making. Consistent with their 
function as defined in psychology, these theories primarily conceptualize values as 
influencing goal formation by guiding actors’ perception of what is important or desirable. In 
a general sense, values are seen as the ultimate end of public policy. 

Values also permeate policy goals, as well as theories about how to reach them, 
either explicitly where the goals themselves express a set of prioritized values or implicitly 
where policy goals function as instruments for reaching more fundamental values (cf. 
Thatcher and Rein 2004; Amara 1972). When value-conflicts arise, i.e. when actors must 
prioritize values, previous research has indicated that strategies include “balancing” among 
conflicting values, alternating emphasis between values, assigning responsibility for each 
value to different institutional structures, and gathering and consulting a “taxonomy of 
specific cases where similar conflicts arose” (Thatcher and Rein 2004). 

On the individual level, previous research demonstrates how individuals from time 
to time are unavoidably faced with situations where two personally held values come into 
direct conflict and where value trade-offs therefore become necessary (cf. Hadari, 1988; 
Tetlock, Peterson and Lerner, 1996). For example, this is evident in the classic conflict 
between freedom and security, as well as in the conflict between local environmental 
conservation and global production of renewable energy. In such conflict-situations, a 
person’s hierarchical ordering of values is believed to be important, as it will serve as a guide 
to how trade-offs are made (Rokeach, 1968; Schwartz, 1996). 

According to Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier (1993; and see notes therein for examples 
of empirical studies), the connection between the values and beliefs held by policy actors and 
how they subsequently position themselves in political decisions has been verified in a range 
of studies. Even when, or perhaps especially when actors account for the costs and benefits of 
policy alternatives, values and beliefs matter because values and beliefs affect what actors 
believe and understand about costs and benefits and how they subjectively value certain costs 
and benefits over others. Thus, values and beliefs serve as a filter that explains why certain 
costs and benefits—whatever their monetary value—are prioritized over others in actual 
political decisions. Values and beliefs similarly affect power structures, with more powerful 
actors being subject to their understanding of what their power should be for, i.e. the exercise 
of power presupposes an actor who has one or more objectives or goals, which must be, in 
turn, determined and prioritized according to the values and beliefs of the actor. However, 
while a focus on values and beliefs is certainly warranted, it does not come without risks. A 
focus on values and beliefs downplays the importance of the personal interests actors may 
have in policymaking, as well as the cost and benefit calculations they make, which may, at 
times, supercede their values and beliefs. In this sense, while a study of actors’ values and 
beliefs deepens our understanding of how they make decisions in one regard, it limits our 
understanding of other factors that likely play a role as well. 

The relationship of values and beliefs to political decisions is not straightforward. 
Most policy domains are more often than not characterized by incorporating a range of 
incompatible values and interests. Indeed, according to Weible (2006), there is a growing 
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recognition that the major conflicts surrounding contemporary public policy processes can be 
attributed to actors entering the policy process holding diverging values and, thus, diverging 
political goals. As different policies and policy outputs typically generate different outcomes, 
an important aspect of the policymaking process is concerned with the selection and 
prioritizing of those basic values toward which the outlined political strategies should aim. 
Determining which goals should be pursued requires negotiating, making trade-offs, or in 
other ways dealing with value-conflicts throughout the processes. 

In political research, these value-conflicts are sometimes conceptualized as conflicts 
among diverging ideologies. Similar to other broad concepts, such as belief-systems (e.g. 
Tetlock et al, 1996; Sabatier, 1988) or policy frames (e.g. Rein and Schön, 1993), every 
distinct ideology is made up of a coherent structure of basic value priorities and empirically 
oriented beliefs. This indicates that ideologies, at least implicitly, also contain prescriptions 
for those goals public policy ultimately should aim at obtaining, as well as the political 
strategies for doing so (cf. Grafton and Permaloff, 2005; Caprara et. al, 2006; Feldman, 2003; 
Goren, 2005; North, 1990; Milbrath, 1986). This is why Kingdon (1995), for instance, argues 
that ideology comes in handy for structuring the analysis of public policy. In a broader 
perspective, Parsons (1995; see also Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999; Hall and McGinty 
1997; Rein and Schön, 1993; Heclo, 1978) notes that the policy process should be viewed as 
a constant competition for power between coalitions of actors holding different sets of basic 
values and political goals. Therefore, simply knowing what the values and beliefs relevant to 
a given policy subsystem are does not, in and of itself, tell us much about policy formation; 
rather, it is important to understand how those values and beliefs are prioritized relative to 
each other. And concerning the part of the policy process known as “political decisions,” and 
“policy outputs,” specifically, it is important to understand, not only how values and beliefs 
are prioritized, but how political decision makers a.k.a. “sovereigns” prioritize their own 
values and beliefs related to specific political decisions and their consequent policy outputs 
and outcomes. 

In order to provide more structure to the analysis of sovereigns’ values and beliefs, 
and to be able to identify prioritizations when they are present, the concepts of values and 
beliefs must be further specified. To construct analytical categories, I start with the model of 
the individual’s cognitive system as a hierarchical ordering of beliefs, outlined both in social 
(e.g. Rokeach, 1973; Rohan, 2000) and political psychology/public opinion research (e.g. 
Peffley and Hurwitz, 1985; Putnam, 1976; Converse, 1964). According to these models, a 
person’s system of beliefs is arranged in a three-tiered structure in which basic, cross-
contextual values inform more situational-specific beliefs and attitudes in a causal chain 
leading up to the formation of behavioral choices and opinions (e.g. Stern et al, 1999). To 
further distinguish between the different levels of abstraction in the personal belief-system, I 
follow the tripartite structure outlined in the ACF (e.g. Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999). 
The ACF is helpful in deepening the analysis of values and beliefs because the types of 
values and beliefs that policy actors have has consequences for policy change, in this case in 
the form of political decisions by sovereigns. 

At the highest level of abstraction, “deep core beliefs” consist of basic views on 
human nature; the priority of ultimate values (e.g. freedom, security, power); the basic 
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criteria of distributive justice; and the person’s socio-cultural identity (e.g. Sabatier and 
Jenkins-Smith, 1999). The deep core consists of beliefs that are deep-seated, highly resistant 
to change, and applicable to all types of issues or questions. This is consistent with the 
function of core values, broadly defined as abstract and general conceptions of “the 
desirable” that serve as the individual’s stable and enduring trans-situational guide and 
underpin the understanding that one end-state of existence, goal, or mode of conduct is more 
preferable than others. (e.g. Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992; Sniderman et al, 1991). Being of 
a broad and trans-situational nature, values function as a guide to both evaluation and attitude 
formation in all aspects of the individual’s life, and their significance for attitudes, 
preferences, and choices pertaining to political issues and even specific public policies has 
been well-researched (e.g. Caprara et al, 2006; Jacoby, 2006; Altemeyer, 1998; Barnea and 
Schwartz, 1998; Rohan and Zanna, 1996; van Deth and Scarbourough, 1995; Mitchell et al, 
1993; Zaller 1992; Rasinski, 1987). According to these lines of research, values expressing 
general desirable goals are causally linked to policy-specific attitudes and perceptions. Most 
people understand political issues in terms of values and base their political choices and 
policy preferences on the connections they draw between the issue and their personal value-
priorities. Through their relative stability, values thereby make it possible for the individual 
to organize political evaluations and judgments in a relatively consistent manner, both over 
longer periods of time and in relation to a range of diverse issues (cf. Goren, 2005; Feldman, 
2003 & 1988; Alvarez and Brehm, 2002; van Deth and Scarborough, 1995; Sniderman et al, 
1991; Brewer and Gross, 2005; Schwartz, 1994; Hurwitz and Peffley, 1987; Jacoby, 2006). 

A set of more specific and empirically oriented beliefs defined as “worldviews,” 
“conceptions of reality” (Gilbert et al, 1998; Rohan, 2000) or “policy core beliefs” (Sabatier 
and Jenkins-Smith, 1999), serve to link core values with situationally specific attitudes and 
opinions by determining how values are interpreted, bestowed meaning, and activated in 
relation to a specific area of the person’s life. In contrast to the cross-contextual nature of 
core values, the more empirically oriented beliefs are directed toward a specific policy-
domain and therefore represent an accumulation of understanding about the basic causes of 
the problem in question, its seriousness, and the appropriate strategies for achieving core 
values within the domain. The latter includes beliefs on the proper role of government, the 
balance of market and governmental activity, preferences for different types of policy 
instruments, and the preferred modes of participation by the public, experts, and elected 
officials in amending the problem (Sabatier, 1988; Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999). These 
empirical beliefs are also less resistant to change than core values, and can be affected and 
altered through, for example, processes of learning (Zafonte and Sabatier, 2004; Sabatier and 
Jenkins-Smith, 1993). 

Lastly, both values and empirically oriented beliefs inform a wide range of 
attitudinal positions. Defined as affective or emotional evaluations of specific entities, 
expressing personal likes and dislikes, as well as representing a person’s behavioral 
predispositions (Rohan, 2000; Glynn et al, 1999), the scope of attitudes is significantly 
narrower than for values and beliefs, focusing for the most part on specific aspects of a 
specific issue. Attitudinal positions concern, for example, the seriousness of specific aspects 
of the problem in specific locales and views on technical aspects of an issue, such as 
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administrative rules and the performance of specific programs or institutions (Sabatier and 
Jenkins-Smith, 1999). Attitudes are both shallow and volatile, and will therefore be 
reconsidered when actors face new information. In fact, these attitudinal positions are 
consistently sacrificed before the person acknowledges weaknesses in his or her values or 
empirically oriented beliefs (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999; Sabatier, 1998). The volatility 
of attitudes also signals that a challenge to one’s attitudes does not, as a rule, lead to a change 
in one’s values or beliefs. But it is within the realm of attitudes that policy learning is most 
likely. Policy learning, through communication and feedback from policy outputs, can change 
the attitudes (also known as secondary beliefs) of actors and cause attitudes to shift or actors 
to collaborate in new ways, thereby affecting policy outputs (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 
1993:19). 

While all actors within a given policy subsystem have their values, beliefs, and 
attitudes, making the political decisions that lead to policy outputs presents a unique situation 
for two reasons: First, political decisions are not the purview of all subsystem actors, but are 
the responsibility of sovereigns specifically. Second, in policy processes ridden with 
conflicting values and interests, when making political decisions, sovereigns do not always 
have the luxury of perfectly representing all of their or their constituents’ values, beliefs, and 
attitudes. Rather, they must prioritize between different values, beliefs, and attitudes, all of 
which the sovereigns may value. The process of translating abstract ideas into concrete 
political decisions forces this prioritization and constitutes a unique focal point in the policy 
process worthy of studying. Political decisions are not, however, the same thing as policy 
outputs. Sovereigns may decide whether they will vote for or support a specific policy goal, 
but the policy outputs themselves are removed one step from such decisions and, in 
democratic processes at least, involve some form of aggregating the political decisions of 
sovereigns, as well as constraints on resources, etc. From the ACF and other models, 
however, I start from the assumption that there is a link between the values, beliefs, and 
attitudes of sovereigns and the political decisions they make, which are, in turn, linked to the 
policy outputs themselves based on whichever group of sovereigns represents the “winning” 
majority. 

Networks and Policy Outcomes 
While I have used the ACF to develop a framework for explaining the interactions of 

policy subsystems and have explained how sovereigns within those subsystems make 
political decisions based on values and beliefs, an account of the policy process would be 
incomplete without explaining the social context within which sovereigns exist and which 
affects sovereigns’ decision making processes. Sovereigns do not exist in a vacuum, free 
from social influence. Rather, they are a specific type of actor within a broader constellation, 
or network, of actors, each of whom has their own values, beliefs, interests, etc. Without 
being able to account for this social context, the explanation of the policy process given here 
would be overly atomistic with regard to sovereigns. Furthermore, while the ACF provides 
one account of the social context within which sovereigns find themselves (i.e. coalitions), 
that framework focuses mostly on how the beliefs of coalitions affect policy and very little on 
how coalitions affect sovereigns or individual actors specifically. Outside of the ACF, there is 
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little said in the literature about how individual actors may affect one another within the 
policy process except within theories of policy networks. However, while policy network 
theory can and will be used here to offer a more comprehensive picture of the policy process, 
as was noted earlier, theories of actors’ values and beliefs, as well as the ACF, emphasize the 
actors’ role and downplay the importance of institutions in the policy process. In an effort to 
address this, I will not only use network theory to help explain the policy process, I will also 
explain how network theory can be related to institutions (or the rules of the game within 
which actors act and interact) within the context of the policy process.  

Network approaches to explaining the policy process and policy outcomes address 
how well networks of actors deal with conflicts and challenges in the policy process and how 
they manage to create win-win structures among the actors involved. Network effectiveness is 
about the effects of collaboration (Provan and Kenis 2008), i.e. how a network contributes to 
or hinders certain policy outcomes. Donahue (2004) identifies three criteria for evaluating 
cross-sector collaborations within networks: first, the establishment of collaboration; second, 
how collaboration meets the organizational objectives of the partners involved; and third, to 
what degree collaboration outperforms alternative arrangements. 

There is no blueprint for effective networks. Even so, there are theoretical arguments 
(Borgatti et al. 2013; Coleman 1990; Cooke 2001; Gargiulo and Benassi 2000) as well as 
empirical support indicating that certain network features influence network performance 
(e.g., Daugbjerg 1998; Human and Provan 1997; 2000; Meier and O’Toole Jr. 2001; O’Toole 
Jr. and Meiers 2004; Provan and Milward 1995; 2001; Sandström and Carlsson 2008; 
Schneider et al. 2003). The network approach has thus moved from being merely a 
descriptive metaphor (c.f. Dowding 1995; Jordan 1990) to becoming an explanatory variable 
in contemporary policy research. 

An important network feature is heterogeneity, i.e. actor diversity. Structures 
composed of a heterogeneous set of actors (e.g., with different organizational affiliations) are 
more successful in securing necessary resources (e.g., competence, public support etc.) and 
sustaining innovative capacity. These structures are assumed to encompass bridging ties 
connecting the network to other critical organizations and clusters (cf. Burt 2000; 1997; 
Gargiulo and Benassi 2000; Boschma 2005; Beckman and Haunschild 2002; Leonard-Barton 
1995). For instance, wind power-based collaborations that lack representation from local 
environmental protection groups may struggle with legitimacy issues; a network that is not 
anchored among political representatives might encounter problems in getting permissions, 
political support, etc.; and a network excluding local businesses might fail to secure supplies 
of products or services. In the context of renewable energy, different types of benefit-sharing 
instruments (instruments that transfer benefits to local communities) are often introduced to 
build bridges among actors and to improve the social acceptance of projects (e.g., Ejdemo 
and Söderholm 2015). 

The level of integration is frequently stressed as another network feature that 
influences the collaboration process. This feature is often assessed by how densely connected 
and centralized a network is, and it is assumed that networks with many connections and a 
clear coordinating unit are better equipped to define common problems and to prioritize 
among those problems (Provan and Milward 1995; 2001; Burt 1997; Sandström and Carlsson 
2008; Provan and Kenis 2008; Agranoff and McGuire 1998). Some countries (e.g., Italy) 
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have strived to achieve a more centralized licensing process for new electric power plants, 
thus providing space for a coordinating central function (IEA, 2007). The renewable energy 
development process in most countries, however, is nonetheless still a largely local process 
lacking a central coordinating actor. There is normally no central actor controlling renewable 
energy development processes; instead these processes occur through multilevel and multi-
actor collaboration. In this context, network integration matters for how the actors (e.g., 
investors, the local communities etc.) interact, exchange resources, and form a common 
agenda. 

Finally, stability (e.g. demonstrated by prior relationships, durability, and the level of 
formalization) is emphasized as an important network feature influencing outcomes by, for 
instance, reducing uncertainty (Bryson et al. 2006; O’Toole and Meier 2004). The levels of 
predictability, trust, and actors’ willingness to share resources are likely functions of network 
stability. Accordingly, development of wind power might be easier in areas with high rates of 
existing wind power penetration due to the presence of well-established networks and 
institutional structures, e.g., legal rules and informal norms (e.g., Jacobsson and Johnson, 
2000). 

While other frameworks for the policy process put emphasis on structure or agency, 
the network approach combines both based on the notion that the qualities and the patterns of 
relationships–i.e. the exchange of resources and coordination/the network structure–has 
important effects on individual behavior and collaboration.  

Managing Policy Networks 

Given the central role of networks in renewable energy development, the issue of how 
to influence the evolution and features (i.e. heterogeneity, integration and stability) of these 
structures takes on increased importance. Accordingly, the topic of network management has 
gained increased attention in the public management literature (e.g. McGuire and Agranoff 
2011; Koppenjan and Klijn 2004; O’Toole Jr. and Meier 1999; Rethemeyer and Hatmaker 
2008; Kickert et al. 1997; O´Toole 1997). Koopenjan and Klijn (2004) describe network 
management as actions taken to further interactions in networks. For the purpose of this 
dissertation, I define network management as deliberate attempts (e.g. by municipalities, 
project developers, etc.) to manage collaboration networks. The network manager influences 
or controls the collaborative process by means of one or several management strategies. 
Previous studies imply that both the amount and types of strategies used affect policy 
outcomes (e.g. Klijn et al. 2010; O’Toole and Meier 1999; Sandström et al. 2014; 2015). 

The common denominator of existing typologies describing network management 
strategies is that they comprise strategies directed toward affecting: 1) the network structure, 
2) the network substance, and 3) the network process (e.g. Agranoff and McGuire 2001; 
Gage and Mandell 1990; Koppenjan and Klijn 2004; Kiljn et al. 1995; Klijn et al. 2010). 
Klijn (2005) additionally separates between strategies aimed at changing the underlying rules 
of collaboration, i.e., institutional design, and strategies aimed at influencing the 
collaborative process within the prevailing institutional framework, i.e. process design. I use 
the typology above to argue that the separation of institutional design and process design is 
necessary for disentangling the strategies for managing collaboration networks and for 



 

 22 

distinguishing between the levels of governance involved in the wind power policy process. 
In this way, institutional design is aimed at capturing the institutional context within which 
networks operate. This approach thus allows for combining the benefits of an institutional 
approach to the policy process, emphasizing how rules affect actors’ decisions and policy 
outcomes, with the benefits of a network approach, which emphasizes how actors’ 
interactions affect policy outcomes. 

Institutional Design 

Networks exist within an institutional context of rules that define the basic conditions 
for collaboration within renewable energy development/policy processes and influence how 
different challenges are dealt with, including the possibility of realizing win-win situations 
(North 1990; Ostrom 2005). The number of institutions that shape the characteristics of 
collaboration networks is vast and complex. Network management of renewable energy 
processes via institutional design entails specifying the rules that influence the network 
structure, substance and process. These strategies are presented below, borrowing from the 
typology of rules proposed by Ostrom and Crawford (2005). 

Network structures are influenced by adjustments in boundary rules and position 
rules. These rules define what actors should have access to the process, as well as what their 
respective positions within that process are. Legal regulations requiring stakeholder 
participation in the wind power planning process are an example of these rules. 

The network substance around which the network is formed and what issues can be 
handled within the process are dependent upon the prevailing scope rules. These rules define 
the scope of potential policy outcomes and can be exemplified by regulations concerning 
what areas are considered suitable for wind power, as well as by energy output targets for 
wind power. Variations in scope rules explain, in part, the differences in wind power 
development across the Nordic countries. The Danish directive stipulates that areas suitable 
for windmill establishments should be designated and included in regional planning 
guidelines, while the corresponding Swedish legal rules have less legal strength (Pettersson et 
al., 2010). 

Several rules influence network processes. Choice rules set the boundaries for what 
actions are required, permitted, or forbidden.  One example is the regulations concerning 
licensing procedures (including environmental impact assessments) for new wind power 
projects. Aggregation rules set the terms for power and control by determining decision-
making procedures. A critical feature of the national regulations for wind power concerns the 
question of how political power is allocated between national, regional, and local decision-
makers. There are important differences across countries, although systems that grant local 
authorities substantial discretion in influencing permitting processes for wind power are the 
most common (IEA 2007). Networks are also affected by how the access to and diffusion of 
information is regulated (information rules), and by existing pay-off rules, which associate 
certain actions with benefits and costs, thus affecting the incentives to participate in the 
process. Different government subsidies, support schemes, and compensation mechanisms 
clearly fall into this latter category, and the role of these policy instruments has been 
addressed extensively in previous studies on renewable energy development (Butler and 
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Neuhoff 2008). Most of the rules outlined here are, in practice, regulations determined by 
national-level governments and therefore describe the influence of the national level on the 
wind power policy process. However, in order to completely describe this process in terms of 
network management theory, the process design of wind power policymaking and outcomes 
must also be accounted for. 

Process Design 

Klijn (2005; 2010) lists four different types of process design strategies, i.e. strategies 
that affect network processes. Unlike institutional design strategies, process design strategies 
build on the assumption that the institutional structure is set (i.e., exogenous), and focus on 
how a network’s structure, substance, and process can be influenced within the prevailing 
context of rules and management-control measures. Thus, network managers’ actions aimed 
at influencing the design of the network process, without altering the fundamental rules, fall 
within this category. 

The first such strategy, activation/deactivation of actors and resources, aims at 
influencing the network structure and includes efforts to engage or exclude certain groups or 
resources from the process (Klijn 2005). By doing so, the network manager can ensure that 
the necessary resources, such as money, competence, knowledge or legitimacy are available. 
Efforts to encourage new interactions, build coalitions, and stabilize the network are also 
included in this category. 

The second type of strategy includes goal-achieving strategies, which encompass 
attempts to facilitate goal congruence and goal intertwinement among the involved actors 
(Klijn 2005). This is particularly relevant in situations characterized by conflicting interests 
and opposing coalitions, and can be done by reframing the process—i.e. reformulating the 
problem and the agenda to more appropriately correspond with the goals and interests of key 
actors—by, for example, presenting a new wind farm as a local development project and 
thereby enlarging the coalition in support of the project. Network managers can also present 
package deals, which combine seemingly incompatible goals such as economic development 
and conservation and thereby achieve multiple objectives. In addition, much can be done to 
influence and explicate the involved actors’ perceptions, through, for example, the 
dissemination of new information and knowledge. 

The third and fourth strategies suggested by Klijn (2005) are organizational 
arrangements and interaction guiding. Network managers can influence how the 
development process is organized, sustaining cross-coalition negotiations by, for instance, 
introducing different projects adjacent to the process, initiating the formation of boards or 
working groups, and adopting roles as mediators. These strategies aim to create initiatives 
and remove obstacles for collaboration, and since these primarily influence the network 
process, they will be put together. Most of the strategies of managing networks by process 
design are strategies that apply to specific projects, such as specific wind power 
developments, and thus represent a more localized policy process than that which governs 
institutional design. Taken together, the strategies outlined here are ways in which actors can 
affect network structure, substance, and processes, thereby influencing network/policy 
outcomes. Such strategies ultimately account for whether a wind power project, for example, 
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is actually realized in a given locale. This approach, taken as a whole, accounts for the policy 
process at both the national and local levels, while recognizing that there are aspects of those 
processes that are inherently discrete from each other. This approach thus offers another way, 
in addition to the ACF-based framework discussed earlier, of looking at the policy process in 
terms of multiple policy subsystems, but with a focus on institutions and network actions 
instead of values and beliefs, or in other words, the context within which actors, especially 
sovereigns, operate in the policy process. 

How Institutional and Process Design Influence Networks 
Figure 2 is based on the theoretical discussion above; it summarizes the institutional 

and process design strategies and illustrates how these influence different components of 
networks. 

The arrows in Figure 2 imply a hierarchical relationship between institutional design 
and process design, in which the former defines the conditions for the latter. The institutional 
arrangements are the basis for the fundamental characteristics of the policy action arena and, 
by means of institutional design—e.g. changes in boundary rules, position rules, etc.—
collaboration can be altered. However, due to institutional interplays and impacts from 
various contextual factors, similar institutional designs do not necessarily give rise to similar 
policy outcomes. The acting space within a given institutional setting is significant, and 
collaboration networks can be influenced significantly via process design strategies, such as 
the activation of actors and resources or by adopting various goal-achieving strategies. 
Therefore, institutional design is linked to the network via process design strategies (Figure 
2). 
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Figure 2: How Institutional and Process Design Influence Different Components of 
Networks  

 
It could be argued that the relationship between institutional and process design could 

go in both directions. The time required, however, for process design elements to affect 
institutional design is likely significant. Furthermore, since there are likely multiple local 
networks governed by a given institutional design, it is not certain whether the effects in all 
of the networks would be uniform. Figure 2 should be considered as an analytical 
framework—a heuristic device—organizing empirical analyses in the search for deepened 
understanding of how different rules and network management strategies influence 
collaboration. Obviously, it is a simplified description of a significantly more complex 
reality, which could be revised depending on what relationships a given analysis focuses on. 

Figure 2 further illustrates that the various network management strategies affect 
different network components. This is an important contribution of the framework. For 
example, starting with the top row in the figure, it can be assumed that the network structure 
is primarily influenced by boundary and position rules, as well as network managers’ 
strategies of mobilizing or excluding certain actors. This means that the levels of network 
heterogeneity previously identified as important for the performance of renewable energy 
processes can be affected by means of these strategies. According to the same reasoning, 
network managers can elaborate on the scope and pay-off rules and make use of various goal-
achieving strategies—e.g. reframing the purpose of the wind power process—in order to 
influence the substance of the network (middle row in Figure 2). Finally, several types of 
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rules influence the features of the network process (last row in Figure 2), e.g., the aggregation 
rules that define power relations and procedures for decision-making, and choice rules that 
stipulate required or permitted actions. A network manager can also adopt an assortment of 
different process design strategies to affect interactions among the actors. 

In sum, this framework offers both a way to integrate institutional theory with 
network theory and a theoretical explanation for the interaction of different levels of 
governance (i.e. national and local), similar to the goal of explaining the policy process in 
terms of multiple policy subsystems and their interactions. However, the approach just 
outlined contrasts with the subsystem approach in its focus on institutions, networks, and 
network management strategies, as opposed to values and beliefs. Taken together, these 
policy network and policy subsystem frameworks offer complementary explanations of the 
policy process that account not only for the values and beliefs of actors, but also the social 
context or networks within which those actors act and make political decisions. 

Research Questions 
The aim of this dissertation is to explore the mechanisms by which policy subsystems 

interact by developing two frameworks for explaining the mechanisms of policy subsystem 
interactions and illustrating and exploring the potential of these frameworks to contribute to 
the literature on multi-subsystem policy processes with the help of the extant research on 
wind power development and a case study of political decision-making regarding wind power 
development in Sweden. The outlines of the two frameworks have now been developed and 
will be further elaborated and specified in the individual articles of this dissertation. These 
frameworks will be used as the basis for achieving this dissertation’s aim. The frameworks 
will be illustrated and explored with the help of a review of the empirical research on wind 
power (in the case of the network theory-based framework) and an exploratory case study 
where two embedded cases will be examined (in the case of the ACF-based framework). 
These sets of empirical material will be used to illustrate the frameworks and explore whether 
there are preliminary, empirical indications of support for the two frameworks, as well as to 
explore the mechanisms of policy subsystem interaction more generally.  

In order to provide a broader framework within which the theoretical developments 
and empirical results of the papers in this dissertation can be understood and contribute to the 
aim of this dissertation, a few research questions will now be specified. While there are many 
questions related to the frameworks proposed here that could be asked, in order to limit the 
scope of this dissertation, only a few questions concerning key points of the frameworks will 
be posed. The questions include:  

• Question 1: How do institutional frameworks affect policy network processes in 
the wind power policy process? 

• Question 2: How do the beliefs of sovereigns affect policy outputs and policy 
outcomes in the energy policy subsystem? 

• Question 3: How do the beliefs of sovereigns affect policy outputs in land use 
policy subsystems? 

• Question 4: How do institutional frameworks affect the beliefs of sovereigns in 
land use policy subsystems?  
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Each of the questions posed here represents one of the mechanisms which, according 
to the theoretical frameworks developed, helps to explain policy subsystem interactions. Of 
particular interest are Questions 1 and 4, which posit mechanisms operating across the 
boundaries of policy subsystems. By using this approach to explore policy subsystem 
interactions, I will be able to explore the degree to which the proposed frameworks illustrate 
and are applicable to the given empirical data, as well as whether the empirical results are 
generalizable to the theoretical propositions developed earlier in this dissertation. This will 
provide a preliminary indication as to the explanatory power of the frameworks and whether 
they are worth employing in subsequent research. This will also serve to guide the empirical 
exploration of subsystem interactions more generally. 

Research Design 

Cases 
In order to explore the mechanisms by which policy subsystems interact, including 

exploring the effect of networks, values, and beliefs on political decisions, policy outputs, 
and policy outcomes, this dissertation has proposed two frameworks, which will be illustrated 
and explored with the help empirical cases. The empirical cases will also serve to provide 
preliminary indications of the explanatory power of the frameworks. The selection of 
empirical material and cases is therefore of utmost importance. Concerning investigating the 
larger question of how policy subsystems affect one another, it is important that a number of 
criteria for selecting the empirical material and cases are met. Policy subsystem interactions 
are expected to have an important impact on policy outcomes when there is a separation of 
political decision-making authority between two or more policy subsystems, such as between 
the energy and land use subsystems at the national and/or local levels. For this reason, wind 
power policy has been chosen as an appropriate domain within which to study the mechanics 
of subsystem interaction. As was noted earlier, political decisions concerning wind power 
policy, at least in most Western, democratic countries are made at both the national/regional 
levels in terms of policies subsidizing or otherwise encouraging wind power development 
and at the local level in terms of land use planning.  

In order to explore the potential explanatory power of the network theory-based 
framework proposed, the broader scholarly literature on wind power policy and development 
will be reviewed. The bulk of this literature studies cases of wind power development within 
the context of Western, democratic countries, and countries, such as Australia, which follow 
the same Western, democratic model of governance. This literature therefore constitutes a 
good basis for exploring the explanatory power of the framework. The cases are reviewed in 
detail in order to determine whether the use of the network theory-based framework could 
have added to or deepened the analysis conducted. With most of the literature being case 
studies, this was possible because, while each case was approached from a specific 
theoretical framework, plenty of details concerning the cases that were not necessarily 
expected or explained by those frameworks were also included. With such a broad range of  
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cases available, it is possible to explore the explanatory power of the framework proposed 
here against a large amount of empirical data. 

In order to explore the potential explanatory power of the ACF-based framework 
proposed, a different approach was taken. Because this framework requires a detailed 
understanding of the values and beliefs of sovereigns specifically, data which are unlikely 
retrievable by a second-hand review of cases, it was determined that a new case study should 
be conducted. The case study approach is used in this case because the method is ideal when 
1) “’how’ or ‘why’ questions are being posed,” when “the investigator has little control over 
events,” and when “the focus is on a contemporary phenomenon within a real-life context” 
(Yin 2009:2). Because the research questions posed are “how” questions, and because 
political decisions concerning wind power policy are certainly something over which the 
researcher has little control, and are certainly a “contemporary phenomenon within a real-life 
context,” the case study method seems appropriate in contrast to other methods. Furthermore, 
because the aim of this dissertation is exploratory in nature—i.e. exploring how subsystems 
interact—the case study approach is particularly appropriate (Gerring 2004; Yin 2009:9).   

While case studies are inappropriate for making generalization about populations (i.e. 
that the proposed framework will be equally applicable to all cases of the wind power policy 
process) they are, like experiments, “generalizable to theoretical propositions” (Yin 
2009:15,38). Because part of the aim of this dissertation is to illustrate and explore the 
explanatory power of the frameworks proposed by using empirical cases, the case study 
method is an especially suitable tool. Furthermore, because the theoretical propositions put 
forward here concern causal mechanisms (i.e. those that link policy subsystems), as opposed 
to causal effects, the case study approach is particularly attractive (Gerring 2004). 

Important in any case study is the identification of the case itself (cf. Seawright and 
Gerring 2008; Yin 2009), its boundaries and limitations. The case of interest here will be of 
the political decisions (cf. Yin 2009:29) made regarding wind power development in 
Western, democratic countries both within the energy subsystem and land use subsystem 
contexts. The temporal boundaries will be from the time when wind power development 
became a salient issue (i.e. when sovereigns began considering wind power development as a 
possibility) through the period of deliberation and continuing until specific political decisions 
were made.  

Also important in case study research is the identification of the proper units of 
analysis. When the outcomes of interest are at a collective rather than an individual level, the 
appropriate unit of analysis is also at the collective level (Yin 2009:12). Hence, when the 
outcome of interest is wind power development at the national or local level (both of which 
are collective), then the unit of analysis according to the framework proposed here is the 
collective values and beliefs of the sovereigns who make the political decisions regarding 
wind power development.  

In summary, the case to be studied will be the political decisions within a country 
with a Western, democratic system of governance, and where authority for political decision 
making with regard to wind power is located at both the national and local levels of 
government. It is important that this “separation of powers” is not simply a formality, but is 
an implicit, strong division of authority between the national and local levels; otherwise the 
multiple-subsystem dynamic will not properly function. The unit of analysis will be the 
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collective beliefs of the sovereigns who make the political decisions concerning wind power 
policy. Ideally, the case will be one in which there are significant value-conflicts, i.e. where 
wind power development is not simply a given, but something that will compromise other 
values that sovereigns might have. This will especially be true where the wind power 
developments in question are large and represent a significant change in land use policy at the 
local level. 

For these reasons, the political decisions made in Sweden regarding wind power 
development over the past couple of decades constitute the overall case chosen for illustrating 
and exploring the explanatory power of the ACF-based framework developed here. In 
consequence of the EU’s renewable energy goals and targets, and as a result of their own 
domestic policy goals for renewable energy development, national-level policymakers in 
Sweden have undertaken to develop policy intended to spur the growth of renewable energy 
development, including wind power, in the country. Since the early 1990s, when there was 
very little wind power, increases in wind power production yearly have grown five-fold. 
Some of the most ambitious wind power projects in Europe have also been undertaken in 
Sweden. Indeed, there have been a number of significant political decisions by sovereigns in 
Sweden to development wind power, and those decisions have resulted in a significant policy 
outcome in the form of massive increases in wind power production. From the perspective of 
furthering the development of renewable and wind energy production, this alone makes 
Sweden an interesting case.   

Sweden is also a good example of the separation of authority between the 
national/regional governments and local governments when it comes to wind power 
development. In Sweden, there is a long-standing and strong tradition of municipal 
autonomy, which extends to wind power and which goes so far as to afford municipalities a 
de facto veto over wind power development within their borders. Because of this, Sweden 
provides an interesting context from which to understand why it is that wind power is 
developed at all in a context where the benefits of such development are often global while 
the costs are usually local. This is because when it comes to wind power most of the benefits 
(electricity produced, carbon emissions reduced, and increased energy independence) are 
accrued at the national or even global level rather than the local level. While municipalities 
may anticipate increased local economic development, wind power projects, which take a 
large amount of land-area, can easily interfere with other actual and potential land uses such 
as housing, recreation, forestry, etc. This means that most of the negative effects of wind 
power development are observed locally. It is therefore interesting to try to understand why 
municipal authorities make the decision to allow wind power developments when they need 
not do so.  

Sweden is also an interesting case because it can be considered, in some regards, as a 
corporatist state, or a state in which interest groups, including corporate interest groups, 
collaborate closely with government in the formulation and implementation of policy. This 
stands in contrast to the more pluralistic nature of policymaking in the United States, for 
example. This is important for two reasons. First, the ACF was originally conceived within 
the United States context and has received some criticism on the basis of being too 
pluralistically oriented and therefore less suited to European contexts. If the ACF-based 
theoretical developments of this dissertation prove applicable to the cases and are empirically 
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fruitful, this would indicate that the developments could help make the ACF more useful in 
less-pluralistic policymaking contexts. Second, the focus on sovereigns as key actors in 
multi-subsystem policy processes becomes particularly relevant because, in corporatist 
policymaking systems, sovereigns are expected to exercise more power in policymaking than 
in more pluralistic settings, where power is diffused among more actors.  

Starting with the case of the political decisions made in Sweden regarding wind 
power development is just the beginning. Because the case itself comprises a multitude of 
policy subsystems—i.e. the national-level energy policy subsystem and all of the local land 
use policy subsystems where wind power development is salient—it is impossible to evaluate 
all of the relevant subsystems. Therefore, a strategic selection will have to be made. These 
selections will constitute “embedded cases” (Yin 2009:50) within the overall case study. 
Each embedded case will, of course, need to adhere to the same selection criteria as the 
overarching case. The political decisions made by sovereigns within the energy policy 
subsystem will, of course, constitute one of the embedded cases because there is only one 
energy policy subsystem to analyze. 

The question of strategic selection concerns which land use policy subsystem should 
be selected among the many such subsystems in Sweden where wind power development is a 
relevant issue. The subsystem should be one where wind power is a pressing, relevant issue 
due to its potential impact on land use and potential conflict with other values, thereby 
constituting a significant potential change in land use policy. 

While wind power developments have proceeded in many cases in Sweden, as 
evidenced by the large increase in wind power production in the last 25 years, success in 
developing new projects is far from guaranteed. Wind power projects across Sweden have 
been rejected by municipalities for reasons ranging from developers’ requests to build outside 
areas designated by the municipality for wind power development (Falköpingstidning 16 
December 2014) to interference with airport landing zones (Lerumstidning 26 February 
2014) to protecting landscape aesthetics (Helsingborgs Dagblad 7 April 2005). When 
developers appeal municipal decisions to regional authorities, municipalities’ decisions are 
usually upheld, reinforcing municipal autonomy.  Given that the costs of wind power 
development are mostly local and given that many benefits, such as reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions and producing electricity are often regional, national, or global, it is interesting that 
municipalities approve such projects at all. While local economic development is certainly 
one motivating factor, wind power companies often import expertise and materials; 
furthermore, wind power projects can directly threaten some economic, environmental, and 
other societal interests of the local population, such as preserving the landscape, reindeer 
herding, forestry, etc. The most interesting cases to look at would therefore be cases where 
municipalities did approve the building of wind power developments, especially large 
developments that would have a significant impact on land use, which would thus force land 
use subsystem sovereigns to make political decisions involving value conflicts when they did 
not have to, given their de facto veto over such projects.  

The land use subsystem selected for this dissertation is Piteå Municipality, Sweden, 
with a particular focus on the Markbygden wind power project. The Markbygden wind power 
project is a development that, if all phases of development are permitted and completed, will 
end up being one of the largest wind parks in Europe. After the area was identified by the 
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Swedish national government as a strategically important area for wind power development 
during the early 2000s, the company “Markbygden Vind” began to explore the possibilities 
for developing wind power projects in the area. By 2009, permissions had been granted for a 
pilot project, and 12 turbines had been erected. A second pilot project comprising 8 turbines 
was permitted and complete by 2011. Following the development of the pilot projects, it was 
determined by the interested companies that a three-phase project comprising 1101 turbines 
up to 200 meters high could be developed. This project, when completed, would cover 450 
square kilometers (more than twice the size of Stockholm Municipality), and produce about 
10TWH a year, or 6.6% of Sweden’s total electricity production. In 2012, Phase 1, 
comprising a little over 314 turbines, had received the necessary permissions. In 2015, Phase 
2 was approved and the building rights were subsequently sold to Enercon. The third Phase is 
still being evaluated and investigated at this time. 
 The permitting process for the construction of a project of this magnitude, including 
the pilot projects, comprises essentially four steps. First, the Environment and Building 
Committee of the Municipal Council investigates the issue in depth, including its impact on 
residents, the environment, and other interests involved, and decides whether to grant a 
building permit. Second, for a project of this size, the areas proposed for development must 
also be included in the Municipality’s Comprehensive Plan, which is voted on by the entire 
Municipal Council. Third, providing that Municipal permits and approval are secured, the 
project is sent to the County Administrative Board for an environmental permit. After 
conducting an environmental impact assessment of the proposed project, the Board votes on 
whether to grant its permission. Finally, because of the size of the project, and its potential 
conflicts with national interests, such as military over-flights, the National Government must 
grant its permission for the project. As noted earlier, both of the Markbygden pilot projects, 
as well as the first two phases of the main Markbygden project have received the necessary 
permits and approvals, while the third phase is still under investigation. The focus of this 
embedded case study, however, will be on the political decisions made by the Piteå 
Municipality to permit and approve the project, as opposed to the decisions made by the 
County Administrative Board or the National Government. 

Because of the structure of this permitting and approval process, Municipalities in 
Sweden have an enormous amount of autonomy in deciding whether to allow wind power 
development within their boundaries. While developers can, in theory, appeal municipal 
decisions to the County Administrative Board or National Government, in practice, the 
regional and national governments defer to local decisions. Therefore, in order for a project to 
stand any real chance of realization, local approval must be secured. For these reasons, one of 
the embedded case studies within the overall case study of sovereign’s decisions regarding 
wind power in Sweden will be a study of the political decisions made at the local level in the 
land use policy subsystem, in this case, in Piteå Municipality. Piteå Municipality was chosen, 
in part, because while the area for development is sparsely populated (about 400 residents in 
the area), there are a number of potential local-level conflicts with the development. These 
include the forestry industry, industrial quarries, reindeer herding by the indigenous Sami, 
numerous summer homes and the aforementioned residents, as well as large hunting and 
recreation areas. Because the development of the project would entail not only the 
construction of the massive turbines and their foundations, but also the building of their 
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foundations and the necessary service roads, the impact from the project would be large, 
giving rise to the potential for value conflicts for the municipal sovereigns seeking to balance 
the competing needs, wants and interests of their constituents, as well as their own values and 
beliefs. The enormity of the project—as opposed to a smaller development with only a few 
turbines—exacerbates such conflicts.  Piteå Municipality therefore serves as an excellent case 
for examining the political decisions made, and the values, beliefs, and value conflicts behind 
those decisions. 

The critical political decision made at the local level was the decision to include the 
Markbygden project in the Municipal Comprehensive Plan, the precursor to all subsequent 
development planning decisions within the municipality, and the basis for proceeding with 
the project’s development. In the first half of 2005, public consultation meetings were held in 
the villages in the area that would be affected by the project. A proposal for the 
Comprehensive Plan was subsequently displayed in the city hall, the city library, and larger 
villages in the area during the second half of 2005, during which time comments on and 
suggestions for changes in the plan were received. During 2006, the plan was revised; it was 
then approved by the City Council Board in January of 2007.  From April to June of 2007, 
the new plan was again displayed in the aforementioned places throughout the municipality. 
On December 17th, 2007, the Municipal Council voted to adopt the Comprehensive Plan, 
including areas designated for the development of Phase 1 of the Markbygden project.  

As might be assumed, the process leading up to the decision was contentious. Despite 
concessions made in the plan to increase the minimum distances between turbines and homes, 
local nature conservation group property owners were expressly against the development, 
citing the impact it would have on the landscape aesthetic and on those living in the area 
because of the shadows cast and the noise made by the turbines. The two main associations 
representing hunters in the areas were divided with one group in favor and one against. The 
Swedish Ministry of Defense also expressed its reservations regarding the impact the turbines 
would have on an area used for airborne military exercises. The Sami also expressed some 
concerns regarding the impact the turbines and service roads would have on areas used for 
reindeer herding and migration, but the Municipality noted that these concerns were chiefly a 
question of national interests and not of concern to the Municipality itself. The large majority 
of municipal officials, i.e. the subsystem’s sovereigns, on the other hand, were quite favorable 
toward the development, despite opposition. This therefore presents an interesting case for 
exploring the value conflicts of sovereigns and how they weighed their various, competing 
values (e.g. the opposition of certain constituents vs. their desire to approve the project) in 
relation to their political decision to approve the Markbygden project. 
 In the larger case study of the political decisions made in Sweden regarding wind 
power development, two embedded case studies have been described. The first is the 
embedded case of the energy policy subsystem in Sweden. This comprises the sovereigns 
making political decisions concerning energy/wind power development for Sweden at the 
national level. The relevant sovereigns in this case are the Members of the Swedish 
Parliament (Riksdagen). This embedded case is used to study the beliefs of the subsystem’s 
sovereigns in relation to the political outputs of the subsystem, and policy outcomes 
generally. The second is an embedded case of the political decisions made by sovereigns in 
the land use policy subsystem regarding wind power development at the local level. The 
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relevant sovereigns in this case are the Members of the Municipal Council and other relevant 
government officials. This embedded case is used to study the values and beliefs of 
sovereigns in relation to the subsystem policy outputs (i.e. the decision to approve the 
Markbygden project), as well as the influence of the institutional framework, which 
originates in the energy policy subsystem, on the values and beliefs of sovereigns in the land 
use subsystem of Piteå. This embedded case in Piteå Municipality was chosen because of the 
size and impact of a wind power project proposed for the Municipality (the Markbygden 
project) and the consequent value conflicts that such a project would give rise to in making 
political decisions regarding wind power development. The two embedded case studies 
comprise a single case, that of political decisions made regarding wind power development in 
Sweden. These embedded case studies recognize that, in accordance with the ACF-based 
theory of the interactions of multiple policy subsystems, the political decisions made 
regarding wind power are made in more than one policy subsystem; hence, more than one 
subsystem must be considered to obtain a full picture of the wind power policy process. This 
design will use the case (including the embedded cases) for illustrating the proposed 
theoretical framework and exploring whether there are preliminary empirical indications of 
support for the proposed framework. 

Methods 
In order to explore the potential explanatory power of the framework proposed that 

deals with multiple policy subsystems in terms of institutional frameworks and policy 
networks, a broad survey of the literature on cases of wind power development was 
conducted. These cases were analyzed in detail in order to determine whether there were 
events, actions, or other details that were described within the cases but that the theoretical 
frameworks employed by the researchers could not fully explain or account for, but that the 
network theory-based approach developed here would have been able to explain or shed 
greater light on. This includes the use of institutional rules and their interaction with network 
management strategies that affect network structure, substance, and process, and, thereby, 
policy outcomes. This method provided a broad empirical basis for exploring the potential of 
this framework to contribute to the broader literature on political decisions related to wind 
power development by explaining policy subsystem interactions.  

In order to explore the explanatory power of the ACF-based framework for subsystem 
interactions, a case study approach was used in order to examine the values and beliefs of 
sovereigns in greater depth than a survey of existing cases would have allowed. Because the 
framework posited suggests that in certain cases policy outcomes can only be explained by 
referring to political decisions made in multiple policy subsystems, it was necessary that 
multiple policy subsystems within a single case (political decisions made regarding wind 
power policy in a country) be studied. This was done by studying two embedded cases: the 
political decisions made in a) the country’s energy policy subsystem and b) a land use policy 
subsystem. According to the proposed framework, the relevant unit of analysis for studying 
political decisions is the values and beliefs of the sovereigns making the decisions.  

Case studies a) cope with situations where there are more variables of interest than 
data points, and as a result b) rely on multiple sources of evidence, which are used to 



 

 34 

triangulate conclusions, and c) benefit from the prior development of theoretical propositions 
to guide data collection and analysis (Yin 2009:18). The values and beliefs of sovereigns, or 
any actor for that matter, are multifaceted and impossible to observe directly in their entirety. 
Such issues are compounded when there are many sovereigns whose values and beliefs must 
be accounted for. The closest approximation for such values and beliefs are the words and 
expressions of the sovereigns themselves. Because of the relative paucity of this data in 
relation to sovereigns’ actual beliefs, as Yin suggests, multiple sources of data must be used 
to triangulate what the values and beliefs of the sovereigns in question actually were. 
Therefore, the various existing records of sovereigns’ expression of values and beliefs will be 
studied. This includes legislative texts, policy documents, and other official pronouncements. 
At the national level, these are to be found in abundance. For this reason (as noted in Yin 
2009:19), the energy subsystem case was studied with the help of not just qualitative 
methods, but also quantitative methods, including a quantitative text-analysis approach with 
official documents. This also represents a mixed-methods approach, where the different 
methods employed are designed to answer the same research questions (Yin 2009:63). 

At the local level, on the other hand, there are many fewer such documents and so 
additional sources were consulted. Local media reports citing sovereigns opinions and 
expressions were studied. Furthermore, for the land use subsystem embedded case study, a 
survey was sent out to Municipal Council members to complement the media reports and 
official documents available. As with the energy subsystem case, this represents a mixed-
methods approach (Yin 2009:63). In this case, the use of multiple methods also serves as an 
aide in a case where the number of variables to be observed is greater than the available data 
and, therefore, the use of multiples sources of evidence is necessary in order to triangulate the 
variables, i.e. the values and beliefs of the sovereigns (Yin 2009:18,114-15). Finally, as 
suggested by Yin (2009:19,38), and as is appropriate given that part of the aim of this 
dissertation is to explore the explanatory power of the framework, the theoretical framework 
itself was used as a guide for the collection and analysis of data in both embedded cases. 

Concerning the case of Sweden itself, the case can be made that it represents a critical 
case, thus being appropriate for theory-validation (Seawright and Gerring 2008; Yin 
2009:47). While an aim of this dissertation is to explore the potential of the frameworks 
proposed to explain subsystem interactions rather than validating them per se, the theory-
laden nature of this dissertation lends itself to the use of a critical case study as an illustrative 
tool or means for exploration. Sweden can be considered a critical case because of the 
political decisions made to promote wind power at both national and local levels, coupled 
with the massive increase in wind power production (by five-fold) in recent decades—thus 
representing a case where political decisions have affected policy outcomes. Simultaneously, 
Sweden is a case where there is a very strong tradition of local autonomy, a critical case, as it 
were, of the major criterion for observing policy outcomes that result from political decisions 
made across multiple policy subsystems. For these reasons, Sweden offers an ideal 
opportunity to explore the explanatory power of the ACF-based framework proposed. On the 
level of the embedded cases, there is only one energy policy subsystem to study, making the 
political decisions made by sovereigns at the national level the natural choice. On the other 
hand, there are many cases of political decisions made by sovereigns in land use policy 
subsystems. It is therefore important that the case chosen be a critical embedded case. As 
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illustrated above, due to the enormity of the Markbygden project (unique within Sweden), 
and the consequent value conflicts that arose from that, the political decisions made by 
sovereigns in the Piteå Municipality are an ideal case within Sweden to explore the 
explanatory power of the framework proposed here. In both embedded cases, as well as the 
overall case of the political decisions made in Sweden, the purpose of the case study is to 
serve to help explore the explanatory power of the ACF-derived framework in this 
dissertation. This theory-exploration component is part of the larger, exploratory aim of this 
dissertation (cf. Gerring 2004; Yin 2009:177-178), and seeks to explain the cases in terms of 
the ACF-based framework and also to explore the relationships proposed within that 
framework. Finally, as a reminder, the aspiration of this dissertation is not generalizability to 
populations, i.e. to other countries or municipalities within those countries. Rather, it is to 
suggest the potential of the theoretical frameworks proposed for “analytic generalizability,” 
i.e., to suggest that the case studied is “generalizable to theoretical propositions,” as with 
formal experiments (Yin 2009:15,38). 

I will now provide brief outlines of the papers written for this dissertation, based on 
the research question each paper is intended to address. Paper I develops a theory of the 
relationship of institutions to network processes in terms of network management theory by 
explicating the relationship of institutional design and process design, and illustrating the 
theoretical framework with the help of a range of empirical examples from different 
countries. Paper I therefore addresses Question 1. Paper II addresses the interaction of the 
policy beliefs of sovereigns, policy outputs, and policy impacts within the energy policy 
subsystem of Sweden, i.e. an embedded case of political decisions at the national level, 
addressing Question 2. Paper III focuses on the interaction of the policy beliefs of sovereigns, 
political decisions, and policy outputs within a specific land use policy subsystem (Piteå 
Municipality) in Sweden, i.e. an embedded case of political decisions at the local level. Paper 
III focused on Question 3. Paper IV addresses Question 4 by examining how the institutional 
framework in Sweden originating from within the energy policy subsystem affects the policy 
beliefs of sovereigns within the same land use policy subsystem/embedded case as Paper III, 
i.e. an embedded case of how the energy subsystem affects a land use subsystem.  

A figure similar to Figure 1 follows each paper’s description, outlining how the paper 
fits in with the overall dissertation. This includes Paper I, which, while using a network 
approach instead of the ACF as its basis, can nonetheless be conceived of in similar terms of 
the mechanisms (i.e. processes and means) of policy subsystem interactions. This serves the 
purpose of relating Paper I to the objectives of the other papers and the aim of the dissertation 
as a whole. After each figure is an explanation of the research questions/hypotheses for each 
individual paper, the answers to which will provide answers to each of the research questions 
for the dissertation. 

Question 1: How do institutional frameworks affect policy network processes in the wind 
power policy process? – Paper I 

In order to answer Question 1, Paper I proposes an analytical framework for more 
systematically understanding the network management of renewable energy development, as 
well as the relationship of network management to institutional design. At a general level, the 
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framework suggests that, in addition to state-level policy instruments (i.e. formal 
institutions), renewable energy outcomes are influenced by the complex interactions between 
different types of actors whose capabilities, preferences, and perceptions are largely, but not 
completely, shaped by the institutionalized rules and norms within which they interact. 
Previous studies are drawn upon in order to illustrate the potential empirical relevance of the 
framework and to demonstrate how previous studies would have benefitted from this 
framework by being able to more fully account for and theoretically integrate the empirical 
findings relevant to understanding renewable energy development. The results of this paper 
enable a better understanding of the dynamic of how institutional frameworks influence 
policy networks.  

While Papers II-IV, which are based primarily on the ACF, and this paper differ in 
several theoretical regards, the concepts are nonetheless similar in that they explain processes 
of interaction between levels, or policy subsystems, in the policy process. I therefore believe 
it is useful to present a visual model that captures the essence of what Paper I is investigating, 
but in a way that is relatable to the other papers. This will aid in evaluating and comparing 
the results of Paper I with those of Papers II-IV in the Conclusion section. “Networks” has 
been added to the label for the “Land Use Policy Subsystems” to reflect the fact that networks 
are the context in which sovereigns make political decisions and policy outputs are produced, 
but the structure of the visual model is the same as Figure 1 and the other papers’ models. 
Based on this, Figure 3 shows which components and variables of the overarching theoretical 
model developed earlier are investigated in Paper I. 

 
Figure 3. Model Variables Investigated in Paper I (light grey=independent, dark 
grey=dependent) 

 

Paper I Aim 

The aim of this paper is to: 1) propose an analytical framework within which the 
development processes leading to renewable energy investments can be understood, with a 
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focus on the management of policy networks; and 2) provide empirical illustrations of this 
framework based on existing research on renewable energy development. In the latter part, 
development is defined as the process of planning and installing renewable energy projects 
(e.g., wind mills) at specific geographic locations. The proposed analytical framework could 
also be used to analyze actor networks and institutional preconditions in other contexts, e.g., 
important processes taking place in technological development and innovation systems. The 
focus is primarily on developed countries, which are typically characterized by relatively 
stable institutions and some amount of decision-making power at the local level. 

One of the most evident conclusions from the studies reviewed is that there is 
variation between governing institutions, as well as between the strategies employed to 
develop wind power within those institutional frameworks. Previous research has shown that 
differences in wind power development outcomes also vary within similar, or even the same, 
institutional frameworks (i.e., within the same country, under the same national rules) (e.g., 
Pettersson et al., 2010; Toke et al., 2008). This suggests that whether and which network 
management strategies are employed will likely make a difference in network outcomes; the 
analytical framework developed in this paper sheds light on these issues. The framework 
enables the study of different types of strategies for network management and their 
interactions, as well as their relative importance under the same rules or institutional design. 
The analysis in this paper provides several examples of how network managers can govern 
the collaboration process by means of encouraging key actors’ involvement, framing of goals, 
organizing committees, etc. However, because empirical studies with the specific aim of 
studying institutional design and network management in the context of renewable energy 
development are mostly missing, there is currently no data necessary to make accurate 
assessments of the relative impacts of different rules and network strategies on policy 
outcomes. These are areas requiring further empirical investigation utilizing these 
perspectives, and the framework developed in this article could support such ambitions. 

Question 2: How do the beliefs of sovereigns affect policy outputs and policy outcomes in the 
energy policy subsystem? – Paper II 

Paper II is designed to answer Question 2 and constitutes an embedded case study of 
the energy policy subsystem and the relationship of the beliefs of sovereigns, the decisions of 
sovereigns, consequent policy outputs, and policy impacts. The sovereigns in question 
include the members of the Swedish Parliament (Riksdagen) during the period of 1991-2011, 
long enough to observe major policy change as well as potential change in policy core 
beliefs. The beliefs of sovereigns, termed “policy frames” for the purposes of this paper, in 
the subsystem are studied over time through a quantitative content/textual analysis of 
parliamentary documents compared to policy outputs (legislation), and policy impacts (wind 
power produced). This was done by using previous research and inductive methods based on 
the documents themselves to identify the policy frames present in sovereigns’ discourse on 
wind power. These frames were then compared to legislation passed and increases or 
decreases in wind power development to ascertain relationships between the three over time.  

Based on this, Figure 4 shows which components, or variables, of the overall 
theoretical model developed (elaborated in the theory section of this dissertation, as well as in 
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Paper IV) are investigated in Paper II. It is important to note that the independent variable 
identified by this model (beliefs of sovereigns in the energy policy subsystem) is viewed as 
affecting both policy outputs (in the energy subsystem) and policy outcomes. The 
institutional framework, the beliefs of sovereigns in land use policy subsystems, and policy 
outputs are, for the purposes of this paper, viewed as a “black box” between the policy 
outputs of the energy subsystem and policy outcomes, i.e. something not to be examined in 
the context of this paper. Furthermore, while policy outcomes are represented as an arrow, 
i.e. affecting the beliefs of sovereigns in the energy subsystem, this refers to the overall 
model of this dissertation, in which policy outcomes inform the beliefs of sovereigns in the 
energy subsystem, rather than referring to an effect that will be measured in Paper II 
specifically.   
 
Figure 4. Model Variables Investigated in Paper II (light grey=independent, dark 
grey=dependent) 

  

Paper II Research Question and Hypotheses 

The research question for this paper is: Why are states who have reached their 
renewable energy targets successful in implementing wind power policy? 

As outlined above, the ACF asserts, among other things, that beliefs are drivers of 
policy change. According to the ACF, the mechanism by which policy is implemented 
includes the decisions of sovereigns, which lead to policy outputs, which lead to policy 
impacts and, thereby, policy outcomes. By analyzing the relationships of these elements to 
each other, the ACF has the potential to provide answers to the research question posed, as 
well as a better understanding of the wind power policy process. These relationships have 
been formulated in terms of three hypotheses that are tested: 
H1: The institution of specific wind power policy outputs will be preceded by policy learning 
by sovereigns. 
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This hypothesis is based on the general notion within the ACF that beliefs and policy 
learning (i.e. changes in beliefs) are the drivers of policy change. In the ACF, policy outputs 
are the result of decisions by sovereigns and should therefore be expected to reflect the 
beliefs of sovereigns to some extent. New policy outputs represent changes in policy and one 
would therefore expect that such changes would be preceded by policy learning by 
sovereigns. 
H2: Increases in wind power production will be preceded by the institution of specific wind 
power policy outputs. 

According to the ACF, policy impacts and outcomes are the result of policy outputs. 
One would therefore expect that the institution of new wind power policy outputs would 
affect wind power production in one way or another. Increases in wind power production (i.e. 
in states that have successfully developed wind power) should therefore be expected to be 
preceded by the institution of new policy outputs. 
H3: Increases in wind power production will be preceded by policy learning by sovereigns. 

This hypothesis derives from the notion from the ACF that policy, in a general sense, 
is a reflection of the dominant beliefs within a policy subsystem. It can therefore be expected 
that there will be a relationship between policy learning by sovereigns and wind power policy 
outcomes. This paper will provide a useful “baseline” of the beliefs of sovereigns in the 
energy policy subsystem in Sweden, as well as the institutional framework, thus providing 
useful context for the embedded case of political decisions in the land use policy subsystem 
in Papers III and IV. 

Question 3: How do the beliefs of sovereigns affect policy outputs in land use policy 
subsystems? – Paper III  

Paper III provides an answer to Question 3 and constitutes an embedded case study of 
the political decisions in a land use policy subsystem and the relationship of the values and 
beliefs of sovereigns to their political decisions and policy outputs. The land use subsystem in 
question is located in Piteå Municipality, Sweden. The paper examines the values and beliefs 
of sovereign decision makers during the period leading up to when the decision was made to 
permit the first phase of building. The sovereigns whose values and beliefs are analyzed are 
those charged with overseeing and deciding whether to permit wind power development 
within the Municipality, i.e. members of the Municipal Council and other Municipal officials. 
It is an interesting case for trying to explain why, in the face of so many potential value and 
interest conflicts, the municipality decided to approve development, constituting a major 
policy change.  

The values and beliefs of sovereigns—categorized in the paper as values, beliefs, and 
attitudes—were collected through media articles citing sovereigns’ views on the 
development, official documents, and a survey covering sovereigns’ values and beliefs 
concerning the project. These were analyzed and the data triangulated to ascertain whether 
and in what way policy learning (i.e. changes in beliefs) occurred prior to and during the 
permitting process for the wind power development. In this case, the political decision and 
policy output are the granting of the permit for the wind power development. Based on this,  
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Figure 4 shows which components, or variables, of the overall theoretical model developed 
earlier are investigated in Paper III. 

 
Figure 5. Model Variables Investigated in Paper III (light grey=independent, dark 
grey=dependent) 

 
Paper III Research Questions 

The aim of Paper III is to understand the process by which the values and beliefs of 
sovereigns are translated into political decisions. To achieve this aim, two research questions 
were posed, which were used to guide the analysis of the decision-making process of 
sovereigns leading to the decision by the Piteå Municipal Council to approve the 
Markbygden area for wind power development.  
Q1: How do sovereigns prioritize among values and beliefs when making concrete political 
decisions? 
Q2: How do sovereigns rationalize the prioritizations of values and beliefs that they make 
when making concrete political decisions? 

Question 1 was designed to shed light on the process by which sovereigns prioritize 
among values and beliefs when they must make political decisions. It is possible that 
sovereigns might hold multiple values and beliefs in the abstract, but when making a concrete 
decision, especially in a complex policy process characterized by value conflicts, some values 
and beliefs must be prioritized above others. Question 2 was designed to elicit the reasoning 
behind why sovereigns make the prioritizations they do when making political decisions. 
Question 2 is designed to deepen the understanding of the answers to Question 1. Together, 
the questions help to understand the relationship of values and beliefs to political decisions.  
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Question 4: How do institutional frameworks affect the beliefs of sovereigns in land use 
policy subsystems? – Paper IV  

Paper IV answers Question 4 and develops a theoretical model that explains the 
interaction of the energy policy subsystem and land use policy subsystems in terms of 
institutional frameworks, the beliefs of sovereigns, policy outputs, and policy outcomes and 
impacts. The paper constitutes an embedded case study of a specific land use policy 
subsystem in Sweden and how the institutional framework from the energy policy subsystem 
affects the beliefs of sovereigns in a land use policy subsystem. The embedded case is the 
same as in Paper III, i.e. the Markbygden wind park development in the Municipality of 
Piteå. Information on the beliefs of sovereign decision makers in the Piteå municipality were 
collected from media articles, official documents, and a survey covering sovereigns’ beliefs 
concerning the project. These were analyzed and the data triangulated to determine if and in 
what ways the beliefs of sovereigns in the policy subsystem reflected the values and beliefs 
represented by the institutional framework, which is a policy impact from the political 
decisions made in (and hence the policy outputs of) the energy policy subsystem. Based on 
this, Figure 6 shows which components or variables of the overall theoretical model 
developed are investigated in Paper IV. 

 
Figure 6. Model Variables Investigated in Paper IV (light grey=independent, dark 
grey=dependent) 

 

Paper IV Research Question and Hypotheses 

The research question that guided the empirical collection and analysis of the case in 
this paper was why do local authorities decide to permit wind power development in 
situations where 1) national authorities have created institutional frameworks encouraging 
the development of wind power, yet 2) local authorities have significant discretion 
concerning wind power development? 
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This question is designed to examine cases where local authorities are autonomous in 
making decisions regarding wind power development, thus establishing the basis for the 
existence of two, independent types of policy subsystems: the energy subsystem and land use 
subsystems. Based on this research question, two hypotheses concerning what influences 
local sovereigns and their beliefs were derived from the ACF and the framework and model 
proposed in this article. These hypotheses are applicable to land use policy subsystems where 
wind power development has been permitted, i.e. where the political decisions of energy 
policy subsystem sovereigns have at least in-part been successfully realized. 

H1: National and global problems (e.g. climate change) and proposed solutions (e.g. 
developing wind power) are prioritized over local concerns in the beliefs of sovereigns in 
land use policy subsystems. 

This hypothesis is based on the ACF notion that in order to change policy core beliefs, 
larger changes, exogenous to the subsystem are usually necessary. Such changes include 
changes in the resources attached to or attributes of the policy area of energy policy, 
including climate change and wind power, and policy decisions and impacts from the energy 
policy subsystem (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:20, Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 2007). 
Also of interest here is within what types of beliefs (i.e. deep core, policy core, secondary) 
national and global problems and policies would be prioritized—the ACF would postulate 
that policy core beliefs would be those expected to be affected. 

H2: National policy goals (i.e. the institutional framework) for wind power 
development are prioritized over local concerns in the beliefs of sovereigns in land use policy 
subsystems. 

Similar to the hypothesis above, exogenous changes are hypothesized by the ACF to 
affect policy core beliefs. Institutional frameworks represent changes in the resources 
attached to or attributes of the policy area of energy policy, climate change, and wind power, 
as well as policy decisions and impacts from the energy subsystem (Sabatier and Jenkins-
Smith 1993:20, Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 2007). As with H1, of interest is within what 
types of beliefs institutional frameworks would be prioritized—the ACF postulates that 
policy core beliefs would be those expected to be affected. 

H1 and H2 were designed to test whether issues mostly external to land use 
subsystems are prioritized in the beliefs of sovereigns within those subsystems and what 
types of beliefs those issues are prioritized within. In terms of the visual model, the 
dependent variable is the beliefs of sovereigns in land use policy subsystems. The 
independent variables include the institutional framework, and, more broadly, national and 
global problems and policies. Because wind power development enjoys general support 
(Jobert et al. 2007, Nadai 2007, Todt 2011), it could be expected that sovereigns in land use 
subsystems would be generally in favor of state policies addressing climate change and other 
energy-related problems through developing renewable energy. However, the question of 
whether to develop wind power in a given land use subsystem, i.e. locally, could be expected 
to bring differences in values and beliefs to the forefront as specific projects could clash with 
other local land use values, beliefs, and interests. This is yet another reason why it is 
important to understand the values and beliefs of sovereigns in cases where wind power 
projects are actually permitted. General support for the environment, addressing climate 
change, and renewable energy development, all represent deep core and policy core beliefs 
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whereas beliefs regarding whether and where actual wind power projects should be 
developed are secondary beliefs. 

Discussion 
How do institutional frameworks affect policy network processes in the wind power policy 
process? 

Regarding the analytical framework developed in Paper I—i.e. how institutional 
frameworks affect policy network processes—there are a number of points to be made. First 
is that there is ample evidence from previous empirical studies that a systematic theoretical 
framework accounting for network processes—as well as how those processes are affected by 
institutional frameworks—is needed. Phenomena, such as the methods used by local actors to 
organize and coordinate among themselves, are readily apparent and yet lacking in theoretical 
elaboration by previous approaches. 

Having said this, there are a number of issues relating to the framework proposed and 
policy network approaches that should be noted, elaborated, or otherwise resolved. For 
instance, the policies and institutions created at the regional and local levels are sometimes 
difficult to characterize, as they constitute institutions within which actors at the local level 
act, while also being created by actors from within the network itself. In addition, whether 
something can be considered a network management strategy or not depends greatly on how a 
given policy has been reached or how an instrument was implemented (e.g. what actors were 
involved or not, and in what way they were involved) as much as on what policy instrument 
was used. Thus, the focus of study in this framework becomes the process of setting goals 
and policies, making laws, etc., more than simply the content of these institutions, which has 
been well-addressed by previous research. 

Also, when applying the network management framework to understanding empirical 
data, actions taken by network managers that affect network structure, substance, and 
processes often represent the use of multiple strategies, as outlined within the framework. For 
example, creating an organization that helps actors coalesce around a goal—a network 
substance strategy—might also involve the activation of those actors—a network structure 
strategy. For this reason, it is useful to investigate specific actions by specific actors, and then 
define them non-exclusively as belonging to one or more categories of network management 
strategies. The same holds true for institutions. For example, rules that define who 
participates in a network may also define pay-off rules. Here again, defining particular rules 
according to the types of rules that the rules represent will likely prove a better and more 
accurate approach than defining rules according to the categories exclusively. On the 
theoretical level, this approach indicates that the categories of rules and strategies suggested 
are non-exclusive and perhaps in need of further theoretical elaboration and distinction. 

Paper I theoretically expounds on the idea that levels of government can influence 
each other, albeit not through beliefs, but through institutional design. This paper elaborates 
how institutional design affects (usually local) policy networks in renewable energy 
development by setting the rules within which actors interact. However, this framework also 
problematizes the notion that institutional design is the only factor that determines whether 
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energy developments materialize or not. Actions at the network level, especially network 
management strategies, can affect policy outcomes. This is especially true in cases where 
local government is granted some degree of autonomy in deciding land use issues. 

In answer to Question 1, one explanation for how institutional frameworks affect 
policy network processes in the wind power process is through the creation of the rules of the 
game that provide the arena within which network processes play out. The theoretical 
framework developed in Paper I provides a theoretical approach for explaining how the rules 
of the game affect network processes. 
 
How do the beliefs of sovereigns affect policy outputs and policy outcomes in the energy 
policy subsystem?   

To evaluate the results of Paper II in relation to Question 2, the hypotheses formulated 
for the paper will be discussed. 
H1: The institution of specific wind power policy outputs will be preceded by policy learning 
by sovereigns. 

The longitudinal data on the prominence of the three, respective policy frames 
identified in relation to each other provides only some support that policy learning (i.e. a 
change in the prominence of one or more frames over another) occurred prior to the 
institution of specific policy outputs. All three frames more or less tracked the prominence of 
the general discussion on wind power, with the energy as infrastructure frame being less 
prominent and the energy as risk frame being slightly more prominent over the period of time 
measured. In the analysis of the specific, “significant” policy documents, all three frames 
were also present. However, there appeared to be shifts in how the frames were perceived as 
relating to each other, with the 1991 and 2003 policies espousing the energy as infrastructure 
and energy as market frames as more fundamental, whereas the energy as risk frame was 
more fundamental in the 2009 policy. This change in how the frames are viewed in relation to 
each other provides some support for the notion of policy learning preceding the institution of 
specific policy outputs. 
H2: Increases in wind power production will be preceded by the institution of specific wind 
power policy outputs. 

There is fairly strong support for this hypothesis, with periods of new-policy-
institution (and especially “significant”-policy-institution) preceding significant increases in 
wind power production, usually with a lag, which could be accounted for by the time it takes 
to bring new production capabilities online. This is particularly apparent in the most recent 
round of policies, from 2003-2009, which was followed by a historically massive increase in 
wind power production. 
H3: Increases in wind power production will be preceded by policy learning by sovereigns. 

Regarding the longitudinal data, while there is clearly a correlation between the 
prominence of the general discussion on wind power in the Swedish parliament and the 
increased production of wind power, there is only weak support for the notion that this is the 
result of policy learning evidenced by changes in the relative prominence of the three policy 
frames to each other. The energy as market frame mirrors the subsequent increases in wind 
power production better than the other two frames, but only marginally. In regard to the 
analysis of policy frames in the specific, “significant” policy documents, there is more 
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evidence of policy learning, with the energy as risk frame becoming more prominent in the 
2009 policy that preceded the largest increases in wind power production in Swedish history. 

The research question posed by this paper was why are states who have reached their 
renewable energy targets successful in implementing wind power policy? There is some 
support for the idea that the beliefs of sovereigns matter for successful implementation, 
although the evidence is somewhat ambiguous, with some evidence of policy learning in 
relation to the most significant policies, but less evidence that such learning is occurring 
generally and across time. Therefore there is some evidence that the beliefs of sovereigns can 
explain why states that achieve their renewable energy targets are successful in implementing 
wind power policy.  

Paper II provides some support for the idea that the values and beliefs of sovereigns 
influence policy outputs and outcomes, albeit the support is ambiguous. While beliefs and 
values appear to be less influential overall, in relation to specific, significant wind power 
policies, there are clearly certain values and beliefs that are influential. Thus values and 
beliefs affect political decisions, policy outputs, and policy outcomes by shaping how 
sovereigns discuss and view wind power policy. 

Regarding the question of how the beliefs of sovereigns affect policy outputs and 
policy outcomes in the energy policy subsystem, Paper II indicates that changes in the beliefs 
of sovereigns (i.e. policy learning) appear to affect significant or landmark policy outputs and 
policy outcomes, and that, as might be expected, policy outputs affect wind power 
production. However, changes in sovereigns’ beliefs seem to have less affect on policy 
outputs generally than the general discussion concerning wind power development does. So, 
with the exception of specific, landmark policy outputs, policy outputs generally are perhaps 
related more to policy attention than changes in sovereigns’ beliefs. 

 
How do the beliefs of sovereigns affect policy outputs in land use policy subsystems?  

The first question posed in Paper III focuses on the results of sovereigns’ value 
trade-offs when making concrete political decisions. In the case of the Markbygden wind 
power development, it is noted how sovereigns prioritized the issues of local economic 
growth and jobs over the issues of the local environment, plant life and animals, and impacts 
on local residents. These two categories represent two apparent value-clusters, with the local 
economy cluster being favored over the local environmental cluster. The prioritizations made 
appeared to be consistent across values, beliefs, and attitudes, something that confirms the 
assumptions of the ACF and other cognitive policy-making models. 

The second research question of the paper tapped the sovereigns’ rationalizations of 
their value priorities. Sovereigns in the Markbygden case rationalized their value and belief 
prioritizations using two strategies. First was emphasizing favored values and beliefs and 
deemphasizing those less favored. The issues of local economic growth and jobs were, of 
course, emphasized, but appeals were also made to values and beliefs external to the policy 
sphere of the land use policy subsystem in question, i.e. climate change and renewable 
energy development. The second rationalizing strategy that sovereigns used was, when 
dealing with the value-conflicts presented by the expected negative impacts on the local 
environment, plants/animals and residents, they did not ignore them. Rather, they relegated 
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these concerns to the level of secondary beliefs/attitudes, which merely required technical 
adjustments, as opposed to rethinking the deeper values and beliefs undergirding the decision 
regarding the project as a whole. Upon reflection, this strategy is also consistent with the 
assumptions from the ACF regarding how policy actors will make concessions in their 
attitudes well before changing their values or beliefs. 

It seems evident that the decision to designate the Markbygden area for wind power 
development represented the values, beliefs, and attitudes of the “winning group” of 
sovereigns, who comprised the vast majority of sovereigns in question. While all of the issues 
asked about were seen as important to some extent by sovereigns, when it came time to make 
a political decision, the values and beliefs that were prioritized were economic growth and 
jobs over impacts on the local environment, plants and animals, and local residents. Also, 
notably, but perhaps not surprisingly, very few sovereigns shared the values and beliefs of the 
groups most opposed to the project. 
 Paper III provides support for the notion that sovereigns emphasize the beliefs and 
values that support a given political decision and output, while minimizing those beliefs and 
values that are not congruent with the decision and outputs. While non-congruent beliefs are 
not dismissed entirely, they are relegated to the level of secondary beliefs/attitudes. That is, 
they are treated as technical issues to be solved by making small adjustments rather than by 
questioning the political decision/policy output as a whole. It is also clear in this paper that 
the policy output reflect the dominant values and beliefs of sovereigns. It is also notable that 
sovereigns’ values and beliefs are not always reflective of values and beliefs among their 
constituents as a whole. Thus, values and beliefs, as the ACF suggests, are less subject to 
change/policy learning than secondary beliefs/attitudes, and certainly play an important role 
in influencing policy outputs and subsequent policy outcomes.  

In summary, the beliefs of sovereigns affect policy outputs in land use policy 
subsystems in two ways. The first is that, while sovereigns have many, competing values, 
they prioritize among those values, with the prioritized values being reflected in policy 
outputs. Second is that sovereigns, perhaps in an effort to deal with the cognitive dissonance 
that arises from having to make value-prioritizations, rationalize their decisions by either 
claiming that there is no value trade-off present in their political decisions or by relegating 
less-prioritized values to secondary beliefs, where the values can be dealt with in terms of 
technical accommodations. 
 
How do institutional frameworks affect the beliefs of sovereigns in land use policy 
subsystems?  

In order to evaluate Paper IV in relation to Question 4 of this dissertation, I will first 
review the hypotheses and results of the paper. Concerning the hypothesis that sovereigns in 
land use policy subsystems who would approve wind power projects would favor national 
and global concerns and policies over local issues, the results were mixed. With the exception 
of the few sovereigns who were negative to the project, most of the sovereigns prioritized 
four concerns over others: climate change, Sweden’s renewable energy policy (both concerns 
external to the land use subsystem), local economic growth, and local jobs (both concerns 
internal to the subsystem). In the media articles, some sovereigns explicitly prioritized 
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climate change and Sweden’s national policy over all local concerns, whereas in the survey, 
as well as in some of the media statements by sovereigns, sovereigns appear to prioritize local 
economic growth and jobs first. Other sovereigns seem to view these factors as a win-win 
situation. What can be said in relation to the hypothesis is that national and global concerns 
and policies (concerns external to the land use policy subsystem) are prioritized over some 
internal concerns in the beliefs of sovereigns, including concerns about protecting the local 
environment, local animals and plants, and local residents. At the secondary belief level, this 
prioritization is most clear, but even at the policy and deep core belief levels, the effect is 
present. 

For the second hypothesis that sovereigns in land use subsystems would prioritize 
national policies and goals for wind power development over local concerns, as with the first 
hypothesis there is partial support. Some sovereigns prioritize the institutional framework 
(i.e. Swedish national energy policy, a concern external to the subsystem) over all 
local/internal concerns, while others seem to view it on par or below concerns about local 
economic growth and jobs. But it is quite apparent that Swedish national policy is prioritized 
over the local environment, local animals and plants, and local residents. This is most 
pronounced at the level of secondary beliefs, but is also present at the policy and deep core 
belief levels.  

The research question of this paper was: Why do local authorities decide to permit 
wind power development in situations where 1) national authorities have created institutional 
frameworks encouraging the development of wind power, yet 2) local authorities have 
significant discretion concerning wind power development? In answer to this question, in the 
case of Piteå Municipality approving the Markbygden wind project, local authorities 
(sovereigns) appear to have decided to permit the project because they believed in the 
importance of addressing climate change, as well as supporting Swedish renewable energy 
policy (concerns external to the land use subsystem), and also because they believed the 
project would yield local benefits in terms of economic growth and jobs. In their decision, it 
was apparent that authorities did not believe that concerns about the impact the project would 
have on the local environment, local animals and plants, and local residents, were of relative 
importance. Rather, these issues were dealt with by making small, technical adjustments to 
the planned project. 

Paper IV provides some insight into which values and beliefs sovereigns prioritize 
over others, indicating that, interestingly, some values and beliefs that are arguably external 
to land use subsystems—e.g. concerns about climate change and Swedish national policies—
take precedence over certain more local concerns, such as those concerning the local 
environment and the impact on local residents and plant and wildlife. Whether this is always 
the case cannot be determined on the basis of the embedded case study of this paper, but it is 
noteworthy that the institutional framework from the energy policy subsystem appears to 
have some influence over the prioritization of beliefs of sovereigns in land use policy 
subsystems. This opens the doors to understanding how different levels/subsystems of 
government interact and affect each other in terms of the transfer of values and beliefs 
through institutional frameworks generally. 

In answer to Question 4, institutional frameworks appear to affect the beliefs of 
sovereigns in land use policy subsystems in three ways. First is that institutional frameworks 
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draw land use subsystem sovereigns’ attention to problems, e.g. climate change, that are 
broader in scope than the domain of the subsystem itself. Second, in creating broader, 
national policy goals, institutional frameworks can garner support from land use subsystem 
sovereigns for achieving those goals. Third, sovereigns in land use subsystems may justify 
supporting, or even genuinely believe, that policies that further national or global goals and 
policies, such as wind power development, will also further local land use goals and interests.
 Finally, as to the broader question of if the two theoretical frameworks proposed in 
this dissertation adequately illustrate the empirical data, the answer is a qualified, “yes.” The 
empirical material used to illustrate how policy subsystems interact provide a preliminary 
indication of the explanatory power of the frameworks. While the frameworks appear to have 
some explanatory power in broad terms, some of the specific ways in which they apply were 
ambiguous or unclear. This was the case in the application and interpretation of specific 
network management strategies, and in the case of whether values and beliefs prioritized 
were those external to or internal to a given policy subsystem. This indicates that, along with 
additional empirical applications and more thorough testing, the frameworks proposed are 
likely in need of refinement. The theoretical points of departure suggested appear to have 
merit but refinement will likely only come through further empirical explorations of some of 
the finer points of the models. 

Conclusions 
 So why do the outcomes of policy processes so often vary from the intentions of 
political decision makers? The theoretical frameworks developed, illustrated, and explored 
here may offer some explanations as to why this might be so. Based on these frameworks and 
the empirical explorations done with these frameworks as a guide, five main points can be 
made, points which may answer the question posed and serve as the basis for deriving 
hypotheses to test as means of validating the two frameworks in future research. First, the 
institutional framework/design created by (usually national) policymakers appears to have an 
important influence on policy outcomes. This is not new knowledge, however, as much 
research on renewable energy policy has focused on institutions, as well as the incentives, 
rules, and structures institutions create for renewable energy development.  

Second, policy outcomes from political decisions can vary because, when policy is 
implemented in cases where local government has at least some authority over land use 
decisions, multiple levels of government/policy subsystems come into play. These 
levels/subsystems operate according to their own values, beliefs, and networks that may not 
always align with the values, beliefs, and networks of the national government.  

Third, in policy processes where local government has some authority over land use 
decisions, policy networks can influence policy outcomes. Because institutional design only 
affects the parameters—and not the actions—of actors within local policy networks, national 
policymakers cannot simply assume that designing institutions favoring renewable energy 
development will result in said development. The strategies employed by actors within 
networks can influence the direction that policy takes at the local level and this influences 
policy outcomes into or out of alignment with national political decisions and policy goals. 
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Fourth, in policy processes where local government has some authority over land use 
decisions, the values and beliefs of sovereigns influence their political decisions and, hence, 
policy outputs and outcomes. While values and beliefs have already been addressed as 
important factors in the literature on the policy process, the influence of the values and beliefs 
of sovereigns on political decisions, specifically, has received less attention than it perhaps 
warrants, especially within ACF research. This dissertation provides support for the notion 
that some actors’ values and beliefs—i.e. sovereigns—matter more for determining policy 
outputs and outcomes than the values and beliefs of other actors because sovereigns make 
political decisions. Furthermore, the political decisions and policy goals of national 
sovereigns can be expected to be more or less realized in policy outcomes depending on the 
alignment of their values beliefs with the values and beliefs of local sovereigns. 

Fifth, Sweden has experienced enormous increases in wind power production over the 
past decade and national policymakers have successfully realized their policy goals. 
According to the empirical results of this dissertation, this could have been the result of an 
alignment of the values and beliefs of policymakers in the energy policy subsystem and land 
use policy subsystems. Sovereigns in Piteå, Sweden, appear to have been influenced by—or 
at the very least share—the values and beliefs embodied in the institutional framework for 
wind power development instituted by sovereigns in the energy subsystem. Also, while an 
empirical study of Sweden using the network management approach advocated here was not 
undertaken, one might hypothesize that in those countries where wind power developments 
have materialized, actors undertook network management strategies that nudged policy 
networks in directions favorable to wind power development. In short, realizing wind power 
policy goals depends on at least three things: 1) an institutional design/framework conducive 
to policy implementation, 2) an alignment of values and beliefs between 
policymakers/sovereigns within the different levels/policy subsystems relevant to the policy 
area in question, and 3) that the network management strategies employed directed policy 
networks in directions favorable to those policy outcomes. 

Policy Implications 

I would now like to emphasize a number of points salient for those seeking to 
understand or make policy. These implications are most relevant to the case of wind power 
development, but are arguably applicable to any circumstance where local or land use 
authorities have at least some discretion over land use decisions.  

First, institutions, including rules, laws, regulations, incentives, etc. are a necessary 
but insufficient condition for realizing the policy intentions of national-level policymakers. 
Designing such institutions in the most effective and efficient way is critical to realizing a 
given policy outcome, but local/land use actors and policymakers also matter and should be 
considered in any comprehensive approach to achieving policy goals. 

Second, in order to ensure the realization of policy goals, it is important to understand 
that not only the rules and incentives that affect local actors matter. The actions of these 
actors, how they interact and what they do to collaborate, can be the difference between a 
successful project that enjoys broad support and an unsuccessful one that is derailed because 
of protests. Good governance must be viewed in terms of its mode just as much as its 
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substance. An active network manager who employs network management strategies to good 
effect can catalyze a network in favor of specific policy outcomes. 

Third, local/land use actors and policymakers have their own values and beliefs, 
which may or may not align with national policymakers’ values and beliefs. While 
institutional frameworks appear to influence the values and beliefs of local policymakers, the 
beliefs, values, and interests of local actors may not be the same as actors generally. While 
many people support the development of wind power, for example, building wind power can 
affect the local environment, plants, wildlife, and, not least of all, people. Not all situations 
are win-win. This explains the sometimes-surprising resistance to wind power and other types 
of development that are otherwise “good” for the environment, planet, etc. However, efforts 
to promote certain values and beliefs can influence people’s attitudes over the short term and 
even change their beliefs over the longer term. 

Future Research 

This dissertation has explored the mechanisms by which policy subsystems interact 
by developing two theoretical frameworks for explaining these mechanisms and illustrating 
and exploring the potential of these frameworks to contribute to research on multi-subsystem 
policy processes with the help of previous research and a case study. 

Despite these results, some questions remain. First is the question of how the network 
theory-based framework will perform when applied to specific cases, something that can only 
be known through empirical testing. Next is the applicability of the ACF-based framework 
for institutional contexts different from Sweden, both at the national and local levels. This 
argues for testing the framework in other country-cases, including embedded cases at both the 
national and local levels.  

Furthermore, focusing on values and beliefs always comes at the risk of missing the 
importance of institutions, incentives, and other factors that explain the policy process. While 
this is less the case in the network theory-based framework, the ACF-based framework has 
this particular blind spot. In addition to this limitation, the results of the influence of values 
and beliefs on political decisions remains far from crystal-clear. The results of this 
dissertation suggest that sovereigns might feel that certain situations are win-win and thus 
preclude the need to prioritize some values and beliefs over others, even if the win-win 
situations do not pan out in reality. Also, the interplay of interests and values and beliefs 
should be explored further, if such factors can, indeed, be disentangled from each other. 

The general theoretical development that this dissertation has suggested is the 
importance of considering multiple policy subsystems in certain policy processes, as well as 
the effects these subsystems have on each other. Much more work of both a theoretical and 
empirical nature must be done here because this is a serious gap in the literature. The 
theoretical work done in this dissertation is only a starting point, and this issue deserves much 
more attention. Another theoretical notion presented here that warrants further attention is 
that within the ACF and other subsystem-based approaches to understanding policy, some 
actors’ values and beliefs—i.e. sovereigns—matter more for policy outputs and outcomes 
than the values and beliefs of other actors. This simultaneously constitutes a challenge to and 
potential deepening of Advocacy Coalition Framework research. It is a challenge because 
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most ACF research has focused on the values and beliefs of coalitions, as opposed to 
sovereigns specifically. Nonetheless, the ACF incorporates sovereigns as an element of the 
original framework and, thus, a deepened understanding of the unique role that sovereigns 
play, along with their values and beliefs, serves to expand the field for future ACF research, 
allowing it to incorporate corporatist and more elitist—in addition to more pluralistic— 
explanations of the policy process.
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The promotion of renewable  energy  is an essential  component of energy and  climate policies, but  it  is
increasingly  recognized that the  transition toward  an increased use  of renewable  energy sources con-
stitutes  a complex  socio-political  process.  Policy is  manifested  in multi-actor networks beyond formal
hierarchies  and must  therefore  build  on a comprehensive empirical  understanding  of the local  collab-
oration  processes that  make  investments  in renewable  energy projects possible.  The objectives of this
article  are  to: (a) propose  an  analytical  framework  within  which the local  development  processes  lead-
ing  to renewable  energy investments  can be  understood, in particular emphasizing  the management  of
the  relevant  actor  networks; and (b) provide  empirical illustrations of the framework  based  on exist-
ing  research.  The  article argues that,  based on network  management  theory,  some network structures
can  be  expected to be  more  successful  than  others in facilitating  renewable energy  development,  and
we  recognize  the ways  in which networks and  their  structure tend  to be  placed within  certain institu-
tional  contexts  of  rules. By consulting  selected  research  on  wind  power  development  at the local  level  we
illustrate  the added  value of the  proposed  framework,  and  outline the seeds of a  future research  agenda.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Background and motivation

An  increased use of  renewable energy is necessary for a transi-
tion  towards a sustainable society. For this reason, most developed
countries have implemented various types of policy instruments
(e.g.,  feed-in tariffs, quota schemes, etc.) that promote renewable
energy development. The social science literature is rich in studies
on  the aggregate impacts of such policies on capacity developments
and  technological innovation in  the renewable energy sector (e.g.,
[24,16,56–58]). While this research primarily addresses the cost
disadvantages of new renewable energy technology and techno-
logical lock-in favoring incumbent technologies, previous work has
also investigated additional hurdles to renewable energy develop-
ment,  i.e., different legal constraints (e.g., permitting procedures)
as  well as the importance of stakeholder views and public atti-
tudes in project development (e.g., [92,71,81,95,44]). These hurdles
often reflect a concern over the negative environmental effects of,
for  example, wind power as well as a stronger pressure to  involve
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key stakeholders in the relevant decision-making processes (e.g.,
[97,40]).

Most developed countries are characterized by the dispersal
of  power, not merely upwards and downwards from the national
level, but also outwards to  quasi-state and non-state actors (cf.
[5,34,45,73]). Policy is  not only associated with administrative hier-
archy,  it is also formulated and implemented within multi-actor
networks beyond formal hierarchies. These networks may  involve
project developers, contractors, public authorities, researchers,
non-governmental organizations etc., and in the case of specific
renewable energy projects, many of the relevant interactions take
place at the local level. Even though the national government may
be  active in these networks, policy cannot generally be understood
as  the product of a  single level of governance. On a  more normative
note, some scholars emphasize that multi-level networks may even
be  necessary to address complex social challenges in  the energy and
environment field (e.g., [13]).

Well-designed policies in  this field should build on a  compre-
hensive empirical understanding of the prerequisites for renewable
energy development as well as the processes leading up to  the nec-
essary investments. These processes will be  influenced by national
policy schemes and goals, but the investments take place in specific
local  settings, and are therefore also affected by local coordina-
tion processes within decentralized actor networks. In fact, the

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2016.09.005
2214-6296/© 2016 Elsevier Ltd. All  rights reserved.
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joint presence of national goals and support schemes and local co-
ordination processes has sometimes led  to  a  growing disconnect
between different levels of governance in renewable energy policy
(e.g.,  [31]), in turn motivating the use of a multi-level perspective
in  the study of energy sector transformation.

The above suggests that in order to  understand – and in turn
influence – the processes leading to increased renewable energy
development—or the lack thereof—we must study the interactions
taking place between various actors at different levels of govern-
ment  and highlight the strategies that can be used to facilitate these
interactions. In this article we develop an analytical framework for
studying actor networks surrounding renewable energy projects at
the  local level, how the relevant network processes will be affected
by  institutional conditions, as well as how the networks can be
managed over time.

1.2. Objectives and approach

The objectives of this paper are to: (a) propose an analytical
framework within which the development processes leading to
renewable energy investments can be understood, with a focus on
the  management of local actor networks; and (b) provide empir-
ical  illustrations of this framework based on existing research on
renewable energy development. In the latter part, development is
defined  as the process of planning and installing renewable energy
projects (e.g., wind mills) at specific geographic locations. The pro-
posed  analytical framework could also be used to analyze actor
networks and institutional preconditions in other contexts, e.g.,
important processes taking place in  technological development
and  innovation systems. Still, our focus is  primarily on developed
countries, which are typically characterized by relatively stable
institutions and some amount of decision-making power at the
local  level.1

In this article we conceptualize the coordinating efforts and pro-
cesses of a multitude of actors in  terms of networks, arguing that
some  network structures are likely to be more successful than oth-
ers  in facilitating renewable energy development. By adopting a
network approach to the study of renewable energy development
processes, we can benefit from ideas elaborated on in policy net-
work  theory, innovation theory and public network management
theory. There are important lessons to  be learned concerning both
the  qualities of networks as well as how to manage the evolution
of  the networks, i.e., so-called network management. Moreover, we
explicitly acknowledge that networks are situated within a given
institutional framework, mainly set at the supra-national (e.g., EU)
and/or national levels, and explore how the existing institutional
arrangements may  affect the evolution and the management of the
networks.

By  doing the above, the article contributes to the existing litera-
ture in two ways. First,  while the article builds on previous network
research, our analytical framework differs from earlier research
in  that it explicitly recognizes the ways in which networks, and
the  efforts to manage networking processes, are situated within
an  institutional (often national) context of rules. Our framework
therefore draws on previous research (cf. [50]), yet elaborates more
explicitly on the relation between institutions and the various
management strategies that can be implemented to influence the
networks. In achieving this, the categories of different institutional

1 This does not preclude that even developed countries may differ considerably in
terms  of how much decision-making power the  political systems place on  the local
levels  (e.g., the Member States of the EU versus the United States). However, since
our  framework embraces the roles of both national institutions (institutional design)
and  the processes within local actor networks (process design), such cross-country
differences will not be ignored.

rules suggested by Elinor Ostrom and co-workers are adopted (cf.
[63,65]).

This should permit a  clearer empirical understanding of how
institutional design – i.e., strategies aimed at changing the under-
lying  rules of  collaboration – can affect the prospects for process
design – i.e.,  strategies aimed at influencing the collaborative
process itself within the context of the prevailing institutional
framework. In the remainder of the article, we introduce a  number
of  key concepts and develop these notions into a coherent analyt-
ical framework. This framework also allows us, at least in  part, to
re-examine the findings from existing studies of the local imple-
mentation of renewable energy development, pointing to where
the  empirics support our framework and suggesting where the use
of  this framework could have deepened the analysis and under-
standing of renewable energy development.

Second,  while several previous studies of renewable energy
development processes highlight the role of actor networks, the
empirical analyses of these processes from a  network process
and network management perspective are generally lacking.2 For
instance, the technological innovation system (TIS) approach has
been  used to study energy and sustainability transitions with a
focus on networks of actors interacting in a  specific technological
field  under a  particular institutional setting, being involved in  the
generation, adoption, and use of technologies (e.g., [38]). However,
while  this strand of  the literature focuses on a  set of innovation
processes, it does not devote much explicit attention to  how the
networks can be managed over time. Despite the focus on actors,
institutions and coordination, this work often privileges the struc-
ture of the system while downplaying agency and the roles that
actors  may  take in policy-making.

In  existing case studies of renewable energy development and
innovation processes it is often evident what was done by different
actors in  terms of promoting (or hampering) increased renewable
energy  development, but not how it was  done. The process by which
something is  done is at the heart of network management, and
neglecting the importance of  network processes in the analytical
design of research will miss opportunities to understand how these
processes can be influenced and ultimately strengthened. For this
reason, we use existing research in the renewable energy field to
provide empirical illustrations of the potential validity of the pro-
posed analytical framework. These illustrations show how using
our  framework could have further elucidated the empirical cases
in  previous studies. It should be  noted, though, that these cases are
used only as illustrations of the potential of the proposed frame-
work  and do not represent a  full-fledged review or  synthesis of the
existing research.

The empirical illustrations focus on the case of wind power, and
studies  addressing local wind power development processes and
the  role of actor networks. Wind power represents a  key energy
supply  technology in the transformation to  a  sustainable energy
system, and a wide variety of policies and voluntary efforts exist
worldwide to  encourage its further development. The wind power
industry  has witnessed a  rapid expansion during the last decades,
with declining costs and increasing electricity output. Still, the
case  of wind power provides a  good illustration of the difficul-
ties involved in gaining local acceptance, and of the sometimes
growing  disconnect between national policy aspirations and local
collaboration dynamics (e.g., [31]).

2 Giest [31]  is a  recent exception. Her work focuses on the role of the national
(Swedish)  government in “managing” and in part “leading” local wind power net-
work  structures, although without providing any full-fledged analytical framework.
Furthermore, Parag et al. [69] adopted a network perspective in the study of energy
governance in the UK.
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1.3. Outline of paper

The next section introduces the network approach, and pro-
poses  an analytical framework that can shed new light on
renewable energy development processes. In Section 3 we illus-
trate  how the identified analytical concepts could play out in  the
empirical context of  wind power development. Specifically, we pro-
vide  examples from previous research showing instances of the
rules  and management strategies that affect wind power develop-
ment  and discuss in what ways the proposed framework could have
contributed to an increased understanding of the nature of renew-
able  energy development. Finally, Section 4 concludes the paper
by  critically reflecting on the added value of the proposed analyt-
ical  framework and how to develop it further. We also outline the
seeds  of a future research agenda adopting a  network approach in
the  study of renewable energy development processes.

2.  A network-based analytical framework

The objective of  this section is to outline an analytical frame-
work within which the development of renewable energy and the
management of associated processes can be understood.

2.1. Main elements and motivation

There is a general trend in society, policy and research towards
networks and networking. The complex nature of contemporary
problems is causing the formation of collaboration structures or
networks spanning horizontal sectors as well as vertical borders
[2,45,50,91]. Policy programs often (explicitly or implicitly) entail
a  network approach, thus promoting the evolution of various actor
networks, sometimes referred to as collaborative management
structures, public-private partnerships, Triple-Helix structures, etc.
Renewable energy development processes engage a  multitude of
actors  in cross-sector collaborations, e.g. wind power developments
(e.g.,  [92]); bioenergy processes [61] and offshore wind power
developments [51].

In  policy studies, the network concept has been considered
not  only a growing empirical phenomenon but also an analytical
lens  through which policy-making processes can be understood
[33,17,53,80,90]. In this light, the constellation of actors—forming
social networks around specific policy problems—becomes a rele-
vant  analytical unit to  explore in the study of policy making and in
the  search for explanations for policy outcomes.

Networks reflect structures of resource exchange and negoti-
ation  among interdependent actors [12,28,74].  This is evident in
the  case of renewable energy development. New projects require
resources, e.g., funding, knowledge/competence and public sup-
port,  which, in turn, require regular interactions between investors,
decision-makers and local stakeholder groups. The attributes of
actors—e.g.  their interests, objectives and resources—influence the
outcomes of collaboration (cf. how R&D actors influenced the tra-
jectory of innovation in [94],  but so do the ways in  which actors
are  linked to one another. Thus, the web of resource exchange and
negotiations constitutes an important analytical unit, in particular
when research aims at understanding the outcomes of collabo-
ration  [9,49,53,85,41].  Parag [70] used a  network perspective to
analyze  and explain the formation of  industrial emission policy in
Israel.  In another study Parag et al. [69] analyzed local energy gov-
ernance in the UK through the network lens. Devine-Wright [25]
emphasized the role of social networks in understanding public
perceptions on wind energy projects. In this article, we attribute
a  broad explanatory power to networks in  the study of renewable
energy development.

The establishment of collaboration is  not a straightforward pro-
cess  [88]. Jacobsson and Johnson [39] and Giest [31] argue that
poor  connectivity in innovation networks may give rise to failures
to  adopt new renewable energy technologies. Verbong et al. [94]
describe how network tensions are built up by clashes between
developers and utilities in the development of renewable tech-
nology. Besides scarce resources, various uncertainties regarding
the  strategic choices made by the actors involved, and the over-
all institutional framework, need to be  addressed within network
collaboration (e.g. [50,86]). Increases in transaction costs and bro-
ken agreements are two examples of potential complications (e.g.
[1]). Actors normally represent different sectors and act according
to  different organizational logics [98].  We can expect them to have
different policy beliefs—i.e. ideas about the policy problem and its
possible solutions—and form coalitions with likeminded actors to
influence  the policy process (see also the ACF-framework [82,96]).
Coalitions, either for or  against wind power development, often
emerge at the local level and the interplay between these coalitions
can have significant impacts on development processes [89].

While other analytical frameworks risk missing important
actors and actions not formally attached to the renewable energy
development process, the network approach helps to identify
and  delineate the relevant unit of analysis empirically using a
bottom-up methodology and considering formal as well as informal
relationships.

2.2.  Network features influencing outcomes

Assessments of network outcomes address how well the net-
work deals with any associated challenges and how it manages
to create win-win structures among the actors involved. Network
effectiveness is about the added value of collaboration [77]. Bryson
et  al. [12] discusses network outcomes in several orders; from part-
nership agreements and the evolution of new institutions to joint
learning and changes in  practices. Donahue [26] identifies three
criteria  for evaluating cross-sector collaborations: first, the estab-
lishment of collaboration; second, how collaboration meets the
organizational objectives of the partners involved; and third, to
what degree collaboration outperforms alternative arrangements.

There is no blueprint for effective networks. Even so, there are
theoretical arguments [8,18,19,30] as well as empirical support that
indicate that certain network features influence network perfor-
mance (e.g.,  [22,36,35,55,68,75,76,85,87]). The network approach
has  thus moved from being merely a  descriptive metaphor (cf.
[21,42]) to becoming an explanatory variable in contemporary pol-
icy  research.

One important network feature has already been mentioned
here, namely heterogeneity, i.e. actor diversity. Structures com-
posed  of a  heterogeneous set of  actors (e.g., with different
organizational affiliations) are more successful in  securing neces-
sary  resources (e.g., competence, public support etc.) and sustaining
innovative capacity. These structures are assumed to  encompass
bridging ties connecting the network to other critical organi-
zations and clusters (cf. [15,14,30,10,6,52]). For instance, wind
power-based collaborations that lack representation from local
environmental protection groups may  struggle with legitimacy
issues; a network that is not anchored among political represen-
tatives  might encounter severe problems in  getting permissions,
political support, etc.; a  network excluding local businesses might
fail to  secure supplies of products or services. In  the context of
renewable energy, different types of benefit-sharing instruments
(instruments that transfer benefits to local communities) are often
introduced to build bridges among actors and to improve the social
acceptance of projects (e.g.,  [27]).

The level of integration is  frequently stressed as another net-
work  feature that influences the collaboration process. This feature
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is often assessed by  how densely connected and centralized a
network is, and it is  assumed that networks with many con-
nections and a clear coordinating unit are better equipped to
define common problems and to prioritize among those prob-
lems  [75–77,14,85,4]. Some countries (e.g., Italy) have strived to
achieve a more centralized licensing process for new electric power
plants, thus providing space for a coordinating central function
[37]. The renewable energy development process in most coun-
tries,  however, should be understood as a  largely local process
lacking a central coordinating actor. There is  normally no cen-
tral  actor controlling renewable energy development processes;
instead these occur through multi-level and multi-actor collabo-
ration. In this context, network integration matters for how the
actors  (e.g., investors, the local communities etc.) interact, exchange
resources and form a common agenda.

Finally, stability (e.g.,  reflected by prior relationships, durability
and level of formalization) is  emphasized as an important network
feature influencing outcome by, for instance, reducing uncertainty
[12,68]. The levels of predictability, trust and actors’ willingness to
share  resources are likely functions of network stability. Accord-
ingly, development of wind power might be easier in areas with
high  rates of existing wind power penetration due to the presence
of  well-established networks and institutional structures, e.g., legal
rules  and informal norms (e.g., [39]).

While other frameworks put emphasis on structure or agency,
the  network approach combines both based on the notion that the
qualities and the patterns of relationships (i.e., the exchange of
resources and coordination) – the network structure – have impor-
tant  effects on individual behaviour and collaboration.

2.3.  A managerial approach to networks

Given the central role of networks in renewable energy devel-
opment, the issue of how to influence the evolution and features
(i.e.  heterogeneity, integration and stability) of these structures
becomes imperative. Accordingly, the topic of  network manage-
ment  has gained increased attention in the public management
literature (e.g. [54,50,67,79,45,66]). Koppenjan and Klijn [54]
describe network management as the actions taken to further the
interactions in networks. For the purpose of this article, we define
network management as deliberate attempts (e.g., by municipal-
ities, project developers) to manage collaboration networks. The
network manager influences or controls the collaborative process
by  means of one or several management strategies. Previous stud-
ies  imply that both the amount, as well as the types of strategies
used, affect outcome (e.g. [46,67,84,83]).

The  common denominator of existing typologies describing
network management strategies is  that they separate between
strategies directed towards: (a) the network structure; (b)
the  network substance; and/or (c) the network process (e.g.
[3,29,50,48,46]). Klijn [47] additionally separates between strate-
gies  aimed at changing the underlying rules of collaboration, i.e.,
institutional design, and strategies aimed at influencing the collab-
orative process within the prevailing institutional framework, i.e.
process  design.  We  adopt the typology above and argue that the sep-
aration of institutional design and process design is  necessary for
disentangling different ways to manage collaboration networks in
the  renewable energy sector.

2.3.1. Institutional design
Networks are placed within an institutional context of rules

that  define the basic conditions for collaboration within renew-
able  energy development processes and influence how different
challenges are dealt with, including the possibility of realizing win-
win  situations [62,63]. The number of institutions that shape the
characteristics of collaboration networks is vast and complex. Net-

work management of renewable energy processes via institutional
design entails specifying the rules that influence the network struc-
ture,  substance and process.  These strategies are presented below,
borrowing from the typology of rules proposed by Ostrom and
Crawford  [64].

Network structures are influenced by adjustments in  boundary
rules and position rules.  These rules define what actors should have
access to the process, as well as what their respective positions
within that process are. Legal regulations requiring stakeholder
participation in  the wind power planning process are an example
of  these rules.

The network substance around which the network is formed, and
what issues can be handled within the process, is dependent upon
the  prevailing scope rules. These rules define the scope of potential
outcomes and can be exemplified by regulations concerning what
areas are considered suitable for wind power, as well as by energy
output targets for wind power. Variations in scope rules explain,
in  part, the differences in wind power development across the
Nordic countries. The Danish directive stipulates that areas suitable
for  windmill establishments should be designated and included
in  regional planning guidelines, while the corresponding Swedish
legal rules have less legal strength [71].

Several rules influence network processes. Choice rules set the
boundaries for what actions are required, permitted or forbidden,
an  example being the regulations concerning licensing proce-
dures  (including environmental impact assessments) for new wind
power  projects. Aggregation rules set the terms for power and con-
trol by determining decision-making procedures. A critical feature
of  the national regulations for wind power concerns the ques-
tion  of how political power is  allocated between national, regional
and  local decision-makers. There are important differences across
countries, although systems that grant local authorities substantial
discretion in  influencing permitting processes for wind power are
the  most common [37]. The networking processes are also affected
by  how the access to  and diffusion of information is regulated (infor-
mation rules) and by existing pay-off rules, which associate certain
actions with benefits and costs, thus affecting the incentives to par-
ticipate  in the process. Different government subsidies, support
schemes and compensation mechanisms clearly fall into this lat-
ter  category, and the role of these policy instruments has been
addressed extensively in previous studies on renewable energy
development [16]. The concept of managing renewable energy
development networks via institutional design implies a  need to
elaborate all the above-mentioned rules.

2.3.2. Process design
In  addition to institutional design, network managers’ engage-

ment  in influencing process design is  important for network
outcomes. Klijn [47,46] lists four different types of process design
strategies.3 Unlike institutional design strategies, process design
strategies build on the assumption that the institutional structure
is  set (i.e.,  exogenous), and focus on how a network’s structure,
substance and process can be influenced within the prevailing con-
text of  rules and management-control measures. Thus, network
managers’ actions aimed at influencing the design of the network
process, without altering the fundamental rules, fall within this
category.

The  first such strategy, activation/deactivation of actors and
resources, aims at influencing the network structure and includes
efforts to engage or exclude certain groups or resources from the
process [47].  By doing so, the network manager can ensure that
the  necessary resources, such as money, competence, knowledge

3 Klijn applies the concept of process management and uses slightly different
terminologies in his  papers.
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Fig. 1. How Institutional and Process Design Influence Different Components of Networks.

or legitimacy are available. Efforts to encourage new interactions,
build coalitions, and stabilize the network are also included in  this
category.

The  second type of strategy includes goal-achieving strategies,
which encompass attempts to facilitate goal congruency and goal
intertwinement among the involved actors [47]. This is particularly
relevant in situations characterized by conflicting interests and
opposing coalitions, and can be done by reframing the process—i.e.
reformulating the problem and the agenda to more appropriately
correspond with the goals and interests of key actors—by, for exam-
ple,  presenting a new wind farm as a  local development project
and  thereby enlarging the coalition in support of the project. Net-
work managers can also present package deals, which combine
seemingly incompatible goals such as economic development and
conservation, and work with multiple objectives. In addition, a lot
can  be done to influence and explicate the involved actors’ percep-
tions,  through, for example, the dissemination of new information
and  knowledge.

The third and fourth strategies suggested by Klijn [47] are
organizational arrangements and interaction guiding, respectively.
Network managers can influence how the development process is
organized, sustaining cross-coalition negotiations by, for instance,
introducing different projects adjacent to  the process, initiating the
formation of boards or working groups, and by adopting roles as
mediators. These strategies aim to create initiatives and remove
obstacles for collaboration, and since these primarily influence the
network process, we will discuss them together.

Other frameworks, building on a  traditional approach to
public  management, depart from formal institutions and the
political-administrative system, assuming the primacy of politics in
controlling and designing the policy process. Given the characteris-
tics  of renewable energy development processes it is probably fair
to  conclude that traditional frameworks to management may  fail
to  account for critical elements and dynamics of the development
process.

2.4.  How institutional and process design influence networks

Fig. 1 is based on the theoretical discussion above; it summarizes
the  institutional and process design strategies and illustrates how
these  are assumed to influence different components of networks.

The arrows in Fig. 1 imply a hierarchical relationship between
institutional design and process design, in  which the former defines
the conditions for the latter. The institutional arrangements are

the basis for the fundamental characteristics of the action arena
and, by means of institutional design—e.g. changes in  boundary
rules,  position rules, etc.—collaboration can be altered. However,
due  to the institutional interplays, and the impacts from various
contextual factors, similar institutional designs do not necessarily
give  rise to similar results. The acting space within a given institu-
tional setting is  significant and the collaboration networks can be
further influenced via process design strategies, such as the activa-
tion  of actors and resources or by adopting various goal-achieving
strategies. Therefore, the link between institutional design and the
network goes via process design strategies (Fig. 1).

It  could be argued that the relationship between institutional
and process design could go in both directions. The time required,
however, for process design elements to  affect institutional design
is  likely significant. Furthermore, since there are likely multiple
local  networks governed by a given institutional design, it is not
certain  whether the effects in  all of the networks would be uniform.
Fig. 1 should be  considered as an analytical framework—a heuristic
device—organizing empirical analyses in the search for deepened
understanding of how different rules and network management
strategies influence collaboration. Obviously, it is  a simplified
description of a  significantly more complex reality, which could be
revised, depending on what relationships a  given analysis should
focus  on.

Fig. 1 further illustrates that the various network management
strategies affect different network components. This is an impor-
tant contribution of the framework. To exemplify, starting with the
top  row in  the figure, it can be assumed that the network struc-
ture  is primarily influenced by boundary and position rules, as well
as  network managers’ strategies of mobilizing or excluding certain
actors.  This means that, for example, the levels of network het-
erogeneity previously identified as important for the performance
of  renewable energy processes, can be affected by means of these
strategies. According to the same reasoning, network managers can
elaborate on the scope and pay-off rules, respectively, and make use
of  various goal-achieving strategies—e.g. reframing the purpose of
the  wind power process—in order to influence the substance of the
network (middle row in Fig. 1). Finally, several types of rules influ-
ence  the features of the network process (last row in Fig. 1), e.g., the
aggregation rules that define power relations and procedures for
decision-making and choice rules that stipulate required or permit-
ted  actions. The network manager can also adopt an assortment of
different  process design strategies to affect the interactions among
the  actors.
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Table  1
Managing Wind Power Development via Institutional Design – Empirical Examples.

Network Structure Network Substance Network Process

Boundary Rules:
• The extent to which decisions are

located at the national, regional or
local levels, as well as include and
exclude certain actors [43,72].

Position Rules:
These rules may  stipulate:
•  the roles assigned to various actors

in  the planning process;
•  who  is involved in the

determination of benefits; and
•  how the determination of benefits is

related to planning processes [23].

Scope Rules:
These rules may  stipulate:
•  the designation of areas for the

development at the national,
regional or local level [43,71];

•  how the plannning process and
benefit determinations are
regulated, e.g. whether they are
integrated or separated and what
actors are involved in each [23].

Pay-off Rules:
•  These may  include benefit-sharing

agreements, feed-in tariffs, green
certificate schemes, and beneficial
tax status. These rules also affect the
network process [57,78,7,40,93,27].

Choice Rules:

[•]•  These rules may  stipulate the range
of decisions delegated to actors in
the planning and permitting
processes [23,43,59].

Aggregation Rules:
•  These rules may  involve regulations

governing the  permitting procedure,
ownership, and the degree of
delegation of authority for decisions
to planning process/local level [7].

Information Rules:
•  These include public participation

and consultation requirements, e.g.,
in meetings connected to  the
planning process [31].

In the next section, we illustrate how the strategies presented
in  Fig. 1 may  play out in the empirical context of wind power
development. Empirical examples from previous studies are used to
illustrate the value-added of a  network approach and to  exemplify
various  network management strategies. National-level and gov-
ernment institutions reflecting institutional design strategies, as
well  as process design strategies adopted by network managers at
the  local level, will be presented. This is not to  imply, however, that
the  two categories, by  necessity, occur at certain administrative
levels.

3.  Illustrating the empirical relevance of the framework:
examples bases on previous research

In  this section we illustrate the empirical salience of the frame-
work  proposed in this article. The section will also demonstrate
how  the framework—especially the part dealing with process
design—would have elucidated factors that were missed in  previ-
ous  studies that employed other frameworks. Because, as noted
earlier, management by means of institutional design has already
received significant and explicit attention in previous research,
the  examples for institutional design are more concise and not
designed to illustrate gaps in the literature so much as to  provide
general support for the institutional design portion of our frame-
work. On the other hand, the examples of  management by means of
process design will be emphasized somewhat more and be evalu-
ated more critically in  order to illustrate points-missed by previous
research.

3.1.  Management by means of institutional design

The  existing literature on wind power development contains
many examples of institutional framework factors—policy and
policy instruments—that affect network structure, substance and
process through changing the rules of the game. It  should be noted
that  various policies often end up creating multiple types of rules,
e.g.,  policy instruments that stipulate the inclusion of certain actors
in  the planning process could affect scope rules, boundary rules and
choice rules. Table 1 summarizes a  number of ways in  which insti-
tutional design has been found to affect the network process in  the
context of wind power development.

Network structure is  affected by measures that create boundary
rules  defining who can participate in the network. These mea-
sures often come from the top-down, i.e. the national government.
Clear examples of boundary rules are rules governing participation

and authority in the planning processes. In the Nordic countries,
for  example, at a  general level the different wind power planning
processes are seemingly comparable. They are  decentralized, with
several planning levels, but there are some important differences
in  the implementation process. In the Danish system planners can-
not ignore national-level policy objectives and directives [72].  In
contrast, the Swedish rules essentially grant a  monopoly over the
local planning process to municipalities [43],  clearly delineating
networks in  a  way that excludes, or at least significantly reduces,
the  influence of national government actors.4

An example of position rules, which determine what roles differ-
ent  actors play in  a  network, is in the United Kingdom (UK). In the
UK,  the local planning process and the determination of munici-
pal  benefits from wind parks are, by law, kept separate so as to
avoid  bias in the planning process [23]. While a  diversity of actors
may  be involved in the network surrounding a  wind power project,
the  actors involved in  the planning process are  in the position of
determining which projects will go forward or  not, and those who
negotiate the distribution of benefits are placed in a “secondary”
position  of power. Position rules also provide for – and increasingly
encourage – groups of stakeholders to participate actively in  the
relevant decision-making processes through consultations, partial
ownership etc. Countries may  differ in the extent to which they
acknowledge the involvement of local actors, both with respect to
the  opportunities to  influence decision-making and as owners of
projects.  For instance, starting as early as 1979, it was possible for
small, private investors in  Denmark to  obtain public financial sup-
port  for wind power projects; in  Sweden this was not possible until
1992.

Scope rules designate specific areas for wind power develop-
ment,  as well as at what level such designations are made. In
Sweden, for example, these are determined at the national and
regional levels, whereas in Denmark they are determined more
locally [70].  Another example of scope rules is the UK, where the
wind  power planning process is separated from the process of
determining the distribution of local benefits from wind power
development [23].

Pay-off rules include traditional policy support schemes, such
as  feed-in tariffs, green certificate schemes and tax advantages

4 Similar differences in the territorial planning procedures exist also in other
countries.  For instance, France also has a relatively decentralized system [59],  while
Italy  has introduced a more centralized planning process for electric power plants
[37].
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Table  2
Managing Wind Power Development via Process Design – Empirical Examples.

Network Structure Network Substance Network Process

Activation/Deactivation of
Actors/Resources:
•  programs to involve local actors

across various sectors in the
development process [11];

•  “participative planning”, i.e.
involving a diversity of actors in the
planning process specifically [11];

•  formation of cross-sectoral advisory
groups and committees [20];

•  reaching out to help actors preempt
or  resolve differences [40];

•  encouraging wind developers to
consult with the affected local
communities [32];

•  government-appointed wind power
network managers [31].

Goal-Achieving Strategies:
•  defining broad and commonly

shared goals [20];
• “inclusive project planning” [11];
•  early, local financial participation

and local co-ownership [11];
•  alliance between developers and

certain local actors in favor of wind
power [40,31];

•  alignment of “mobilizing
discourses”/”discourse coalitions”,
i.e. bringing together actors with
similar beliefs [83].

Interaction Guiding and Organizational
Arrangements:
•  joint-ownership between municipal

energy companies and local owners
of  wind power [43];

• collaborative committees comprised
of government, developers and local
communities [32];

• meetings between developers and
municipalities to mediate and
resolve disputes and coalesce
around goals [40];

•  organizations created that include
actors from across private, public
and civil society sectors, as well as
different levels and units of
government [60].

(e.g., [57,78]). Pay-off rules also concern mechanisms ensuring
local benefit-sharing from wind power projects as exemplified
in  Denmark, Germany, France, the United Kingdom and the USA
[9,40,93,27]. These mechanisms include land lease payments, the
promotion of local ownership, property taxes, taxes on wind power
revenues, etc.

Choice rules determine what actions are required, permitted
and forbidden, as well as which actors can take certain actions.
An  example of this is the delegation of authority for wind power
planning to the local planning process, where municipal and other
local actors are authorized to undertake a range of decisions con-
cerning wind power development. Choice rules are also evident
in  the local planning and negotiation processes, where approval
for  certain actions—for example, whether, how and where pri-
vate actors can build wind turbines—that promote or hinder wind
power  development is  given, such as in the UK, Sweden and France
[23,43,59].

In terms of aggregation rules, which regulate decision-making
procedures, as well as who has power in a given system, the clearest
examples are often found in the legislation regulating the permit-
ting  procedures for wind power. Important components include
the  territorial planning requirements, but also the system of rules
governing the assessment of  the environmental impacts of wind
power  projects. As noted above, legislation may  also set boundaries
for  how different actors are permitted to collaborate in developing
wind power. Denmark is  an interesting case, where “wind part-
nerships” (a form of local cooperative arrangement where turbine
owners  are also consumers of  the electricity produced by the group)
may  be formed to develop wind farms and sell the electricity to local
energy  companies. Such arrangements have been the only type of
cooperative ownership agreement allowed by law, aggregating the
decision-making power for wind power development within such
partnerships (see [7]).

Information rules regulate the access to and diffusion of infor-
mation  to local stakeholders e.g.,  through hearings, consultations,
etc.  These information forums can be important in influencing
acceptance of new wind power projects with wind power develop-
ers  sometimes even taking additional, voluntary action to  provide
locals with opportunities to  voice concerns. An example of this is  in
Sweden, where the government established a  “National Network
for Wind Power” [31], which has, among other responsibilities, a
directive to disseminate information concerning wind power to
promote local-level acceptance and amenability to planning for
wind  power at the municipal level.

3.2. Management by means of process design

Within a  given institutional framework, networks play an
important role in affecting policy outcomes. Even with well-
designed  policy instruments, whether wind parks actually get built
or  not depend to  a  great extent on local networks comprising devel-
opers,  municipal officials, citizens, advocacy groups, etc. Network
management strategies that affect process design aim to affect the
structure, substance and process of networks. The following sec-
tion  contains examples from articles and reports that point to  the
presence of such strategies and, as is  often the case, how the use
of  a network management framework, such as the one proposed in
this  article, would have deepened and expanded the analysis of the
examples. While it is  not possible to examine empirical evidence
that  was not collected as part of these studies, it is  often evident
that  network management strategies were employed in these cases.
Table 2 summarizes a number of ways in which process design has
been  found to affect the network process. As with the empirical
illustrations in  Section 3.1,  the examples of strategies employed in
this  section sometimes affect multiple parts of the network. For
example, a  strategy that creates a  new organization facilitating
interaction between wind power developers and local actors not
only creates an organizational arrangement; it also activates actors
and  facilitates goal alignment.

The case of the German State of North Rhine Westphalia (NRW)
demonstrates how network management strategies can affect
network structure through activating or deactivating actors and
resources.  In order to  facilitate the development of wind power in
the  state, the NRW government adopted programs to  reach out to
businesses,  municipalities, households and individuals in  an effort
to  involve them in the development process, thereby increasing
social acceptance [11]. These programs activated actors that might
have otherwise stood on the sidelines until they felt their inter-
ests  were threatened. A theoretical focus on network management
would, in  this case, have explicated the role the activation of actors
and  resources played in the development process, as well as captur-
ing  other such strategies employed by actors that were not included
in  the official programs and planning process.

Another example of this management strategy is  the Wales
Assembly Government’s (WAG) approach to  wind power policy for-
mation, including the creation of advisory groups comprising actors
from  the public and private sectors and civil society (e.g. environ-
mental  groups) [20]. These advisory groups brought actors into the
policy  network, thus changing the structure of the network. Had a
network approach been used in this study, the role of these advi-
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sory groups, in bringing different perspectives to the policy process
and  offering arenas for cross-sector negotiation, would have been
examined at the outset of  the study, instead of as an aside.

Deliberative strategies to involve (sometimes conflicting) civil
society groups with developers and public-sector officials in  the
wind  power planning process have also been noted in French
cases. In one study, which analyzed the factors that affect the
social acceptance of wind power, public officials reached out to  dis-
parate groups—a bird association and a hunter’s group—to resolve
differences and unite in  the planning of a  wind park [40]. By reach-
ing  out to actors and involving them through helping to resolve
and  preempt disputes, this strategy affected the network structure
and the social processes within. A network approach would have
drawn attention to how and why the strategy of activating actors
was  important, and its influence on outcomes, perhaps leading
to  different conclusions from the Jobert study, which emphasized
institutional and territorial factors.

Another approach to  actor activation is exemplified in the
state  of New South Wales, Australia. Here the state government
encouraged wind developers to consult with affected communi-
ties  throughout the development process, an example of  indirectly
affecting collaboration among actors and the network structure
[32]. The regional government also established committees involv-
ing cross-sectorial actors to provide communities with additional
means of communication and coordination regarding wind power
development, an example of the institutionalized activating of
actors. Hindmarsh discusses the importance of community engage-
ment, yet this highly empirical study fails to place community
engagement within a  broader theoretical context that would
explain why community engagement is an important strategy. The
framework proposed in  our article would do just that.

The  “National Network for Wind Power” in  Sweden [31] is
another example of the activation of actors and resources. Gov-
ernment designated network managers, known as “National Wind
Coordinators,” were given the responsibility of facilitating “interac-
tion  between wind power developers, government agencies, [and]
research and other stakeholders at the national, regional and local
level” [31]: 5–6). In this way, actors from multiple sectors were
brought together to  consult with one another and to resolve dif-
ferences, a clear case of how network management can benefit the
performance of networks. Giest explicitly uses a network approach
and  thus benefits from a  clear understanding of the importance of
affecting the policy process through actor activation.

An  interesting case of goal-achieving strategies,  the set of net-
work management strategies that affect network substance,  is  a
study on Wales. When confronted with conflicting views about
which  renewable energy technologies to develop, WAG  ministers
showed political leadership and set an electricity generation goal
around which actors were able to coalesce (e.g., [17]). By refram-
ing the debate and defining the scope broadly, goal intertwinement
was  facilitated, an effective goal-achieving strategy. The Cowell [20]
study took a governance and planning approach to  understanding
wind power development. However, had there not been an explicit
goal  formulated by the government, it would have been possible to
neglect the importance of goal-achieving strategies in facilitating
the  policy outcome.

Another example of goal-achieving strategies can be found in
the  Netherlands, where “cooperatives [took] up  locally inclusive
project  planning and other independent, applied, local ownership
and  inclusive project planning,” with the goal of finding appropri-
ate  local sites for wind turbines ([11]: 2743). However, because
these  arrangements were not institutionalized and there was not a
tradition of national engagement of the local level, the initiative
floundered. Inclusive project planning facilitates goal-achieving
through bringing actors together for a  common purpose, i.e.,
deciding the allocation of land and enabling goal-intertwinement.

Viewed through the lens of managing networks for process design,
the  significance of such strategies in the policy process comes to
the  fore.

Goal-achieving strategies are also highlighted in  the case of
Germany where, “the importance of early, local, financial partic-
ipation or  co-ownership was emphasized in NRW by those who
had  been involved in  wind power development since the beginning
years,” ([11]: 2740). Co-ownership is a  common means of facilitat-
ing  goal intertwinement, with financial benefits to the community
from  wind power becoming a  common rallying point for actors
from diverse sectors, with diverse interests. Programs set up  to
activate various actors in the planning process also facilitated goal
intertwinement because actors had a  forum to discover potential
goal  alignments through negotiation and discussing potential win-
win  situations [11]. While the co-ownership programs are a good
example of goal-achieving strategies in this study; a network man-
agement perspective would have emphasized the importance of
such  arrangements for affecting policy outcomes.

Another example of a  goal-achieving strategy is  the case of
France,  where a  policy aimed at allying wind power developers
with  some local wine growers, resulted in goal intertwinement
between these groups, while isolating other wine growers that
might  have opposed the development [40].  The wine growers who
allied with the wind developer cooperated in  providing tours of the
local  area that included both the wind park and their fields. Jobert
et  al. define such actions as “site-specific conditions” but do not
explain  the theoretical underpinnings of these conditions in rela-
tion to policy networks or outcomes, rendering the analysis more
empirical and ad hoc.  The case is in fact an excellent illustration of
how  network managers can alter the structure of coalitions via goal
intertwinement.

Another example of facilitating alliances between actors is
found in the case of The National Network for Wind Power in
Sweden [31].  The networks facilitated the defining of broad and
common  goals through bringing developers, government agencies,
local  actors, etc. together to consult with each other and to cooper-
ate  and coordinate action. This case, which was studied explicitly
from  a  network perspective, illustrates the importance of networks
in  bringing actors together to  better understand each other and find
goal  alignments.

A  study on the case of France provides an interesting exam-
ple  of where goal-achieving strategies were not used, yet likely
had an impact on policy outcomes. In addressing why there was
not  a  “wind power rush” in  France following the implementation
of  a feed-in tariff scheme, as there had been in other countries,
Szarka [89] references the importance of “mobilising discourses”
and “discourse coalitions.” Discourses, in  this case, are essentially
ways of framing policy issues and illustrate how actors conceive
of  their goals. Through policy learning, i.e.,  goal intertwinement,
reframing the scope and agenda, and influencing perceptions, align-
ments can be made and differences in how goals are conceived can
be  preempted. Here it can be argued that a  lack of goal-achieving
strategies aimed at goal intertwinement, reframing the scope and
agenda, and influencing perceptions, led to a  failure to see the
wind power development realized by  other countries. This empha-
sizes  the critical importance of assessing the use—or lack of use—of
goal-achieving strategies in explaining the renewable energy policy
process and outcomes.

In regard to strategies that facilitate the guiding of interactions
and the establishment of organizations (i.e.,  that affect network pro-
cesses),  wind power planning in  Sweden provides an interesting
example. In the Swedish municipality of Falkenberg, local offi-
cials  encouraged and supported local ownership of wind turbines.
Local actors, including companies and individuals, were given the
opportunity to  buy shares in a  joint-ownership arrangement [43].
Through establishing organizations for joint-ownership of wind
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farms, a forum for interaction between wind developers and local
actors was created. While formal organizational arrangements
are  often described in studies of wind power development, less
formal,  behind-the-scenes arrangements, interaction guiding, fos-
tering  agreements, etc. are less likely to be  accounted for in the
analysis of cases of wind power development unless a  network
management approach is taken.

In  the case of Australia, a  collaborative approach to wind power
development between the federal government, developers and
communities led to staffed committees being established to  facil-
itate  the interaction of actors with diverging interests and to
mediate and mitigate disputes regarding wind power develop-
ment  [32]. By taking a  collaborative approach and establishing
committees, interaction guiding was facilitated through creating
organizational arrangements. Such arrangements also led to  goal
intertwinement and therefore affected the network substance as
well  as the network process. A network management approach
facilitates a theoretical understanding of such strategies, in addi-
tion  to examining less formal means of interaction guiding perhaps
not  taken into account by this study.

A  local case in France also offers an example illustrating
interaction-guiding. The study by Jobert et al. [40] showed how
the  municipality and the developer arranged meetings to medi-
ate  disputes between various actors that could have otherwise led
to  opposition to wind power. The meetings also provided a  forum
for  coalescing around common goals. Furthermore, a new com-
pany  was proposed by the mayor of the municipality in order to
rally support from other local officials. The result was  a  favorable
local  disposition toward the wind power development, and the
isolation and minimization of  opponents to the project. The strat-
egy  used here affected the network process through the creation
of  an organizational arrangement within which interaction guid-
ing could occur and also activating/deactivating actors. This led to
increased goal intertwinement, which affected network substance
as  well. This case demonstrates the importance of understanding
not just what was done in the process, i.e., what policies, incentives
etc. were used, but also how the process was conducted, i.e. what
strategies were, or were not, used.

A  final example comes from a study by Nadai and Labussiere
[60], which examines wind power development in the region of
Aveyron in southern France. As  wind power development took
off  in the region, a new organizational arrangement was  cre-
ated, including both government agencies dealing with roads and
infrastructure, environment, industry, cultural heritage, as well as
non-administrative entities such as a bird watchers organization
and  the Regional Park and government entities. This arrangement
was further complicated by a national planning framework for the
decentralized planning (i.e., by local authorities) of wind power
developments. The study concludes that the success of the national
planning framework for decentralized planning will depend on the
degree to which local authorities can collaborate with other local
actors in the wind power planning. The case serves as an interest-
ing  example of the relationship of institutional design to process
design and of the sometimes complicated nature of organizational
arrangements; those arrangements that provide for interaction
guiding for actors from across sectors and interests are likely to
be  successful in promoting wind power development. A network
management approach would have expected this to be the case and
would have provided theoretical grounding for this conclusion.

4.  Managing networks in renewable energy development:
outlining a future research agenda

The most common approach employed by governments to
develop renewable energy has been to deploy policy instruments

that alter the perceived rate-of-return (pay-off) on future invest-
ment and thus create economic incentives for such development.
However, acknowledging the importance of efficient collaboration
processes requires a  stronger focus on the composition and the per-
formance of the actor networks and the different ways of managing
these  processes. If policy makers simply aim at reducing investment
risks  (e.g.,  through feed-in premiums to wind power generation),
the  uncertainties facing key actors will be reduced, but important
network coordination problems may  remain. For instance, a broad-
ening of  the network implies increased complexity as technical,
economic and social issues become more intertwined, and unless
actors  (e.g. network managers) take steps to  broaden the actor
network, the lack of interpretative knowledge may  remain unde-
veloped  and, in turn, lead to poor and/or delayed decision-making.
The  point of departure for this article was therefore two-fold: first,
that a multi-level governance—and network—perspective is critical
in  order to understand the outcomes of renewable energy devel-
opment  processes and secondly, that the issue of how networks
in  these processes are managed should be better acknowledged.
The  network approach delineates the social system, defines the
main  analytical unit, and offers a  theoretical notion combining both
agency  and structure, suggesting that certain features of the net-
work  influence the development of renewable energy resources.
The  network management approach accounts for and categorizes
governance strategies by how these strategies influence the net-
work  structure, substance and process.

This article has proposed an analytical framework for more sys-
tematically understanding the network management of renewable
energy development, as well as the relationship of network man-
agement to institutional design. At a  general level, the framework
suggests that, in addition to state-level policy instruments (i.e. for-
mal  institutions), renewable energy outcomes are influenced by
the  complex interactions between different types of actors whose
capabilities, preferences and perceptions are largely, but not com-
pletely, shaped by the institutionalized rules and norms within
which they interact. Previous studies have been drawn upon in
order to illustrate the empirical salience of this framework, as
well  as to demonstrate how previous studies would have bene-
fitted from this framework by being able to  more fully account
for and theoretically integrate the empirical findings relevant to
understanding renewable energy development.

One of the most evident conclusions from the studies reviewed
is  that there is  variation between the governing institutions, as
well  as between the strategies employed to develop wind power
within those institutions (see Tables 1 and 2). Previous research
has  shown that differences in wind power development outcomes
also vary within similar, or  even the same, institutional frame-
works  (i.e., within the same country, under the same national rules)
(e.g.,  [71,92]). This suggests that whether and which network man-
agement strategies are employed will likely make a  difference in
network outcomes. The analytical framework developed in this
article can therefore shed light on these issues. The framework
enables  the study of different types of strategies for network man-
agement, their interactions, as well as their relative importance
under the same rules or institutional design. Our analysis pro-
vides  several examples of how network managers can govern the
collaboration process by means of encouraging key-actors’ involve-
ment,  framing of goals, organizing committees, etc. (see Table 2).
However, because empirical studies with the specific aim of study-
ing institutional design and network management in the context
of  renewable energy development are mostly missing, there is
currently no data necessary to make accurate assessments of the
relative impacts of different rules and network strategies on policy
outcomes. These are areas requiring further empirical investigation
utilizing  these perspectives, and the framework developed in this
article could support such ambitions.
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In terms of the analytical framework – the concepts used here
and  how they function – there are a  number of points to be made.
The policies and institutions created at the regional and local
levels are sometimes difficult to characterize, as they constitute
institutions within which actors at the local level act, while also
being  created by actors from within the network itself. In addi-
tion, whether something can be considered a network management
strategy or not depends greatly on how a  given policy has been
reached or how an instrument was implemented (e.g. what actors
were  involved or not, and in  what way they were involved) as much
as  on what policy instrument was used. Thus, the focus of study
becomes the process of setting goals and policies, making laws, etc.,
more  than simply the content of these institutions, which has been
well-addressed by previous studies.

On another note, when applying the network management
framework to understanding empirical data, actions taken by
network managers that affect network structure, substance and
processes often represent the use of multiple strategies, as out-
lined  within our framework. For example, creating an organization
that helps actors coalesce around a  goal—a network substance
strategy—might also involve the activation of those actors—a net-
work structure strategy. For this reason, it is  useful to investigate
specific actions by specific actors, and then define them non-
exclusively as belonging to one or more categories of network
management strategies. The same holds true for institutions. For
example, rules that define who participates in a  network may  also
define pay-off rules. Here again, defining particular rules according
to  the types of rules that they represent will likely prove a  bet-
ter  and more accurate approach than defining rules according to
the  categories exclusively. On  the theoretical level, this approach
indicates that the categories of rules and strategies suggested are
non-exclusive and perhaps in  need of further theoretical elabora-
tion  and distinction.

The underlying puzzle of this article—how networks for renew-
able  energy development can be managed within the context of
given institutions—has been theoretically framed, although far
from  solved. Empirical studies explicitly employing this frame-
work, that set out to gather data on networks and the network
management strategies, will be necessary to  enhance our knowl-
edge of these matters. Specifically, we hope to  inspire future
research on two major questions.

First, what is the relationship between network characteristics,
the  quality of network processes, and network outcomes in  cases
of  renewable energy development? The effect of networks on the
function and performance of organizing processes, which has been
addressed in prior research in other empirical areas, indicates a
need for more research on this issue within the context of renew-
able  energy development. For example, is a  network that suffers
from conflicts between developers and the local community struc-
turally different than a  network in  which win-win situations have
been achieved? What type of actor is most suited for the coordina-
tion  function, and are shifts in leadership necessary, or problematic,
over time? These lines of inquiry complement calls within the
innovation system research for developing indicators to assess the
strength of important innovation processes (e.g.,  [38]). While there
are  theories and likely hypotheses from network theory to build
on,  their relevance needs to  be empirically examined within the
context of renewable energy development.

Second, how can the evolution of networks be promoted? Here,
the  use and effectiveness of strategies for network management
are  explored. Are certain strategies more efficient than others, and
under what circumstances? For instance, what strategies can be
applied to create incentives for key actors to  participate? How can
possible deadlocks be handled and win-win situations negotiated?
Finally, and related to  this last question, the possible interactions
between managing networks via institutional design and via pro-

cess design should be examined. In this article, we have primarily
treated institutional rules as exogenous influences on local net-
work  processes, but in some cases, process design strategies may
also  influence institutional change.

Only empirical studies with an explicit network management
perspective connected to institutional design, as well as appro-
priate  research designs, can answer the questions posed above.
We  particularly encourage the use of comparative designs in  con-
ducting these studies, with both cross-country comparisons and
comparisons within countries. While the former approach is  par-
ticularly suited for the purpose of examining the effects of different
institutional constraints on the function and performance of net-
works, the latter approach enhances comparisons that isolate
variations in national institutions and allow for studies on dif-
ferences between networks and network management strategies
operating in  the same institutional context. Contemporary calls for
a  more sustainable society commonly assume – explicitly or implic-
itly  – an increase in  the amount of renewable energy. A  common
research agenda that acknowledges the importance of both institu-
tions  and networks—as well as the connections between them—and
a  research agenda that poses questions about how to manage net-
works in the context of renewable energy development is  therefore
not only appropriate, but necessary.
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Abstract 
As energy security, climate change and other environmental concerns remain prominent on 
the global agenda, international organizations and states have created policies intended to 
foster the development of renewable energy. With wind power projected to make the largest 
contribution to Europe’s renewable energy mix, the EU and EU member-states have created 
an institutional framework designed to that favor the development of wind power. While 
some states have been successful in reaching their renewable energy goals, others have been 
less so. This article seeks to understand the reasons why states are successful in achieving 
their intended policy outcomes despite the inherent difficulties in implementing policy. Using 
the Advocacy Coalition Framework as a point-of-departure, this article will explore the 
relationship between the beliefs of national lawmakers, policy outputs and policy impacts, as 
well as how these relationships can help explain wind power policy implementation. 
 
Keywords: energy policy; renewable energy; wind power; advocacy coalition framework. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Background 
When what policymakers intend to do, i.e. their policy intentions, do not match with 

the results of policy implementation, i.e. policy outcomes, the temptation is to ask why things 
didn’t turn out as envisioned. In taking account of the myriad obstacles to realizing intended 
policy outcomes, policy implementation research (c.f. Wildavsky 2007) flips this question on 
its head. Instead of asking, “what went wrong?” Pressman and Wildavsky (1973) formulated 
the problem of policy implementation in terms of, “why it’s amazing that federal programs 
work at all.” Therefore, the better question to ask regarding policy implementation is, “why 
do things ever work as envisioned?” In other words, studying successful cases of policy 
implementation and asking, “what went right?” has the potential to reveal more about policy 
implementation than simply studying cases of unsucessful policy implementation and asking, 
“what went wrong?”  

In efforts to address energy security, climate change and sustainability more 
generally, governments the world over have created public policies intended to encourage the 
development of renewable sources of energy. An increase in the consumption of renewable 
energy has been identified by the European Union as an important objective in the EU 2020 
targets, which stipulate a minimum 20% share of energy consumption from renewables, and, 
more recently, the EU 2030 framework, which stipulates that the minimum share of 
renewables be increased to 27% of consumption (European Union 2014a, 2014b, 2013). In 
order to reach these EU-wide targets, EU member-states have set national targets based on 
their individual energy consumption, production capabilities, and existing energy mix. 
However, efforts to increase the consumption of renewable energy have met with varying 
levels of success, with some states surpassing their 2020 targets, but at least five countries 
failing to meet them so far (European Union 2013). This illustrates the difficulty of 
translating policy from policy intentions to successful policy outcomes (c.f. Wildavsky 2007).  

Among renewable energy resources, wind power is expected to contribute the most to 
Europe’s renewable energy consumption through 2030. Determining how to successfully 
implement wind power policies will therefore be critical to realizing European Union targets. 
However, as with renewable energy policy generally, the implementation of wind power 
policy is problematic. Despite international goals and national policies intended to support 
the development of wind power, efforts to develop wind power have met with varying 
success (Clement 2010, Ek et al. 2013, Nadai 2007, 2009, Söderholm et al. 2007, Szarka 
2007) despite general popular support for wind power (Jobert et al. 2007, Nadai 2007, Todt 
2011). But because there are cases of successful wind power development among EU states,  
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it is therefore relevant to ask what these states have done right in implementing their 
renewable energy objectives. 

1.2. Previous Research 
Since the seminal Implementation (Pressman and Wildavsky 1973), the literature on 

policy implementation has grown significantly, covering a diversity of policy areas (cf. Smith 
1973, Montjoy and O’Toole 1979, Matland 1995, O’Toole 2000). In later years, while not 
always termed as such, implementation research has continued broadly and unabatedly 
(Saetren 2005). Regarding wind power policy implementation specifically, several 
frameworks and theories have been used, comprising a significant body of research. One such 
approach is historical institutionalism (Breukers and Wolsink 2007, Toke et al. 2008, 
Agterbosch and Breukers 2008, Ferguson-Martin and Hill 2011). The historical 
institutionalist approach has illuminated the institutional frameworks for wind power policy 
that result from national-level processes. Path dependency dictates a resistance to change in 
wind power policy unless either a) current institutions are configured in such a way as to 
allow wind power development without much conflict, or b) there is a shock external to the 
institutions that could result in changes to the institutions that govern wind power 
development. Because historical institutionalism treats policy change-inducing shocks to 
institutions as exogenous, however, it struggles to explain or predict the drivers of wind 
power policy change. 

The policy subsystem approach has also been used to analyze wind power policy 
implementation (Jegen and Audet 2011, Szarka 2004, 2006, 2010, Wiener and Koontz 2010). 
Policy subsystem frameworks have shed light on the wind power policy process by focusing 
on coalition behavior and explaining wind power policy outcomes in terms of beliefs and 
policy learning, which are the conceived of as the drivers of policy change. However, while 
beliefs and learning are helpful in terms of understanding why wind power policy changes, 
the mechanisms by which this happens, e.g. the relationship of beliefs to policy outputs (such 
as legislation) and policy outcomes (i.e. changes in wind power production) has not been 
explored in-depth.  

1.3. Aim 
The aim of this article is to understand why--in states where wind power has been 

successfully developed--states are successful in implementing wind power policy. This will 
be done by analyzing the relationship of policy beliefs to policy outputs and policy impacts 
and outcomes in order to understand the mechanisms by which policy implementation occurs 
within the context of policy beliefs and policy learning. In order to do this, a model of how 
policy beliefs, policy outputs and policy outcomes relate to each other will be developed, 
based on policy subsystem theory. This model will then be used to analyze a case of 
successful wind power policy implementation.  
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2. Theory 

2.1. Policy Subsystems and the Advocacy Coalition Framework 
According to Baumgartner and Jones (1993), and Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1993), 

policy can be understood in terms of policy subsystems and beliefs. Collections of beliefs 
about policy in a given area compete within a subsystem for dominance. Those beliefs or 
“images” that become dominant among actors in a subsystem are reflected in the policy 
outcomes of the subsystem (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:26). 

Among policy subsystem theories, the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) brings 
together several elements of actor- and policy subsystem-based frameworks of the policy 
process and integrates them into a single, theoretically coherent, empirically testable model 
with specific causal mechanisms and falsifiable hypotheses. The ACF envisions policy 
change occurring over periods often lasting ten years or more (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 
1993:16), with policy subsystems defined as substantive, territorially defined, policy-domains 
(Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 2007)), which incorporate actors from across governmental 
entities as well as private and civil-society actors (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:16). 
Within subsystems, public policies are conceived of as belief systems which are shaped by 
different, competing advocacy coalitions, comprising actors who share normative and 
empirical beliefs about a given policy area (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:18). Advocacy 
coalitions and actors’ beliefs are not static, but dynamic, shifting and changing through 
processes of policy learning. In the absence of policy learning, policy remains relatively 
stable over time (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 2007). In the ACF, actors are goal-oriented, but 
the preferences of advocacy coalitions play a more important role than in utilitarian models 
(Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 2007:30), i.e. actors are “boundedly rational.” Finally, beliefs 
play a central role in the ACF because they mitigate actors’ preferences by shaping how 
actors view causal relations and to what degree actors value certain policy preferences within 
a given subsystem.  

2.2. Sovereigns, Policy Outputs and Policy Outcomes 
According to the ACF, “decisions by sovereigns” (subject to agency resources and 

general policy orientations) result in policy outputs (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:18). 
“Sovereigns” in a given subsystem include anyone who has decision-making authority for a 
given policy question and could include bureaucrats, politicians or judges. While ACF 
research has typically focused on the beliefs of coalitions (Weible et al 2011), doing so has 
minimized the question of whether some actors’ (e.g. sovereigns’) beliefs matter more or in 
different ways than others in determining policy outcomes. Because sovereigns’ decisions 
lead to policy outputs, which lead to policy impacts/outcomes, there is reason to believe that 
sovereigns’ beliefs related to policy outputs and policy impacts/outcomes--i.e. their beliefs 
related to policy implementation--deserve special attention. By explaining policy 
impacts/outcomes in terms of policy outputs and policy beliefs, the relationship between 
policy intentions and policy outcomes, as well as policy implementation, can be better 
understood.  
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Based on the ACF, a theoretical model has been developed here that outlines one of 
the mechanisms by which policy implementation occurs in policy subsystems, including the 
concepts: sovereigns’ beliefs, policy outputs and policy impacts/outcomes. A visual 
representation of this model is presented in Figure 1. The model suggests that, by 
understanding the beliefs of sovereigns, one can understand the decisions made by sovereigns 
in the form of policy outputs, which, in turn, affect the policy impacts/outcomes within a 
given policy subsystem. The model also suggests that the beliefs of sovereigns affect policy 
impacts/outcomes directly. This is because the ACF views policy as the product or 
representation of beliefs generally. Hence, it is possible that the beliefs of sovereigns affect 
policy impacts/outcomes through mechanisms besides policy outputs. This could be due to 
the influence actors’ beliefs have over the policy process through, for example, public 
communications by sovereign politicians. 
 
Figure 1. 
 

 
 

2.3. Research Question and Hypotheses 
Based on the aim of this article, the following research question is posed to guide the 

empirical data collection and analysis of this study: 
 
Why are states who have reached their renewable energy targets successful in implementing 
wind power policy? 
 

As outlined above, the ACF asserts that beliefs are the drivers of policy change. 
According to the ACF, the mechanism by which policy is implemented includes the decisions 
of sovereigns, which lead to policy outputs, which lead to policy impacts and, thereby, policy 
outcomes. By analyzing the relationships of these elements to each other, the ACF has the 
potential to provide answers to the research question posed, as well as a better understanding 
of wind power policy implementation. These relationships have been formulated in terms of 
three hypotheses that will be tested: 
 
H1: The institution of specific wind power policy outputs will be preceded by policy learning 
by sovereigns. 
 

   The Beliefs of 
Sovereigns 

Policy  
Impacts/ 

Outcomes 

Policy  
Outputs 
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This hypothesis is based on the general notion within the ACF that beliefs and policy 
learning (i.e. changes in beliefs) are the drivers of policy change. In the ACF, policy outputs 
are the result of decisions by sovereigns and should therefore be expected to reflect the 
beliefs of sovereigns to some extent. New policy outputs represent changes in policy and one 
would therefore expect that such changes would be preceded by policy learning by 
sovereigns. 
 
H2: Increases in wind power production will be preceded by the institution of specific wind 
power policy outputs. 
 

According to the ACF; policy impacts (and outcomes) are the result of policy outputs. 
One would therefore expect that the institution of new wind power policy outputs would 
affect wind power production in one way or another. Increases in wind power production (i.e. 
in states that have successfully implemented wind power policy) should therefore be expected 
to be preceded by the institution of new policy outputs. 
 
H3: Increases in wind power production will be preceded by policy learning by sovereigns. 
 

This hypothesis derives from the notion in the ACF that policy, in a general sense, is a 
reflection of the dominant beliefs within a policy subsystem. It can therefore be expected that 
there will be a relationship between policy learning by sovereigns and wind power policy 
outcomes.  

3. Research Design 

3.1. Case 
An ideal case to test the hypotheses proposed would include the following factors: 1) 

be a state that has had recent, significant increases in wind power production compared to 
previous time periods; and 2) be a case where institutional factors and potentially conflicting 
interests are not necessarily inherently favorable to wind power, i.e. where one would not 
expect an easy path to implementing wind power policy. The first factor is important because 
it is necessary to test a case of successful wind power policy implementation. The second 
factor is important because in cases where there are few obstacles to wind power 
development, it would require little, if any, policy change to induce an increase in wind 
power.  

Given these factors, Sweden was selected as the case for analysis. Sweden is an 
appropriate and interesting case for several reasons. First, Sweden is among the world’s 
foremost renewable energy producers, and has experienced a massive increase in wind power 
production in recent years. Sweden has gone from producing 13 gigawatt hours (GWh) of 
wind energy in 1991 to producing 987 GWh in 2006 and over 6000 GWh in 2011 (IEA 
2015). During this period, Swedish parliament has also passed a number of pieces of 
legislation that affect wind power. 
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Sweden is also an appropriate case because the expansion of wind power legislation 
and production has occurred within a regulatory and legal framework that is not necessarily 
conducive to wind power development. The Swedish Environmental Code, passed in 1999, 
places local and regional planning for wind power on the same footing as, and in competition 
with, all other environmental and land use concerns. The result is that wind power 
development has often been prioritized lower than other planning priorities (Khan 2003). 
This is in contrast to Denmark, for example, which has a dedicated, streamlined and clearer 
legal framework for developing wind power not subject to the same planning-phase obstacles 
as Sweden. 

In order to employ the ACF as a theoretical point-of-departure, it is important to 
delineate the relevant policy subsystem. In the case of wind power policy in Sweden, the 
relevant subsystem for analysis is the energy system policy subsystem. This is because wind 
power policy is not made in a vacuum, but in relation to other actual and potential energy 
resources--such as oil, gas, coal, hydropower, solar power, etc.--as well as the concerns and 
issues related to developing and using, or replacing, each of these resources. The policy 
subsystem also comprises the competing coalitions and beliefs related to these policy issues. 
According to the ACF, the policy produced by the subsystem will represent the beliefs, and 
changes in the beliefs, of the dominant coalitions and actors within the energy system 
subsystem. Among the actors of interest within energy system policy subsystems, this article 
will focus on sovereign decision makers because of their critical role in the policy 
implementation process. The sovereign decision makers of relevance for the case of the 
energy system policy subsystem in Sweden are the members of the Swedish parliament (or 
riksdagen). These lawmakers are responsible for formulating the laws and, thereby, the 
institutional framework (i.e. the policy outputs) within which wind power can be developed 
in Sweden. Analyzing the beliefs of these sovereigns, the laws passed by them, and the 
changes in wind power production (i.e. the policy impact/outcomes) in relation to each other 
will therefore be the basis for testing the hypotheses proposed in this article. 

3.2. Data and Methods 
In order to conduct the analysis of the three relevant variables--the belief of 

sovereigns, policy outputs and policy impacts/outcomes--various types of data were collected 
and a number of methods were employed to analyze the data. These data were collected for 
the period 1991-2011, given the availability of the data sets and the length of time necessary 
to observe significant policy change (10 years or more) according to the ACF.  

Two types of data on the beliefs of sovereigns were collected. The first type of data 
on the beliefs of sovereigns included the text of wind power-related policies deemed 
“significant” by the International Energy Agency (IEA) (2015), as well as parliamentary 
documents related to the policies. The three policies identified include: 1) “Energy, Carbon 
Dioxide and Sulphur Taxation,” 2) “The Electricity Certificate System,” and 3) “An 
integrated climate and energy policy framework: A sustainable energy and climate policy for 
the environment, competitiveness and long-term stability.” The second type of data on the 
beliefs of sovereigns include all of the 2893 public documents produced by the parliament 
related to wind power, including the bills, motions, minutes, debates, reports, evaluations, 
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opinions, statements, etc. from both the general body, as well as the separate committees, of 
parliament. These documents were found using the advanced document-text search 
techniques available in the Swedish parliament's online archive (Riksdag 2016).  

Research on the belief systems present in Swedish energy policymaking has 
previously been conducted by Måns Nilsson, in the article “Learning, frames, and 
environmental policy integration: the case of Swedish energy policy” (2005). Nilsson’s work 
examines the role of policy learning and the evolution of policy frames (coherent sets or 
systems of beliefs) in environmental policy integration in the Swedish energy sector over 
time. This was done by examining the shifts in prominence of various policy frames over 
time. In order to determine what the different groups of beliefs that sovereigns have, as well 
as how these can be related to each other and examined, this article used the policy frames 
identified by Nilsson (2005) as the basis for understanding the sets of beliefs held by 
sovereign decision makers in the energy system policy subsystem in Sweden. The policy 
frames/belief systems were used to interpret, code and measure the different beliefs of 
members of parliament, including the relative prominence of those belief systems over time 
(i.e. policy learning). The three main policy frames in energy policy in Sweden that Nilsson 
(2005) identifies include the following: 
 

1. Energy as Infrastructure. Energy is conceived of in terms of physical infrastructure 
that serves the purpose of social welfare. Security of supply is paramount and 
government planning and intervention are necessary to ensure this.  

2. Energy as Risk. Energy is conceived of in terms of the risks of its production to 
(primarily) the environment. Environmental targets, conservation, sustainability and 
averting the risk of climate change are central concerns.   

3. Energy as Market. Energy is conceived of in terms of its market value and potential 
inefficiencies in energy markets. Market competition, consumer choice and economic 
efficiency are key. 

 
The analysis of the “significant” wind power policy outputs included using the three 

policy frames as a guide for qualitatively interpreting the text of the policy documents in 
terms of the belief systems held by sovereigns and measuring the relative prominence of the 
belief systems within the texts. This method also served as means of validating the 
conception of the separate policy frames used in this study. The coding and analysis of the 
entire set of parliamentary documents related to wind power was done using quantitative 
content analysis, specifically the “dictionary method” (Grimmer and Stewart 2013), which 
identified key search words and phrases within documents related to the policy frames being 
measured. For measuring the policy frames, this article identified terms that pertain (and are 
ideally exclusive to) Nilsson’s policy frames (2005). For the energy as infrastructure frame, 
“security of supply,” “planning,” “infrastructure” and closely related phrases and terms were 
used. For the energy as risk frame, “environment,” “sustainability,” “climate” and closely 
related phrases and terms were used. For the energy as markets frame, the terms 
“competition,” “markets” and “consumer,” as well as closely related terms and phrases were 
used. All of these phrases and terms were searched for in conjunction with the term “wind 
power” in order to provide the correct substantive context. In order to benchmark the relative 
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prominence of the policy frames to all parliamentary documents dealing with wind power (in 
order to establish a baseline for the general discussion on wind power), a search was also 
conducted on the term“wind power,” and related terms, without reference to the specific 
policy frames. Table 1 specifies the search terms and phrases used (in Swedish). In searching 
for specific terms, the Swedish language has the benefit of employing compound words that 
include the noun with the adjective, making searches for related words significantly simpler 
and more accurate than languages where such words are discrete from each other. 
 
Table 1. 

Policy Frames Search Logics 

Wind Power (relevance term) "vindkraft*" 

Energy as Infrastructure vindkraft* (leveranssäkerhet OR planering* 
OR *planering OR infrastruktur* OR 
*infrastruktur) 

Energy as Market vindkraft* (*konkurrens OR konkurrens* 
OR *marknad OR marknad* OR 
konsument* OR *konsument) 

Energy as Risk vindkraft* (klimat* OR *klimat OR miljö* 
OR *miljö OR hållbar* OR *hållbar)  

 
The search method was employed using the Swedish Parliament’s Archive website, 

which has advanced Boolean search-logic functions. This method produces counts of the 
number of documents that contain at least one of the phrases or terms. Using this approach, 
each document where a phrase or term occurred at least once was treated a single occurrence 
of the given policy frame. While multiple policy frames might coexist within the same 
document, the frames should nonetheless be separate and distinct. As a precaution against 
“false positives,” potentially problematic compound terms (such as “environmental 
planning,” indicative of both the energy as risk and energy as infrastructure frames) were 
reviewed in a random selection of documents. The results indicated that there were a 
negligible amount of such problematic occurrences overall and, of that negligible amount, 
almost all can be attributed to the presence of multiple policy frames instead of “true” false 
positives. 

The data on the dates and descriptions all of the policy outputs from the Swedish 
Parliament from 1991-2011 was collected from the IEAs database on countries’ renewable 
energy policies (IEA 2015). For that same time period, data on annual increase in gigawatt-
hours (GWh) of wind power produced in Sweden was retrieved from the IEAs database on 
renewable energy statistics (IEA 2016). Data on renewable energy production in Sweden are 
only available since 1991, but 1991-2011 should provide a sufficiently lengthy time period, 
according to the ACF, to measure significant policy change. Taken together, the data on the  
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beliefs of sovereigns, policy outputs and policy impacts/outcomes will allow comparisons of 
the variables across time and between the variables within given years. 

4. Results 
This section will proceed as follows: first, the analysis of the policy frames in the 

texts related to the specific, “significant” policies will be presented. This will be followed by 
a presentation of the policy frames found in all parliamentary documents related to wind 
power, as well as the increases in wind power generation, over the 1991-2011 time period. 
This will be followed by a table of all wind power policies during the given time period. The 
analysis of the relationships between the policy frames, policy outputs (policies) and policy 
impacts/outcomes (increases in wind power) will then be presented. 

4.1. Significant Policies 
In the 1991-2011 period, the IEA (2015) identified Sweden’s Energy, Carbon Dioxide 

and Sulphur Taxation policy (1991), Electricity Certificate System policy (2003), and An 
integrated climate and energy policy framework: A sustainable energy and climate policy for 
the environment, competitiveness and long-term stability (2009) as “significant” or landmark 
policies related to wind power. The text of parliamentary documents related to these policies 
were analyzed for the presence and relative prominence of the policy frames identified. 
Quotes from these texts are translations by the author from the original Swedish. 

As reflected in the quantitative analysis of policy frames later in this article, all three 
policy frames were evident in the policy documents related to the three significant policies. 
However, in these three significant policies, it was also evident that certain aspects varied. In 
the texts related to the Energy, Carbon Dioxide and Sulphur Taxation policy (1991), it was 
evident that, “The aims of energy policy are, in the short and long term, secure access to 
electricity and other energy on internationally competitive terms. In this way, good economic 
and social development are promoted in Sweden. Energy policy should be based on what 
nature and the environment can bear” (Swedish Parliament 1990). Here, the emphasis is on 
the energy as infrastructure (secure access) and energy as market (competitive terms, good 
development). These frames are further evident where it is stated that, “The transformation of 
the energy system must, in addition to meeting safety standards, be done with consideration 
to the need for electrical power in maintaining employment and welfare” (Swedish 
Parliament 1990). 

Despite this, the energy as risk frame is considered, and can even be considered as 
one of the bases of a law designed, after all, to tax emissions. Yet, it is apparent that the 
energy as risk policy frame is subservient to the other frames: “A credible policy for the 
transition and development of the energy system requires concrete measures that combine a 
stable and sufficient supply of energy with other energy policy goals. Stringent 
environmental standards should apply to all electricity and heat production” (Swedish 
Parliament 1990, emphasis added). So, while the environment is definitely considered, 
policies that do not ensure the energy supply (energy as infrastructure) are not considered 
“credible.” The assumption is that it is possible to “have your cake and eat it too,” i.e. that it 
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is possible to promote energy supply (energy as infrastructure) and markets while also 
addressing environmental concerns, with no trade-offs. In other words, energy as risk is 
viewed as something that can simply be tacked on as an additional energy goal. 

In the Electricity Certificate System policy (2003), all three frames are also present, 
albeit the focus is somewhat different from the Energy, Carbon Dioxide and Sulphur 
Taxation policy (1991). The policy is viewed as, “Further steps forward in the efforts for an 
energy supply that is secure, effective and environmentally friendly” (Swedish Parliament 
2002a) and as a means “To achieve economic growth together with social welfare, without 
negative environmental impacts” (Swedish Parliament 2002b). However, the point-of-
departure is more the energy as market frame, i.e., “The system thus comprises incentives for 
producers of renewable electricity to make rational choices, which will eventually strengthen 
the competitiveness of renewable electricity on the market” (Swedish Parliament 2002c, 
emphasis added). This is also evident in the statement, “The energy policy decision entails a 
large investment in renewable electricity production... The energy policy decision will also 
entail further gains in efficiency for the energy market” (Swedish Parliament 2002b, emphasis 
added). The goal is, apparently, to improve energy markets at least as much as to address any 
potential, unspecified, environmental risks. 

In An integrated climate and energy policy framework: A sustainable energy and 
climate policy for the environment, competitiveness and long-term stability (2009), however, 
a shift takes place in how the energy as risk policy frame is used and perceived in relation to 
the other frames. In the introduction of the government’s proposal it is stated that, “Climate 
change is one of the great challenges of our times” (Swedish Government 2009), something 
that was not addressed in the previous policies. Here the energy as risk frame no longer 
references abstract environmental problems, but refers to something concrete: climate 
change. The energy as infrastructure and energy as market frames are still prominent, “The 
investment in renewable energy and more efficient energy-use will strengthen Swedish 
energy security and competitiveness” (Swedish Government 2009), yet, the point-of-
departure is the linking of energy and climate policies: “The proposals are submitted in the 
form of two bills, which should be seen as two parts of one policy: An integrated climate and 
energy policy” (Swedish Government 2009). The policy documents state that, “The Swedish 
energy policy--and thereby also the foundation for climate policy--must be based on the same 
three pillars as EU energy cooperation…: Ecological Sustainability, Competitiveness, and 
Energy Security” (Swedish Government 2009), yet, “The basis for climate policy is the two-
degree target that EU heads-of-state and government leaders have established” (Swedish 
Government 2009). By connecting energy policy to climate policy, which is then connected 
to a specific climate goal (limiting climate change to two degrees celsius), the energy as risk 
frame is no longer one frame among equals, but becomes the point-of-departure, or the policy 
frame by which the other policy frames are framed. While these three significant policies 
contain all three frames, as will be discussed later, the variations in how these frames are used 
over time--from taking energy as infrastructure and energy as markets to taking energy as 
risk as the primary point-of-departure--potentially has consequences for policy outputs 
generally, as well as policy impacts/outcomes. 
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4.1. Policy Frames, Policy Outputs, and Policy Impacts/Outcomes Over 
Time 

In order to display the results of the policy frames in all parliamentary documents, as 
well as for wind power production over time, Figure 2 was created. The graph charts the 
document counts per policy frame overall, as well as GWh wind power production, by year. 
The document counts are labelled according to the three policy frames, i.e. energy as 
infrastructure (labelled “Infrastructure”), energy as risk (labelled “Risk”), and energy as 
market (labelled “Market”). The document counts for wind power overall, i.e. the general 
discussion, are also plotted (and labelled “Wind Power”). The left-side Y-axis displays the 
amount of increased GWh wind power production over the previous year and the right-side 
Y-axis displays the document counts for the policy frames and wind power generally. The X-
axis displays the years from 1991-2011. 
 
Figure 2. 

 
 

In order to display the wind power policies (i.e. policy outputs) instituted during the 
1991-2011 period, Table 2 was created. It indicates the name of the policy, the year it was 
created, its current status, and the type of policy instruments the policy included. The grey-
shaded cells represent “significant” or landmark policies, according to the IEA. 

 
 
Table 2. 
TITLE YEAR STATUS TYPE 
National Renewable Energy Action Plan (NREAP) 2010 In Force strategic planning 
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Environmental Bonus for Wind Power 2009 Ended tax relief 
An integrated climate and energy policy framework: 
"A sustainable energy and climate policy for the 
environment, competitiveness and long-term stability" 2009 In Force strategic planning 
Network for wind power (Nätverket för vindbruk) 2008 In Force policy support 
Grant for local authority land use planning for wind 
power 2007 Ended grants and subsidies 

Commercial Loans to Startup Energy Companies 2006 In Force 
loans, fiscal/financial 
incentives 

The Electricity Certificate System 

2003 (last 
updated 
2013) In Force green certificates 

Market introduction of Wind Power/Funding for 
Wind Power Pilot Projects 2003 Ended 

fiscal/financial 
incentives 

Measures to Support Wind Farms in Difficult 
Locations 2003 Ended 

demonstration 
projects, grants and 
subsidies 

Climate Investment Programmes (Klimp) 2003 Ended 

grants and subsidies, 
funds to subnational 
governments 

Economic Support to Regional Energy Offices 2002 In Force 

economic instruments, 
policy support, 
institutional creation 

Tax Reduction for Wind Power - Prolongation 2002 Ended tax relief 

Sustainable Municipalities Programme 2001 In Force 

strategic planning, 
advice/aid in 
implementation, grants 
and subsidies 

Support for Small Scale Electricity Production 2000 Superseded 
fiscal/financial 
incentives 

The Environmental Code 1999 In Force 
codes and standards, 
regulatory instruments 

Local Investment Programmes (LIP) 
1998 (revised 
in 2003) Ended 

grants and subsidies, 
funds to subnational 
governments 

Technology Procurement Programme - Renewables 1998 Ended 

procurement rules, 
technology 
development 

Guaranteed Power Purchase Contracts 1997 Superseded 
mandatory 
requirements 

Renewable Energy Investment Support Programme 1997 Ended grants and subsidies 
Renewables Tax Exemption: Act 1776 1994 Ended tax relief 
Energy, Carbon Dioxide and Sulphur Taxation 1991 In Force taxes 
Source: IEA http://www.iea.org/policiesandmeasures/renewableenergy/?country=Sweden 
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In regard to Figure 2, it is evident that the three policy frames follow the basic trend 
of wind power, i.e. the general discussion on wind power, with few divergences between the 
general discussion and the individual policy frames. As the general discussion of wind power 
increases in parliament, all three policy frames increase as well. However, there are some 
smaller differences between the policy frames. Energy as infrastructure is clearly less 
prominent than either the energy as risk or energy as market frames. This phenomenon seems 
to have become more pronounced in the later years. This finding is also, incidentally, 
congruent with Nilsson’s (2005) findings regarding the relative prominence of the energy as 
infrastructure frame in the discourse on the energy system in Sweden. 

The energy as risk and energy as market policy frames track each other and the 
general discussion quite closely, both more prominent than the energy as infrastructure 
policy frame, a result that also correlates with Nilsson’s findings (2005). The energy as 
market policy frame seems to have a slightly closer relationship to the general discussion on 
wind power than the energy as risk frame, as seen in the years 2003-2007, when the energy 
as risk frame increased less and thereby diverged from the more marked increases in the 
energy as market frame, as well as the general discussion on wind power. 

Concerning the relationship between the policy frames, the general discussion about 
wind power, and the policies instituted, a number of observations can be made. After 1991, 
when the policy on carbon taxes was created and the policy frames and general discussion 
were relatively higher, there was a lull in both the general discussion and policy creation until 
the 1996-1999 period, when there was an increase in all policy frames and the general 
discussion, which coincided with the creation of several less significant policies. From 1999 
to 2003, there was an increase in all three policy frames and the general discussion, which 
coincided with the institution of the Environmental Code in 1999 and several policies created 
in 2002 and 2003, including the Electricity Certificate System. The period after 2003 also 
saw a sustained increase in the general discussion on wind power and all three policy frames. 
However, there is no readily distinguishable change in the prominence of any given policy 
frame compared to the others during this period. The 2009 Climate and Energy Policy 
Framework was preceded by a sharp uptick in the general discussion about wind and all three 
frames which, as was the case after the 2003 passage of the Electricity Certificate System, 
was followed by a downturn in both the general discussion and policy frames, perhaps 
indicative of members of parliament feeling they had done enough to address the renewable 
energy issue for the time being. And in both cases, the drop in the general discussion and 
policy frames post-policy creation was temporary. As was also the case during the 1999-2003 
period, the run-up to 2009 saw no major shifts in the relative prominence of the three policy 
frames. 

Looking at the relationship of the policies created (i.e. policy outputs) to wind power 
production (i.e. policy impacts/outcomes), there are a number of interesting observations. 
Since there is no production data prior to the 1991 Energy and Carbon Taxes, it is difficult to 
establish a baseline for evaluating whether these had a significant impact, but there was, in 
any event, little increase in wind power production following the creation of the policy. The 
1999-2003 period, starting with the Environmental Code and other policies, culminating in 
the Electricity Certificate System in 2003 coincided with a subsequent, delayed bump in wind 
power production between 2006-2009. The 2008-2009 period--characterized by the Swedish 
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Climate and Energy Policy Framework and the Wind Power Tax Bonus--coincided with the 
beginning of the most significant increases in yearly wind power production in Swedish 
history. 

The most obvious observation about the data on the policy frames--including the 
general discussion on wind power--and wind power production, is that there seems to be a 
clear correlation between the increased production of wind power and all three policy frames-
-as well as the general discussion on wind power--both generally and across all three frames. 
As the frames and general discussion concerning wind power increase, as reflected in the 
increasing number of documents concerning wind power and the policy frames, wind power 
production increases. This could indicate that an increase in the discussion of wind power is 
linked to an increase in wind power production itself. Furthermore, there is some evidence 
that the discussion on wind power affects wind power production, as opposed to the other 
way around. This is observed in the “lag” of increasing wind power production behind 
previous increases in discussion of wind power. This is observed in the “bump” in wind 
power discussion from 1999-2003 and the subsequent escalation from 2003 to 2009. This 
corresponds to a similar trend occurring in wind power production increases approximately 
six years later. The wind power production graph appears to “mirror” the general discussion 
to some extent, delayed by a few years. This makes logical sense considering that if wind 
power developers take cues on when to develop more wind power from parliamentarians’ 
discussions, debates, etc., as well as the policy outputs produced by parliament, there will be 
a practical delay before new wind turbines can be planned for, financed, built and brought 
online. If one were to extrapolate this relationship into the future, based on the graph, one 
might predict a coming decrease in increased wind power production followed by another 
increase, as indicated by the peak, trough and subsequent increase in the general discussion 
on wind power. 

While there does not appear to be a strong relationship between any given policy 
frame and wind power production, the energy as market frame appears to have a slightly 
closer relationship to increased wind power production than the energy as risk frame, 
evidenced in the years 2003-2007, when the energy as risk frame increased less, and thereby 
diverged from the more marked increases in the general discussion on wind power, than the 
energy as market frame, and the (delayed, but mirroring) increase in wind power production. 

5. Discussion 
To evaluate the results presented above, the hypotheses formulated earlier will be 

discussed.  
 
H1: The institution of specific wind power policy outputs will be preceded by policy learning 
by sovereigns. 
 

The longitudinal data on the prominence of the three policy frames in relation to each 
other provides little support that policy learning (i.e. a change in the prominence of one or 
more frames over another) occurred prior to the institution of specific policy outputs. All 
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three frames more or less tracked the general discussion on wind power, with energy as 
infrastructure being less prominent and with energy as risk being slightly more prominent 
over the period of time measured. In the analysis of the specific, “significant” policy 
documents, all three frames were also present. However, there appeared to be shifts in how 
the frames were perceived as relating to each other, with the 1991 and 2003 policies 
espousing the energy as infrastructure and energy as market frames as more fundamental, 
whereas the energy as risk frame was more fundamental in the 2009 policy. This change in 
how the frames are viewed in relation to each other provides some support for the notion of 
policy learning preceding the institution of specific policy outputs. 
 
H2: Increases in wind power production will be preceded by the institution of specific wind 
power policy outputs. 
 

There is fairly strong support for this hypothesis, with periods of new-policy-
institution (and especially “significant”-policy-institution) preceding significant increases in 
wind power production, usually with a lag, which could be accounted for by the time it takes 
to bring new production capabilities online. This is particularly apparent in the most recent 
round of policies, from 2003-2009, which was followed by a historically massive increase in 
wind power production. 
 
H3: Increases in wind power production will be preceded by policy learning by sovereigns. 
 

Regarding the longitudinal data, while there is clearly a correlation between the 
general discussion on wind power in the Swedish parliament and the increased production of 
wind power, there is only weak support for the notion that this is the result of policy learning 
evidenced by changes in the prominence of the three policy frames to each other. The energy 
as market frame mirrors the (subsequent) increases in wind power production better than the 
other two frames, but only marginally. In regard to the analysis of policy frames in the 
specific, “significant” policy documents, there is more evidence of policy learning, with the 
energy as risk frame becoming more prominent in the 2009 policy that preceded the largest 
increases in wind power production in Swedish history.  

The research question posed by this article was why are states who have reached their 
renewable energy targets successful in implementing wind power policy? Three hypotheses 
regarding the relationship between the belief of sovereigns, policy outputs and policy 
impacts/outcomes were derived, based on the ACF. There is some support for the idea that 
the beliefs of sovereigns matter for successful implementation, although the evidence is 
somewhat ambiguous, with some evidence of policy learning in relation to the most 
significant policies, but less evidence that such learning is occurring generally and across 
time. Therefore there is some evidence that the beliefs of sovereigns can explain why states 
who achieve their renewable energy targets are successful in implementing wind power 
policy.  
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6. Conclusions 
While the data in this study prevent strong conclusions on the relationship of the 

policy frames of sovereigns to policy outputs and policy impacts/outcomes, this ambiguity 
points to several interesting, future research areas. Because there was some evidence of 
policy learning in relationship to the “significant” policies, but less so in the case of policies 
in general, it is possible that studying policy implementation requires focusing on a more 
narrow set of significant, or landmark, policies rather than simply focusing on policy outputs 
in general. Another interesting possibility is that, in studying beliefs or frames, actors may 
hold multiple, potentially conflicting beliefs or frames, but some beliefs and frames have a 
different qualitative status than others, even if all are equally present. 

Yet another area that would prove interesting to research would be the relationship of 
the beliefs and policy learning of sovereigns in relation to the beliefs and policy learning of 
advocacy coalitions. Comparing these beliefs, and their respective influence on policy 
outputs, as well a policy impacts and outcomes, would also open up a new and potentially 
fruitful line of inquiry within ACF research, as would investigating to what degree and how 
the beliefs of sovereigns and the beliefs of coalitions overlap and influence each other or not. 
Sovereigns need not, after all, be representative of the influence of coalitions in a given 
policy subsystem, yet sovereigns play a critical role in policy implementation by determining 
policy outputs and, thereby, policy impacts and outcomes. 

On a final note, this study offers quite clear evidence that the general discussion of 
wind power among sovereigns precedes both policy outputs (instituted policies/laws) and 
policy impacts/outcomes (increased production of wind power). It is therefore possible that 
the amount of general discussion about wind power might offer a more compelling 
explanation for policy outputs and policy impacts/outcomes than the content of that 
discussion, i.e. the policy frames. This is perhaps the most interesting, and unexpected, 
finding of this study and raises new and interesting questions. In this vein, the literature 
concerning policy attention (cf. Engström et al 2008, Lowery et al 2008) could prove 
illuminating. 
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Abstract 
The outputs of political processes, i.e. policy, reflect rational cost-benefit calculations and 
power relationships, but are also shaped by the values and beliefs of policy actors, i.e. 
sovereigns, involved in the decision-making process. Values and beliefs affect how rational 
analyses and power relationships are understood and valued by sovereigns. This article 
suggests that understanding sovereigns’ values and beliefs is, however, necessary but 
insufficient for understanding concrete policy outputs, particularly in complex policy 
processes characterized by conflicting interests and values. In such cases, sovereigns are 
forced to prioritize among their values and beliefs. This article proposes a framework for 
studying how sovereigns prioritize among their values and beliefs. This framework is then 
used to study a complex policy process ridden with conflicts of interest and value-conflicts, 
which highlights the value and necessity of studying sovereigns, their values and beliefs, as 
well as the prioritizations they make among those values and beliefs. 
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1. Introduction 

The outputs of political processes—policy—are commonly believed to be shaped by 
the values and beliefs of policy actors engaged in decision-making processes within which 
there is competition and deliberation over which values and beliefs should be translated into 
public policy (e.g. Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith 2007, Birkland 2005, Matti 2009, Stewart 2009). 
Therefore, in order to fully understand why policy change occurs, analyses of rational cost-
benefit calculations, power relations, and windows of opportunity must be complemented 
with a careful analysis of the values and beliefs permeating policy decisions. In complex and 
contested policy issues in particular, there is a growing recognition that policy actors’ values 
and beliefs are decisive in shaing policy outputs (e.g. Weible 2006). Although most current 
literature within the policy studies field acknowledges the significance of values and beliefs, 
they tend not to be analyzed explicitly as explanatory factors for policy outputs. Rather, they 
are incorporated in broader analyses of coalition behavior, policy content and institutional 
design (cf. Stewart 2009). Furthermore, values and beliefs are frequently viewed as an 
attribute bringing coalitions together and are therefore conceived of as the common property 
of a range of actors with different organizational affiliations, as opposed to focusing on values 
and beliefs as governing the actions of the actual decision-makers who are directly involved 
in the policymaking process. By studying the values and beliefs of decision makers directly 
and explicitly, the process by which policy outputs are created can be elucidated and the 
policy process as a whole understood better. 

The study of political decision makers is a study of elites, a research field with a rich 
history in political science (cf. Putnam 1976). The beliefs of elites have also long been 
recognized as an important factor in explaining the policy process (Sabatier and Hunter 1989). 
According to the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF), “decisions by sovereigns” (subject 
to agency resources and general policy orientations) lead to policy outputs (Sabatier and 
Jenkins-Smith 1993:18). “Sovereigns” in a given subsystem include anyone who has 
decision-making authority for a given policy question and could include bureaucrats, 
politicians or judges, i.e. elites. While ACF research has typically focused on the beliefs of 
coalitions (Weible et al 2011), doing so has minimized the question of whether some actors’ 
(i.e. elites/sovereigns) beliefs matter more or in different ways than other actors’ beliefs in 
determining policy impacts and outcomes. Therefore, better understanding the beliefs of 
sovereigns related to their political decisions, and consequent policy outputs, is critical to 
understanding the policy process as a whole, particularly in cases where complex value-
conflicts exist yet concrete political decisions must be made. The aim of this article is to 
understand the process by which the values and beliefs of sovereigns lead to political 
decisions, which lead to concrete policy outputs. In order to do this, we will start by 
reviewing previous research on the values and beliefs of decision makers and then construct 
an analytical framework that will guide the subsequent empirical analysis of a case of a 
political decision by sovereigns to develop wind power in Markbygden, Sweden. The results 
of this analysis will be used to illuminate how the values and beliefs of sovereigns affect their 
decisions. This will contribute to the broader understanding of values and beliefs in the policy 
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process, as well as deepening the understanding of the mechanisms by which the policy 
process, according to the ACF, actually works. 
 
The Necessity of Value Trade-offs: the Markbygden Wind Power Development 

Some policymaking processes, such as those in land-use planning, require decision 
makers to weigh and make trade-offs between alternative potential and existing land uses, 
such as housing, farming, forestry, recreation, or natural beauty. Such policy processes can be 
termed complex because they present decisions makers with value-conflicts, i.e. a given 
policy output may be inline with some of their values, but may conflict with others. In such 
cases, one may ask which values and beliefs drive political decisions? One way to approach 
this question is to empirically study the process by which decision makers translate their 
values and beliefs into political decisions within policy processes where political decisions 
force decision makers to make trade-offs between conflicting values and beliefs. This study 
will therefore examine the values and beliefs of decision makers in a case of complex policy 
making. 

The case studied focuses on the expansion of on-shore wind power in northern 
Sweden and involves a range of values and interests. As with most propositions for large-
scale land use, economic and socio-cultural interests compete with or impact other land uses, 
such as grazing lands for reindeer, areas for tourism and recreational uses, as well as nature 
conservation. The proposed wind-park development is located in the Markbygden area of the 
Piteå Municipality in Sweden. Due to its geographical setting in the Swedish north, as well as 
its physical traits, a number of value-driven conflicts of interest have been reported in the 
mandatory Environmental Impact Assessment conducted by the wind power company (e.g. 
Svevind, 2008a; Svevind 2008b), in considerations expressed by local authorities, and in 
public media debates. 

When fully developed, the wind park will be a vast industrial project comprising 
over 1000 turbines of up to 200 meters height each, producing in total 8-10 TWh/year 
(Svevind, 2008a), making it one of the largest onshore wind farms in the world and 
accounting for almost 50 percent of the Swedish national planning goal for renewables 
(Swedish Government, 2009). The area of Markbygden is well suited for wind-power 
development, being endowed with good wind resources and nearby power grids that can 
transport the electricity generated. The area has been extensively exploited by the forestry 
industry and there are few environmentally protected areas. Still, a scheme as large as the one 
planned would dominate the landscape in the entire area and would unavoidably affect local 
flora and fauna. Concerns regarding negative impacts on migratory birds, as well as on the 
sensitive Golden eagle, in particular, have been raised. In this sense, there is a conflict of 
interests within the environmental domain, as the global need for renewables is placed in 
opposition to local conservation interests. This conflict is also evident in policy as wind 
power development elucidates intricate conflicts between different Swedish National 
Environmental Quality Objectives. For example, “a reduced climate impact” may diminish 
the possibilities for “a magnificent mountain landscape.” 
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Apart from these conservationist concerns, other conflicts surround the proposed 
wind park. Although Markbygden is sparsely populated, it is heavily used for recreational 
purposes (e.g. hunting, fishing, berry picking, hiking, snowmobiling), with a number of 
houses built for those purposes in the area. Both permanent residents and visitors have 
opposed the planned wind park, arguing that it will disrupt recreational activities, change the 
experience of visiting the area, and reduce the monetary value of their properties. These 
concerns further highlight the global-local conflict-of-interests spawned by the development 
of renewable energy sources, and highlight the debate about what geographic areas (along 
with which residents and land users) should bear the responsibility for remedying the global 
problem of climate change.  

Lastly, the development of a wind park in Markbygden will significantly infringe on 
the economy and culture of an indigenous minority-group, thus adding an ethical and ethno-
political dimension to the issue. Almost the entire area planned for the wind park is located 
within the reindeer herding pastures used by the Eastern Kikkejaure Sámi village. Once fully 
developed, the park, along with necessary roads and infrastructure, would affect 
approximately 26% of the Sámi village’s winter grazing areas and would thus have a major 
impact on the Sámi village’s ability to pursue their traditional reindeer herding (Svevind, 
2008b). Simultaneously, the fact that some institutional arrangements (e.g. SFS 1974:152; 
SFS 1971:437) are already in place to ensure minority-specific rights related to resource 
management has previously given rise to conflicts between the Sámi and the local community 
related to both the local economy and access to the land, particularly as reindeer husbandry is 
not only a significant cultural marker but also constitutes the main source of income for the 
Sámi community.  

These negative aspects notwithstanding, officials from the Municipality and the 
County have suggested that the wind park will provide large economic benefits to an area, 
which, over the past decades, has seen a diminishing population and loss of job opportunities. 
The potential positive impact on local and regional economic development would primarily 
result from an increase in employment opportunities during the many years of preparatory and 
construction work, an increased demand for local industries to deliver both construction 
materials and transport services, and from a range of indirect positive effects on the local 
commercial and trade sector. These facts highlight the conflict between the local economic 
impacts of the wind park and its conservationist, socio-cultural, and ethical impacts.  

In 2007, the Municipal Council—the government body responsible for designating 
areas for the building of wind parks—approved a “Comprehensive Plan for Rural Areas” in 
which the Markbygden area was designated for exploring the development of wind power, 
provided that county and state approvals could be secured. In 2011, a final permit was granted 
for building the first phase of the Markbygden wind park, including 314 wind turbines. Since 
then, construction on the first phase has continued and preparations for the second phase have 
been made. Since the project’s planning and construction began, 148 companies have been 
involved, with 62% being local to the region (Strömsunds kommun 2015). In terms of 
employment generated by the project’s construction, 300 work-years of labor were needed, 
with 42% of the labor force being sourced regionally, 6% from other areas of Sweden, and 
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52% from outside Sweden (Ibid). It is expected that 10 work-years will be needed each year 
over a 25-year period of time for operations and maintenance (Ibid). Svevind and Enercon, 
the companies owning the project, have offered compensation, in the form of contracts 
specifying a portion of revenues earmarked for local development and administered by local 
representatives, to the villages and Sámi groups directly impacted by the wind park. These 
funds, together with additional regional tax revenues generated by the project and decreased 
social costs from unemployment are estimated at—on a per-wind-turbine basis for the life of 
the project—approximately 250,000 USD during the building phase and 780,000 USD during 
the operation phase (Ibid). None of these estimates, however, account for what the economic 
impact would have been had the project not been built. For all the reasons outlined, the case 
of wind power development in Markbygden offers an interesting case of conflicting values 
and interests within a policy process where decision makers must weigh and then prioritize 
among values and beliefs when making political decisions with concrete policy impacts. The 
question remains, though, how do decision makers weigh and then decide which values and 
beliefs deserve priority? The answer to this question will help to understand not only the case 
of wind power development in Markbygden Piteå, but potentially other policy processes 
where values come into conflict, such as in natural resource management and resource 
extraction, infrastructure projects, and land use planning generally. 

 

2. Theory 
As we are interested in how decision makers, a.k.a. “sovereigns,” prioritize among 

their values and beliefs when making concrete political decisions, we need to further 
conceptualize values and beliefs. 
 
The Values and Beliefs of Policy Actors 

That values and beliefs are drivers of individuals’ formation of political preferences 
is well established in the literature (Tetlock, Peterson & Lerner 1996, Tetlock 1986, Converse 
1964). It is therefore not surprising that cognitive factors figure prominently in most theories 
about the policy processes. This is true of basic conceptions of politics, such as Easton’s 
(1953) “authoritative allocation of values”, or Lasswell’s (1936) struggle over “who gets 
what, when and how,” as well as in the theories of Vickers (1968), and in Dror’s (1973) 
normative-optimum model for decision-making. Consistent with their function as defined in 
psychology, these theories primarily conceptualize values as influencing goal formation by 
guiding actors’ perception of what is important or desirable. In a general sense, values are 
seen as the ultimate end of public policy.  

Values also permeate policy goals, as well as theories about how to reach them, 
either explicitly, where the goals themselves express a set of prioritized values, or implicitly, 
where policy goals function as instruments for reaching more fundamental values (cf. 
Thatcher and Rein 2004; Amara 1972). When value-conflicts arise, i.e. when actors must 
prioritize values, previous research has indicated that strategies range from “balancing” 
among conflicting values, alternating emphasis between values, assigning responsibility for 
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each value to different institutional structures, and gathering and consulting a “taxonomy of 
specific cases where similar conflicts arose” (Thatcher and Rein 2004).  

On the individual level, previous research demonstrates how individuals from time-
to-time are unavoidably faced with situations where two personally held values come into 
direct conflict and where value trade-offs therefore become necessary (cf. Hadari, 1988; 
Tetlock, Peterson and Lerner, 1996). This is, for example, evident in the classic conflict 
between freedom and security, as well as in the conflict between (local) environmental 
conservation and (global) production of renewable energy. In such conflict-situations, a 
person’s hierarchical ordering of values is believed to be important, as it will serve as a guide 
to how trade-offs are made (Rokeach, 1968; Schwartz, 1996; Rossteucher, 2004). 

According to Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier (1993; and see notes therein for examples 
of empirical studies), the connection between the values and beliefs held by policy actors and 
how they subsequently position themselves in political decisions has been verified in a range 
of studies. Even, or perhaps especially, when actors account for the costs and benefits of 
policy alternatives, values and beliefs matter because values and beliefs affect what actors 
believe and understand about costs and benefits and how they subjectively value certain costs 
and benefits over others. Thus, values and beliefs serve as a filter that explains why certain 
costs and benefits—whatever their monetary value—are prioritized over others in actual 
political decisions. Values and beliefs similarly affect power structures, with more powerful 
actors being subject to their understanding of what their power should be for, i.e. the exercise 
of power presupposes an actor who has one or more objectives or goals, which must be, in 
turn, determined and prioritized according to the values and beliefs of the actor. 

The relationship of values and beliefs to political decisions is not, however, 
straightforward. Most policy domains are more often than not characterized by incorporating 
a range of incompatible values and interests. Indeed, according to Weible (2006), there is a 
growing recognition that the major conflicts surrounding contemporary public policy 
processes can be attributed to actors entering the policy process holding diverging values and, 
thus, diverging political goals. As different policies and policy outputs typically generate 
different outcomes, an important aspect of the policymaking process is concerned with the 
selection and prioritizing of those basic values toward which the outlined political strategies 
should aim. Determining which goals should be pursued therefore requires negotiating, 
making trade-offs, or in other ways dealing with value-conflicts throughout the processes.  

In political research, these value-conflicts are sometimes conceptualized as conflicts 
among diverging ideologies. Similar to other broad concepts, such as belief-systems (e.g. 
Tetlock et al, 1996; Sabatier, 1988) or policy frames (e.g. Rein and Schön, 1993), every 
distinct ideology is made up of a coherent structure of basic value priorities and empirically 
oriented beliefs. This indicates that ideologies, at least implicitly, also contain prescriptions 
for those goals public policy ultimately should aim at obtaining, as well as the political 
strategies for doing so (cf. Grafton and Permaloff, 2005a & 2005b; Caprara et. al, 2006; 
Feldman, 1998 & 2003; Goren, 2005; North, 1990; Milbrath, 1986). This is why Kingdon 
(1995), for instance, argues that ideology comes in handy for structuring the analysis of public 
policy. In a broader perspective, Parsons (1995; see also Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999; 



7 

 

Hall and McGinty 1997; Rein and Schön, 1993; Heclo, 1978) notes that the policy process 
should therefore be viewed as a constant competition for power between coalitions of actors 
holding different sets of basic values and political goals. Therefore, simply knowing what the 
values and beliefs relevant to a given policy subsystem are does not, in and of itself, tell us 
much about policy formation; rather, it is important to understand how those values and 
beliefs are prioritized relative to each other. And concerning the part of the policy process 
known as “political decisions,” and “policy outputs,” specifically, it is important to 
understand, not only how values and beliefs are prioritized, but how decision makers—i.e. 
those responsible for making political decisions—prioritize their own values and beliefs 
related to specific political decisions and their consequent policy outputs. 
 
Research Questions 

The aim of this article is to understand the process by which the values and beliefs of 
sovereigns are translated into political decisions. To achieve this aim, two research questions 
are posed, which were used to guide the analysis of the decision-making process of 
sovereigns leading to the decision by the Piteå Municipal Council to approve the Markbygden 
area for wind power development. These questions could similarly be used to analyze the 
decision-making process of sovereigns in other complex policy making processes, i.e. those 
with deep value-conflicts. 
 
Q1: How do sovereigns prioritize among values and beliefs when making concrete political 
decisions? 
 
Q2: How do sovereigns rationalize the prioritizations of values and beliefs that they make 
when making concrete political decisions? 

 
Question 1 is designed to shed light on the process by which sovereigns prioritize 

among values and beliefs when they must make decisions. It is possible that sovereigns might 
support multiple values and beliefs in the abstract, but when making a concrete decision, 
especially in a complex policy process, some values and beliefs must be prioritized above 
others. Question 2 is design to elicit the reasoning behind why sovereigns make the 
prioritizations they do when making political decisions. Question 2 will hopefully deepen the 
understanding of the answers to Question 1. Together, the questions will help to understand 
the relationship of values and beliefs to political decisions.  
 
Values, Beliefs and the Advocacy Coalition Framework 

An empirical analysis cannot be reliably conducted without some sort of framework 
guiding the inquiry and determining what is important and what can be ignored (cf. Sabatier 
and Jenkins-Smith, 1993). In order to provide more structure to the analysis of data on 
sovereigns’ values and beliefs, and to be able to identify prioritizations when they are present, 
the concepts of values and beliefs must be further specified. To construct our analytical 
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categories, we depart from the model of the individual’s cognitive system as a hierarchical 
ordering of beliefs, outlined both in social (e.g. Rokeach, 1973; Rohan, 2000) and political 
psychology/public opinion research (e.g. Peffley and Hurwitz, 1985; Putnam, 1976; 
Converse, 1964). According to these models, a person’s system of beliefs is arranged in a 
three-tiered structure in which basic, cross-contextual values inform more situational-specific 
beliefs and attitudes in a causal chain leading up to the formation of behavioral choices and 
opinions (e.g. Stern et al, 1999). To further distinguish between the different levels of 
abstraction in the personal belief-system, we follow the tripartite structure outlined in the 
ACF (e.g. Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999). The ACF is helpful in deepening the analysis of 
values and beliefs because the types of values and beliefs that policy actors have has 
consequences for policy change, in this case in the form of political decisions by sovereigns. 

At the highest level of abstraction, deep core beliefs consist of basic views on human 
nature; the priority of ultimate values (e.g. freedom, security, power); the basic criteria of 
distributive justice and the person’s socio-cultural identity (e.g. Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 
1999). The deep core consists of beliefs that are deep-seated, highly resistant to change, and 
applicable to all types of issues or questions. This is consistent with the function of core 
values, broadly defined as abstract and general conceptions of “the desirable” that serve as the 
individual’s stable and enduring trans-situational guide and underpin the understanding that 
one end-state of existence, goal or mode of conduct is more preferable than others. (e.g. 
Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992; Sniderman et al, 1991). Being of a broad and trans-
situational nature, values function as a guide to both evaluation and attitude formation in all 
aspects of the individual’s life, and their significance for attitudes, preferences and choices 
pertaining to political issues and even specific public policies has been well-researched (e.g. 
Caprara et al, 2006; Jacoby, 2006; Altemeyer, 1998; Barnea and Schwartz, 1998; Rohan and 
Zanna, 1996; van Deth and Scarbourough, 1995; Mitchell et al, 1993; Zaller 1992; Rasinski, 
1987). According to these lines of research, values expressing general desirable goals are 
causally linked to policy-specific attitudes and perceptions. Most people understand political 
issues in terms of values and base their political choices and policy preferences on the 
connections they draw between the issue and their personal value-priorities. Through their 
relative stability, values thereby make it possible for the individual to organize political 
evaluations and judgments in a relatively consistent manner, both over longer periods of time 
and in relation to a range of diverse issues (cf. Goren, 2005; Feldman, 2003 & 1988; Alvarez 
and Brehm, 2002; van Deth and Scarborough, 1995; Sniderman et al, 1991; Brewer and 
Gross, 2005; Schwartz, 1994; Feldman, 1988; Hurwitz and Peffley, 1987; Jacoby, 2006).  

A set of more specific and empirically oriented beliefs defined as “worldviews,” 
“conceptions of reality” (Gilbert et al, 1999; Rohan, 2000) or “policy core beliefs” (Sabatier 
and Jenkins-Smith, 1999), serve to link core values with situationally specific attitudes and 
opinions by determining how values are interpreted, bestowed meaning, and activated in 
relation to a specific area of the person’s life. In contrast to the cross-contextual nature of core 
values, the more empirically oriented beliefs are directed toward a specific policy-domain and 
therefore represent an accumulation of understanding about the basic causes of the problem in 
question, its seriousness, and the appropriate strategies for achieving core values within the 
domain. The latter includes beliefs on the proper role of government, the balance of market 
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and governmental activity, preferences for different types of policy instruments, and the 
preferred modes of participation by the public, experts and elected officials in amending the 
problem (Sabatier, 1988; Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999). These empirical beliefs are also 
less resistant to change than core values, and can be affected and altered through, for example, 
processes of learning (Zafonte and Sabatier, 2004; Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1993). 

Lastly, both values and empirically oriented beliefs inform a wide range of attitudinal 
positions. Defined as affective or emotional evaluations of specific entities, expressing 
personal likes and dislikes, as well as representing a person’s behavioral predispositions 
(Rohan, 2000; Glynn et al, 1999), the scope of attitudes is significantly narrower than for 
values and beliefs, focusing for the most part on specific aspects of a specific issue. 
Attitudinal positions concern, for example, the seriousness of specific aspects of the problem 
in specific locales and views on technical aspects of an issue, such as administrative rules and 
the performance of specific programs or institutions (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999). 
Attitudes are both shallow and volatile, and will therefore be reconsidered when actors face 
new information. In fact, these attitudinal positions are consistently sacrificed before the 
person acknowledges weaknesses in his or her values or empirically oriented beliefs (Sabatier 
and Jenkins-Smith, 1999; Sabatier, 1998). Their volatility also signals that a challenge of 
one’s attitudes does not, as a rule, lead to a change in one’s values or beliefs. But it is within 
the realm of attitudes that policy learning is most likely. Policy learning, through 
communication and feedback from policy outputs, can change the attitudes (also known as 
secondary beliefs) of actors and cause them to shift or collaborate in new ways, thereby 
affecting policy outputs (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:19). 

While all actors within a given policy subsystem have their values, beliefs and 
attitudes, making the political decisions that lead to policy outputs presents a unique situation 
for two reasons. First, political decisions are not the purview of all subsystem actors, but are 
the responsibility of sovereigns specifically. Second, in policy processes ridden with 
conflicting values and interests, when making political decisions, sovereigns do not always 
have the luxury of perfectly representing all of their or their constituents’ values, beliefs and 
attitudes. Rather, they must prioritize between different values, beliefs and attitudes, all of 
which the sovereigns may value. The process of translating abstract ideas into concrete 
political decisions forces this prioritization and constitutes a unique focal point in the policy 
process worthy of studying. Political decisions are not, however, the same thing as policy 
outputs. Sovereigns may decide whether they will vote for or support a specific policy goal, 
but the policy outputs themselves are removed one step from such decisions and, in 
democratic processes at least, involve some form of aggregating the political decisions of 
sovereigns, as well as constraints on resources, etc. From the ACF and other models, 
however, we depart from the assumption that there is a link between the values, beliefs and 
attitudes of sovereigns to the political decisions they make, and then to policy outputs 
themselves, based on whichever group of sovereigns represents the “winning” majority. 
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3. Data Collection and Methods 
In order to study the case of the decision to approve the Markbygden area for wind 

power development, it is necessary to identify the values, beliefs and attitudes of the 
sovereigns with authority to determine the relevant policy outputs, in this case, permitting the 
development to proceed. Markbygden is an empirically interesting case because it is such a 
large development with a significant impact on the area in question, but also because it is 
similar to other policy processes with large impacts and consequent value-conflicts. The 
lessons learned from studying this case are therefore also likely to apply in other complex 
policy processes. 

In the case of the approval of wind power development in Markbygden, sovereigns 
are those that have jurisdiction over wind power planning and authority to approve areas for 
wind power exploration and development. In Sweden, this includes the Representatives of the 
elected Municipal Council, who vote on such plans, as well as municipal and county 
bureaucrats who are involved in the planning process and consult with project developers. To 
study the values, beliefs and attitudes of sovereigns, a mix of qualitative (media and document 
analysis) and quantitative (survey) methods were used.  

In order to assess the values, beliefs and attitudes of sovereigns regarding the 
Markbygden wind power project, the three major newspapers in the region were searched for 
articles dealing with the project and in which sovereigns had made statements. Thirty-four 
such articles were found. The time span covered was from the first article mentioning the 
project up until the decision was made by the Municipal Council to approve the 
Comprehensive Plan for Rural Areas. The media articles were complemented with official 
documents of meetings held and reports generated and used by the Municipal Council 
Representatives to evaluate, plan for and decide on the Markbygden project. The document 
containing the most relevant information was the report to the Municipal Council on the 
statements and opinions (dealing with problems and reservations about the project) raised by 
individuals and groups in relation to the then-proposed Comprehensive Plan for Rural Areas. 
This report included the official responses/comments of the Municipal Council to the opinions 
and statements made.  

The media articles and documents were analyzed using qualitative idea- (sometimes 
referred to as ideology-) analysis. Idea-analysis is predominantly used for identifying the 
values, ideologies and belief-systems of an actor, in a policy area or in a debate, and has 
previously been applied in tracing ideas in political debates as well as in mapping and 
analyzing ideological development among groups of actors (Bergström and Boréus, 2005; 
Esaiasson et al, 2004). Idea-analysis is also qualitative in character since it aims at exploring 
the ideas, values or beliefs in, for instance, written texts, and not to quantify the use of 
language itself. We agree with Devine’s (2002:207) conclusion that the qualitative methods’ 
advantages “are clear where the goal of a piece of research is to explore people’s experiences, 
practices, values and attitudes in depth and to establish their meaning for those concerned.” 
All quotes from articles and documents are translations from Swedish by the article’s authors 
and are selections that are illustrative of the values and beliefs expressed generally. 
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To further assess and validate the values and beliefs of sovereigns observed in the 
media statements and documents, a survey was sent to 63 Municipal Council Representatives 
and Substitutes. 18 filled out the survey for a response rate of 28.6%. Prior to doing this, and 
in order to determine what specific concerns were at stake in approving the Markbygden area 
for wind power development, other studies and documents were consulted, and two pilot 
interviews with Representatives of the Municipal Council from different political blocks were 
conducted. The interviews also served as a means of validating the results of the survey. The 
survey asked the respondents questions about how important various issues related to wind 
power development were to them. The following is the list of issues: 

 
1. Creating economic growth 
2. Creating jobs 
3. Protecting the natural environment 
4. Protecting wild animals and plants 
5. Preserving a peaceful and undisturbed environment for residents  
 
Respondents were asked to rank how important they felt these issues were on a scale 

from Very Unimportant, Somewhat Unimportant, Neither Important Nor Unimportant, 
Somewhat Important to Very Important. The questions were posed according to how 
important the respondents felt about them generally (i.e. in terms of values/deep core beliefs), 
in terms of what municipalities, in general, should have as policies (i.e. beliefs/policy core 
beliefs), and in terms of how they felt about them in regard to the Markbygden project 
specifically (i.e. attitudes/secondary beliefs). The following questions were used to assess 
values, beliefs and attitudes: 

 
VALUES: How important are the following [issues] for you? E.g. creating economic growth. 
 
BELIEFS: How important is it that INDIVIDUAL MUNICIPALITIES do the following? E.g. 
create a favorable environment for economic growth in the municipality. 
 
ATTITUDES: How important were the following factors in your decision to be “for” or 
“against” (in the Comprehensive Plan for Rural Areas) designating Markbygden as an 
appropriate geographic area for wind power development? E.g. that the Municipality should 
create a favorable environment for economic growth in the Municipality. 
 

Respondents were also asked whether they were for or against, in the Comprehensive 
Plan, demarcating the Markbygden area for wind power development. In addition, sovereigns 
were asked about their attitudes toward developing wind power in the municipality in general, 
as well as in the Markbygden project specifically, both before the Markbygden issue was 
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raised and after the vote. They were also asked if their attitudes toward the project changed in 
the run-up to the vote on the project. 

The use of media statements, official documents and the survey enabled the values, 
beliefs and attitudes of sovereigns to be triangulated, as well as allowing the results of each 
dataset to be cross-validated. Thus, a more accurate picture of the relevant values, beliefs and 
attitudes emerged than would have been possible if relying on only one source of data. 

 

4. Results 
As an initial question in the survey tapping overall attitudes towards the wind-power 

development project, municipal representatives were asked to state how they felt about 
whether Piteå Municipality should develop wind power generally, both before the 
Markbygden issue was first raised and after the vote on the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
Table 1. General policy beliefs  

Should Piteå municipality activity work to develop 
wind power? 

Before Markbygden 
issue 

After Markbygden 
decision 

For 72.20% 77.80% 

Against 11.10% 11.10% 

Don’t Know 16.70% 11.10% 

 

From the results, displayed in Table 1, it is evident that there was little change in the 
beliefs of sovereigns during this period. It appears that the only net change was that some 
“don’t knows” decided to be for wind power development in the Municipality during the 
policy process. This result is to be expected, given the assumptions in the ACF about 
resistance to change in policy core beliefs.  

Regarding the attitude of sovereigns to the Markbygden wind project specifically, of 
those surveyed, 88.9% agreed with the decision to designate the area for wind power 
development while 11.1% did not agree. Because so few of those surveyed were against the 
decision on Markbygden, and because there were no clear trends among those who were 
against it, their results were not separated out from those who agreed with the decision. 

Table 2 displays the results from the question of if sovereigns’ attitudes to the 
Markbygden project changed over the course of the debate on whether to approve the project. 
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Table 2. Change in policy beliefs 

Did your attitude to developing wind power in Markbygden change during the period 
between when the Municipal Council began discussing the issue and when the 
Comprehensive Plan was approved?  

Yes 222.0% 

No 778.0% 

 
The results indicate somewhat more change in attitudes (22.2%) than in beliefs. 

According to the ACF, attitudes (i.e. secondary beliefs) are more malleable than beliefs (i.e. 
policy core beliefs) and so more change would be expected. However, almost 80% of 
respondents said they did not change their attitude toward the Markbygden development, 
indicating that much of the support for some sort of development similar to the Markbygden 
project was already in place prior to the possibility of the project being raised; i.e. the 
prospect of the Markbygden project did not conflict with sovereigns’ existing attitudes. 
 
The Prioritization of Values, Beliefs and Attitudes 

Having reviewed the general questions about the support of Municipal 
Representatives for the project and for wind power development in the Municipality 
generally, attention will now be turned to the data on how the different values, beliefs and 
attitudes of sovereigns were prioritized. 

Beginning with sovereigns’ media statements, notably, almost all of the sovereigns 
were positive about the project for various reasons. The county Governor, after learning of the 
potential project said: We are going to be the new oil sheiks (Kuriren 1).... An expansion of 
wind power is important for Norrbotten and for Sweden. It contributes to sustainable 
development. There is also growth potential for wind power as an industry (Kuriren 2).  

Municipal officials hailed the project as: A great chance for many new jobs, good 
economic development and a good environment (PT 1)… For the municipality, it is like 
discovering a gold mine. If this becomes a reality, it will be like winning the lottery for Piteå 
and the whole region (PT 2)…[The Markybygden project] constitutes an important part of 
realizing the country’s energy transformation (Kuriren 3).  

Municipal Council Representatives were similarly enthusiastic: For the Piteå 
countryside, many needed jobs will result and interest in creating new businesses will 
increase. Access to environmentally friendly energy will greatly impact increased economic 
development in all of Norrbotten (PT 3)… [This development]…will lead to more electrical 
energy and put more pressure on prices, but mostly will produce electricity in an 
environmentally friendly way. As the cherry-on-top, jobs will be created for a period of time 
(PT 5).  

The optimism expressed by these sovereigns prioritizes the effects the project would 
have on local economic development and jobs, but also, interestingly, climate change and 
Sweden’s energy policy, issues which arguably do not presently directly affect, or cannot be 
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significantly affected by, the Municipality. These statements primarily reflect sovereigns 
beliefs about the importance of wind power, economic development, etc., as well as, in some 
cases, their values, such as “sustainable development.” Less was said about the specific 
impact of the project itself, i.e. sovereigns’ attitudes, beyond the fact that they were generally 
supportive of it. 

The only sovereign who was covered in a news article who was not optimistic was a 
Municipal Council Representative, who raised several concerns: 

“The negatives associated with wind power projects weigh heavily, if you look 
closely. I suggest that the reference group [studying the project] starts their work 
over and presents the downsides of wind power and not just put everything in a 
positive light. As things are now, it looks as if we are digging a large hole in 
Markbygden’s future that will become its grave with the wind power park. House 
prices will fall and fewer people will move in. Who wants to live in an area with a 
wind power park that is both noisy and that ruins the environment and hunting? 
Don’t be naive and think that there will be many more jobs. The wind power 
company will bring in their own people, who cost less. The local or regional 
workforce will not be employed because they lack the competence and experience.” 
(PT 6). 
This statement clearly prioritizes the beliefs of protecting the (local) environment and 

the impact the project will have on local residents, while being skeptical to whether the 
project would positively impact the local economy and jobs, reflecting the sovereign’s 
attitudes. 

Table 3 displays the results of the survey of the Municipal Council Representatives 
and Substitutes, which reveal a similar trend to the media statements. The five issues are 
listed horizontally across the top. The left-hand column displays how each issue was ranked 
within the context of values, beliefs and attitudes. The issues were scored from 1-5, from 1 
being Very Unimportant to 5 being Very Important.  
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Table 3. Issue-Priorities of Municipal Council Representatives and Substitutes 

Belief Types: Creating 
economic 

growth 

Creating jobs Protecting the 
natural 

environment 

Protecting 
wild animals 

and plants 

Preserving a 
peaceful and 
undisturbed 
environment 
for residents 

Values 

(overall 
guiding 
principles) 

4.17 4.39 3.78 3.78 3.56 

 

     

Beliefs 

(concerning 
municipalitie
s in general) 

4.28 4.44 3.75 3.88 3.65 

 

     

Attitudes 

(concerning 
Markbygden 
in particular) 

4.00 4.00 3.44 3.56 3.44 

Note: Issue Scores: 1) Very Unimportant 2) Pretty Unimportant 3) Neither Important Nor Unimportant 4) Pretty 
Important 5) Very Important 

 

In regard to values, while all issues are viewed as important to some extent, 
economic growth and jobs are prioritized higher than all other issues. This is also true 
concerning the priorities for municipalities (i.e. at the policy level/beliefs). When it comes to 
attitudes (i.e. concerning the Markbygden wind project specifically), the trend is the same, 
with economic growth and jobs coming first, prioritized ahead of protecting the environment, 
protecting animals and plants, and preserving the environment for residents. The results 
concerning attitudes are particularly interesting because this is where one might expect local 
environmental issues to be most prominent, either because of the NIMBY (Not-In-My-
Backyard) phenomenon or simply because of concrete, competing interests. Yet, it is at the 
level of attitudes that environmental concerns are least pronounced compared to beliefs and 
values. The conclusion that can be drawn from these results is that, in this case, while all 
issues were at least somewhat important, municipal officials prioritized economic growth and 
jobs over issues of the local environment and the impact on local residents in shaping the 
deciding to designate Markbygden for wind power development. 
 
The Rationalization of Value, Belief and Attitude Priorities 

While it was clear that most sovereigns were in favor of the Markbygden wind park 
development, citing values and beliefs corresponding to local economic growth and jobs, they 
nonetheless recognized the values and beliefs related to local impacts on the environment, 
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plant and wildlife and residents, however, these were prioritized lower than the economic, 
job, climate change and national policy issues. The rationalizations sovereigns used to explain 
the prioritization of some values and beliefs over others is evident in both media statements 
and official documents. For example, the Mayor of Piteå said: There are downsides to 
everything, if you are naive. Tourism is, for example, an important industry for us. But I don’t 
see any conflicts between tourism and the wind park plans that are being discussed today (PT 
1). 

Regarding owners of cabins in the area planned for the project—who had appealed 
the decision to approve the project—the Mayor said that he did not view them as a big 
problem and that one possibility would be to offer them new lots and move certain cabins 
from the area: We have addressed their concerns and increased the setback distance [for the 
wind turbines] (Kuriren 4) and another Piteå official said: Of course we should respect 
individuals’ interests, but by appealing at multiple steps and instances, the process is being 
prolonged too much (PT 7). Here, the issues of the impacts on local residents were being 
viewed and dealt with by sovereigns at the level of attitudes, rather than beliefs or values. 

The treating of local impacts on the environment, plants/animals and local residents 
at the level of attitudes, which could easily be adjusted, as opposed to at the level of beliefs or 
values, was also evident in the Municipality’s official response to concerns raised during the 
period when the Comprehensive Plan was displayed for public comment: 

“The municipality has adjusted the [wind power] exploration area…so that the 
distance between the buildings and the exploration area will be between 1200-1500 
meters. Through the now increased distance between the buildings and the planned 
wind power park, it is judged that no disturbances in the form of noise, shadows, or 
reflections will occur. Generally, it can be said that all forms of wind power 
construction affect the landscape. The Municipality is aware that there are different 
opinions on whether this change in the landscape is good or bad. The Municipality 
has taken into account a number of the pros and cons of a large project such as this. 
The project, if it is implemented to the extent planned, will contribute to increasing 
the supply of renewable energy in the country significantly. The project will create 
new jobs…In this case the municipality judges that the area should be used for wind 
power because this land use works well when combined with forestry. The project 
will be implemented in phases and in coordination with the implementation of the 
respective stages of the project, the environmental impact of those stages will be 
assessed…The project will be done in such a way that waterways will not be affected 
and so that the effects on plants and animal life will be minimized…The 
Municipality judges that the wind power project, if it is implemented, will affect 
property values positively” (Piteå Kommun 2007).  
It seems clear here that the issue is never if the wind park should be built, but rather, 

how it should be implemented at the technical level; in other words, concerns are dealt with as 
matters of secondary beliefs/attitudes, as opposed to belief or values.  

Another method of rationalization, which sovereigns used, was appealing to 
concerns, such as climate change, that are arguably outside the policy realm of land use 



17 

 

planning at the local level. Concerning climate change, the effects on individual 
municipalities, as well as the ability of individual municipalities to affect climate change is 
hard to pinpoint and is very diffuse. In other words, the benefits and costs are abstract. For 
this reason, the fact that municipal officials would appeal to values and beliefs related to 
climate change in order to rationalize the wind power development and the Markbygden 
project specifically is quite interesting.  

Municipal Council Representatives said: Of course, it will be an adjustment. But the 
pros outweigh the cons. The world needs environmentally friendly energy and Markbygden 
needs development, something that the project will further… I will learn to accept wind 
power…[I don’t] see any dangers for wildlife. Neither people nor animals were bothered by it 
(PT 9). Another said: The climate threat is global, but emissions are local… How do you 
think we are going to address the temperature increases in the atmosphere? (PT 4)  

The County Governor said: Many believe that [wind power] ruins the landscape and 
that it isn’t beautiful from an environmental perspective. We should, of course, respect that. 
But I also believe that we should learn to think “wind power.” Norrbotten has a responsibility 
to think about the global environment. We can all see the effects of climate change (PT 
8)…You need to weight different national interests against each other and then make a 
decision...We are unused to wind power in Norrbotten. Many say that it ruins the landscape. 
Once upon a time there was a debate about forbidding highways (Kuriren 1). 

In rationalizing their prioritization of values and beliefs, sovereigns employed two 
strategies. First, when sovereigns did recognize the impacts the project would have on the 
local environment, plants/animals and local residents, most relegated these issues to the status 
of technical concerns (i.e. attitudes or secondary beliefs) that could be dealt with by making 
technical adjustments without changing the more fundamental, existing beliefs or values 
concerning the project as a whole. Second, the impacts of the project on the local 
environment, plants/animals and residents were described as less important by most 
sovereigns than the issues economic growth, jobs, as well as issues arguably external to the 
policy subsystem, such as climate change and renewable energy development. When 
weighing these concerns, some sovereigns went so far as to express the primary importance of 
addressing climate change over local concerns generally. Others spoke mostly of the 
economic benefits and jobs they believed the project would create, and others viewed the 
project as a win-win situation for climate change/Sweden’s renewable energy policy and local 
economic growth/jobs. 

As an aside, an interesting fact evident when searching for media statements by 
sovereigns was that there was not a lack of vocal opposition to the project in the Municipality. 
Hunter groups, local residents and others were opposed and/or were skeptical to the project. 
However, these values and beliefs were evidently shared by only a small minority of 
sovereigns. This fact emphasizes the importance of studying the values and beliefs of 
sovereigns in particular, compared to the beliefs of policy subsystem actors in general. 
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5. Discussion 
The aim of this article is to understand the process by which the values and beliefs of 

sovereigns are “translated” into concrete political decisions. To achieve this aim, two research 
questions were posed, which were used to guide the analysis of the decision making process 
of sovereigns leading to the decision by the Piteå Municipal Council to approve the 
Markbygden area for wind power development. The first question focused on the results of 
sovereigns’ value trade-offs when making concrete political decisions. In the case of the 
Markbygden wind power development, we noted how sovereigns prioritized the issued of 
local economic growth and job over the issues of the local environment, plant life and 
animals, and impacts on local residents. These two categories represent two apparent value-
clusters, with the local economy cluster being favored over the local environmental cluster. 
The prioritization of values appeared to be consistent across values, beliefs and attitudes, 
something that confirms the assumptions of the ACF and other cognitive policy making 
models. 

The second research question tapped the sovereigns’ rationalizations of their value 
priorities. Sovereigns in the Markbygden case rationalized their value and belief 
prioritizations using two strategies. First was emphasizing the favored values and beliefs and 
deemphasizing those less favored. The issues of local economic growth and jobs were, of 
course, emphasized, but appeals were also made to values and beliefs external to the policy 
sphere of the land use policy subsystem in question, i.e. climate change and renewable energy 
development. The second rationalizing strategy that sovereigns used was, when dealing with 
the value-conflicts presented by the expected negative impacts on the local environment, 
plants/animals and residents, they did not ignore them, but rather relegated these concerns to 
the level of secondary beliefs/attitudes, which merely required technical adjustments, as 
opposed to rethinking the deeper values and beliefs undergirding the decision regarding the 
project as a whole. Upon reflection, this strategy is also consistent with the assumptions from 
the ACF regarding how policy actors will make concessions in their attitudes well before 
changing their beliefs or values.  

It seems evident that the decision to designate the Markbygden area for wind power 
development represented the values, beliefs and attitudes of the “winning group” of 
sovereigns, who comprised the vast majority of sovereigns in question. While all of the issues 
asked about were seen as important to some extent by sovereigns, when it came time to make 
a political decision, the values and beliefs that were prioritized were economic growth and 
jobs over impacts on the local environment, plants and animals and local residents. Also, 
interestingly, very few sovereigns shared the values and beliefs of the groups most opposed to 
the project.  

 

6. Conclusions 
This article has contributed to understanding the process by which the values and 

beliefs of sovereigns are “translated” into concrete political decisions by developing a 
framework, based on the ACF and cognitive models of policy making, which suggests that 
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sovereigns prioritize values and beliefs when making concrete political decisions. The results 
of applying this framework to studying the case of wind power development in Markbygden, 
Sweden, indicate that sovereigns do this by favoring some clusters of values and beliefs over 
others, and rationalize so doing by emphasizing the favored values and beliefs, and by dealing 
with value-conflicts by relegating less favored values and beliefs to the level of secondary 
beliefs/attitudes, where they can be dealt with in terms of technical, rather than fundamental, 
adjustments.  

The results also support the notion that sovereigns’ values, beliefs and attitudes play 
an important role in the policy process, compared to other policy actors’ values, beliefs and 
attitudes because sovereigns’ political decisions have unique influence over policy outputs. It 
was evident in the case of the Markbygden project, for example, that while there were some 
actors strongly opposed to the development, because these actors were not well-represented 
among sovereigns, their concerns were mostly dealt with at the level of technical adjustments. 
In some senses, this is what the ACF would expect because genuine changes in beliefs and 
values are few and far between. This study indicates a need to further explore the particular 
role of sovereigns in the policy process, e.g. how they and their values, beliefs and attitudes 
differ from policy actors and coalitions in policy subsystems more generally. Furthermore, the 
results indicating the prioritization of values and beliefs concerning issues arguably external 
to the given policy subsystem—i.e. beliefs about the need to address climate change and 
develop renewable energy —are particularly interesting. Why sovereigns would prioritize 
such values and beliefs over values and beliefs dealing with issues more salient to their own 
policy subsystem domain is certainly worth investigating further. 
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Abstract 
As the development of renewable energy remains prominent on the global policy agenda, 
international organizations and states have created policies intended to foster renewable 
energy development. With wind power projected to make the largest contribution to 
Europe’s renewable energy mix, the EU and EU member-states have attempted to create 
institutional frameworks favoring the development of wind power. In many cases, 
however, this has proven to be a necessary, but insufficient, condition for wind power 
development, making wind power policy an interesting case of policy implementation. 
Because of the inherently local nature of wind power development, the influence of local 
actors and institutions on the policy process must also be considered. This article suggests 
how a proposed theoretical development in the Advocacy Coalition Framework can be 
used to explain how concerns exogenous to local policy subsystems can affect local 
political decision-making and policy implementation. This approach is then used to 
examine the case of wind power development in Markbygden, Sweden and finds partial 
support for the effect of exogenous concerns on local political decision-making. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Background 
A major contribution of the scholarly study of policy implementation has been to 

elucidate the myriad obstacles that stand between political decisions—policy intentions—
and the results of those decisions—policy outcomes (c.f. Wildavsky 2007). For example, 
rather than asking why do policies fail? Pressman and Wildavsky (1973) assert why it’s 
amazing that [policies] work at all. Given this, policies that do work as envisioned 
become interesting objects for study. In the study of policy implementation, asking what 
went right? is just as—if not more—interesting than the question of what went wrong? 

In an effort to address climate change, the EU created the EU 2020 targets, 
specifying that at least 20% of EU power consumption should come from renewable 
energy resources by 2020 (European Union 2014). These goals were recently updated in 
the EU 2030 framework, which stipulates that 27% of energy consumption should come 
from renewables by 2030 (European Commission 2014). In order to reach these EU-wide 
targets, EU states have set state-level targets, which vary based on countries’ energy 
consumption, production capabilities and existing energy mix. However, these efforts 
have met with varying levels of success, with some countries surpassing their targets, but 
some failing to meet them so far (European Union 2013). 

Wind power is projected to contribute the most to meeting EU member-countries’ 
renewable energy production goals. Therefore, determining how to successfully 
encourage the development of wind power in EU countries is critical to implementing the 
EUs renewable energy policy. However, despite binding targets at the international level, 
as well as legal frameworks and financial incentives at the national level, wind power 
development has proceeded with varying levels of success (Nadai 2007, Söderholm et al. 
2007, Szarka 2007, Nadai 2009, Clement 2010, Ek et al. 2013) despite enjoying general, 
popular support (Jobert et al. 2007, Nadai 2007, Todt 2011). The EU thus presents a 
classic case of where policy intentions—of both political elites and the general public—
fail to align with policy outcomes. However, while wind power development has not 
proceeded as envisioned in some cases, in other cases it has. Cases of successful wind 
power implementation in the EU are therefore of special interest for illuminating what 
went right in policy implementation. 

This article suggests how a proposed theoretical development of the Advocacy 
Coalition Framework (ACF) can be used to study wind power (as well as other) cases of 
policy implementation. After reviewing the literature on policy implementation generally, 
wind power policy implementation, and policy subsystems, the outlines of a framework 
for policy subsystem interactions will be drawn. This framework is then used to 
understand a case of successful wind power development in Piteå, Sweden. This will be  
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followed by a discussion of how this study contributes to a better understanding of both 
policy implementation and the ACF itself. 

1.2. Previous Research 
Since the publication of Implementation (Pressman and Wildavsky 1973), policy 

implementation has been a major focus of academic policy research. Pressman and 
Wildavsky’s work served as a catalyst for this research by emphasizing “why it’s 
amazing that federal programs work at all.” Since then, policy implementation research 
has grown, encompassing a broad range of policy areas (cf. Smith 1973, Montjoy and 
O’Toole 1979, Matland 1995, O’Toole 2000). And, despite changes in emphasis and 
nomenclature, policy implementation research has continued as an area of scholarly 
interest in more recent times (Saetren 2005).  

Wind power policy implementation research has taken divergent paths, focusing 
on either the local level of implementation or the national/regional level. At the local 
level, most of the research on wind power policy implementation has been from the 
perspectives of social acceptance and the planning process. Researchers using the former 
approach have identified public participation, values and beliefs, local profit-
sharing/ownership, local geography and economy, and aesthetic and landscape 
considerations and local support networks as important determinants of local acceptance 
of wind power development (Todt et al. 2001, Khan 2003,  Devine-Wright 2005, Jobert 
et al. 2007, McLaren-Loring 2007, Breukers and Wolsink 2007, Agterbosch and 
Breukers 2008). Most research has also concluded that local opposition to wind power 
development cannot simply be ascribed to the NIMBY (Not-In-My-BackYard) effect 
(Warren et al. 2005, Devine-Wright 2005, Jobert 2007, Breukers and Wolsink 2007), i.e. 
the phenomenon of people wanting a particular development, but only as long as it is not 
located near them. Researchers using the planning process approach have focused on 
how planning instruments and siting procedures favor or hinder wind power development 
(Nadai 2007, 2009), public participation and stable networks in the planning process 
(McLaren-Loring 2007), local ownership (Toke et al. 2008), and municipal planning 
capacities and the strength of policy measures (Khan 2003). These studies have revealed 
how the local dynamics of wind power development influence policy implementation. 
Yet, these approaches do not account for the influence of actors and institutions of the 
national level in a theoretically systematic way, nor do they explain how the national and 
local levels interact. 

Research on wind power policy implementation at the national/regional levels, on 
the other hand, has primarily taken historical institutionalist or policy subsystem 
approaches. Historical institutionalist approaches (c.f. Breukers and Wolsink 2007, Toke 
et al. 2008, Agterbosch and Breukers 2008, Ferguson-Martin and Hill 2011) have 
illuminated how national level institutions that affect local level policymaking are the 
result of decisions made at critical junctures, as well as subsequent path dependencies. 
Policy subsystem approaches (Szarka 2004, 2006, 2010, Wiener and Koontz 2010, Jegen 
and Audet 2011) have shed light on the process by which wind power policy has 
developed as the result of coalition behavior, or the actions of groups of actors bound 
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together by similar beliefs. In such analyses, the local level is considered to a degree, but 
only as a part of larger national or regional policy subsystems. However, national-level 
actors and institutions deal with wind power development in terms of developing various 
energy resources, e.g. wind, solar, hydro, nuclear, coal or gas power, or, in other words, 
in terms of national energy policy. Local actors and institutions, on the other hand, tend to 
view local wind power development in terms of the effects it will have on land use. From 
a land-use perspective, energy development is usually not a question of developing wind 
or solar or nuclear power. Rather, it is a question of the impact of developing energy 
resources on existing and potential land uses, such as housing, farming, forestry, 
recreation and natural beauty.  

Because the substance of energy policy differs from the substance of land use 
policy, the interests and concerns of actors involved in the policy processes dealing with 
wind power at the national or local levels may not always align. While there are 
differences between countries, institutional frameworks that grant local authorities 
substantial discretion in the permitting process for wind power development are the most 
common (IEA 2007). In places where land-use decisions are made at least in part locally, 
understanding wind power policy implementation requires understanding both the energy 
policy process and the land use policy process. Economic, financial, legal and other 
measures--i.e. the policies or institutional frameworks--created at the national level, while 
certainly influencing the prospects for wind power development, only provide the 
framework within which local actors determine where, if, and to what extent wind power 
is actually developed in relation to other land-use possibilities. This dynamic explains 
why “wind power projects are increasingly confronted by local opposition which delays 
or blocks implementation despite the fact that the level of general public support for wind 
energy is high and stable” (Breukers and Wolsink 2007) and why national institutional 
frameworks designed to encourage wind power development through incentives, etc. 
have proven insufficient in many cases to promote significant wind power development 
(Söderholm et al. 2007, Szarka 2007, Nadai 2007, 2009, Clement 2010).  

1.3. Aim 
The aim of this article is to understand why local authorities decide to permit 

wind power development in situations where 1) national authorities have created 
institutional frameworks encouraging the development of wind power, yet 2) local 
authorities have significant discretion concerning wind power development. To achieve 
this aim, a theoretical model will first be developed, based on the ACF, that explains the 
interaction of the energy policy subsystem and land use policy subsystems in terms of 
institutional frameworks, the beliefs of sovereigns, policy outputs and policy outcomes. 
Based on this model, hypotheses concerning what influences local sovereigns, and their 
beliefs, will be derived and then tested using a case of successful wind power 
development. Doing this will elucidate the mechanisms by which the national and local 
levels, or the energy and land use subsystems can potentially interact, and thus provide an 
explanation for why wind power policy implementation may have been successful in the 
specific case being studied in this article. 
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2. Theory 

2.1. Policy Subsystems and the Advocacy Coalition Framework 
Policy implementation across different levels of government has been understood 

in terms of cross-scale linkages (Young 2002, Berkes 2002), multi-level governance 
(Hooghe and Marks 2003), polycentrism (Ostrom 2001, Imperial 2005, Skelcher 2005) 
and nested enterprises (Ostrom 1990, Lundqvist 2004). This article hypothesizes, as will 
be expounded upon later, that one of the causal mechanisms explaining policy 
implementation across different level of government is beliefs. Therefore, the Advocacy 
Coalition Framework will be used because of its emphasis on the centrality of beliefs in 
the policy process. The ACF offers a comprehensive explanation of the policymaking 
process and its actors and has proven to be a useful tool for examining policy stability 
and policy change in a number of areas, most prominently in policy subsystems dealing 
with natural resource management (Sabatier and Brasher 1993, Sabatier and Jenkins-
Smith 2007, Sotirov and Memmler 2012).  

The ACF integrates several developments in actor- and subsystem-based 
frameworks of the policy process into a theoretically coherent, empirically testable 
model. ACF parameters include examining policy processes over a period of ten years or 
more to capture real policy change (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:16), a focus on 
policy subsystems (substantive, territorially defined, policy-domains (Sabatier and 
Jenkins-Smith 2007)) incorporating actors from across governmental entities as well as 
private and civil-society actors, and conceiving of public policies as belief systems 
(Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:16). Within subsystems, different advocacy coalitions, 
comprising actors who share normative and empirical beliefs about a given policy area 
(Ibid:18), compete to shape public policy. In the ACF, actors are goal-oriented, but the 
preferences of advocacy coalitions play a more important role than in utilitarian models 
(Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 2007:30), i.e. actors are “boundedly rational.” 

Advocacy coalitions, beliefs and subsystem policy processes can shift and change 
as the beliefs of actors shift and change through processes of policy learning. Policy 
learning through communication and feedback from policy outputs can affect the 
secondary beliefs (nonessential, technical beliefs about the policy issue) of actors and 
cause them to shift or collaborate in new ways, thereby affecting policy outputs (Sabatier 
and Jenkins-Smith 1993:19). In order to change policy core beliefs, however, larger 
changes, exogenous to the subsystem, are usually necessary. Such events can include 
socioeconomic changes, changes in a government ruling coalition, changes in the 
resources attached to or attributes of the policy area itself, negotiated agreements between 
opposing coalitions, or policy decisions and impacts from other policy subsystems 
(Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:20, Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 2007). In the absence 
of one or more of these conditions, policy can be expected to remain relatively stable 
over time (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 2007). 
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2.2. Policy Processes Spanning Multiple Subsystems 
From the ACF perspective, and in contexts where institutional frameworks grant 

significant local autonomy over land use decisions, energy and land use policies can be 
understood as belonging to two separate policy subsystems. While a given policy 
subsystem may contain both local- and national-level actors, the subsystems themselves 
are substantively (i.e. in terms of what policy issue they deal with) and territorially 
delimited. Defining these policy arenas as separate subsystems is useful in the case of 
wind power policy implementation because it delineates the two subsystems (energy and 
land use) in terms of the different interests, trade-offs and beliefs of actors that exist in 
the two separate policy arenas. Defining clear subsystem boundaries delimits what 
decisions and policy outcomes and impacts are endogenous or exogenous to a given 
subsystem and provides the basis for understanding how subsystems can affect each 
other.  

In terms of the energy policy and land use policy subsystems, there are three 
primary distinctions. First, the territory of the subsystems differ. The energy policy 
subsystem comprises the entire energy system of a country and is national in scope, 
whereas land use policy subsystems are limited in scope to the geographic jurisdictions of 
local authorities. Second, the policy contexts of the two subsystems differ, with energy 
subsystems dealing with wind power development in relation to other means of 
producing energy, such as solar, nuclear, hydro, etc., and land use subsystems dealing 
with wind power in terms of its impact on existing or potential land uses. Finally, and as 
a result of the above-mentioned distinctions, the relevant institutions and actors with 
authority for administering energy subsystems and land use subsystems differ 
significantly. The energy subsystem comprises national legislative, executive and judicial 
branches of government with actors ranging from national politicians, bureaucrats and 
judges, corporations and unions, as well as global and national activists and other civil 
society groups. On the other hand, land use subsystems include city councils, courts and 
municipal organizations and mostly local interests groups, citizens, politicians, 
bureaucrats, judges, companies, activists, etc. For these reasons, understanding the wind 
power policy process as belonging to two distinct policy subsystems helps to explain why 
policy intentions in the energy subsystem are, or are not, realized in the policy outcomes 
of land use policy subsystems. When the interests and beliefs of actors within each policy 
subsystem differ significantly, policy outputs can be expected to differ and, hence, policy 
outcomes may not align with the policy intentions of the energy policy subsystem. Yet, 
simply understanding that the wind power policy process belongs to two policy 
subsystems is insufficient to understanding wind power policy implementation. It is 
therefore necessary to also determine the mechanisms by which the energy policy 
subsystem affects land use policy subsystems. 

2.3. Policy Subsystem Interactions and Sovereigns 
An understanding that policy subsystems affect each other is not new, but it is 

only more recently that the dynamics of policy subsystem interactions have begun to be 
elucidated (Jochim and May 2010). There is due to a recognition that a growing number 
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of policy areas, such as environmental policy, “span traditional subsystem boundaries, 
requiring a serious look at subsystem structures and interdependence” (Weible et. al 
2009). Yet, trans-subsystem change “has been underspecified” (Jones and Jenkins-Smith 
2009) and the existing theory is limited (Jochim and May 2010). While some work has 
recently been done explaining the factors that affect subsystems, including “policy 
regimes,” “spillovers” and “policy disruptions” (May et. al. 2009, Jochim and May 
2010,), as well as public opinion, policy issue venues and “clusters of linked subsystems” 
(Jones and Jenkins-Smith 2009), most of these factors are variables exogenous to policy 
subsystems. Thus, what has been addressed in the research so far has been more what 
factors external to subsystems affect them, rather than how those factors affect 
subsystems. What is lacking, from a theoretical perspective, is an explanation for what 
elements endogenous to a given policy subsystem could affect elements endogenous to 
other policy subsystems, i.e. the mechanisms of policy subsystem interaction. 

According to the ACF, policy change can occur when policy learning occurs 
within a given policy subsystem (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:18). Policy learning 
can be induced by events--such as policy decisions and impacts--in one subsystem that 
have ramifications in other subsystems, thus forcing actors in the other subsystems to 
identify and respond to challenges to their belief systems (Ibid:43). This explains why 
decisions and policy impacts from a subsystem, such as the energy subsystem, can induce 
policy change in other subsystems, such as land use subsystems.  

The policy impacts from energy policy subsystems that affect land use policy 
subsystems occur when decisions by sovereigns in energy subsystems are made that 
change the constraints and resources of subsystem actors (what I will refer to as the 
institutional framework) of land use subsystems. According to the ACF, the constraints 
and resources of subsystem actors affect the beliefs (and hence the decisions) of the 
actors in a subsystem (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:18). That is, changes to 
constraints and resources by the energy subsystem affect the rules of the game within 
which land use subsystems operate by changing, for example, planning and permitting 
rules or economic and financial rules, such as tax- and renewable-certificate incentives. 
However, whether policy outcomes in land use subsystems align with policy intentions in 
the energy subsystem depends on the extent to which actors in the land use subsystems 
espouse beliefs conducive to such outcomes. 

According to the ACF, “decisions by sovereigns” (subject to agency resources 
and general policy orientations) result in policy outputs (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 
1993:18). “Sovereigns” in a given subsystem include anyone who has decision-making 
authority for a given policy question and could include bureaucrats, politicians or judges. 
While ACF research has typically focused on the beliefs of coalitions (Weible et al 
2011), doing so has minimized the question of whether some actors’ (e.g. sovereigns) 
beliefs matter more or in different ways than other actors’ beliefs in determining policy 
impacts and outcomes. In regard to the question of subsystem interactions, a focus on the 
policy impacts (which are a mechanism by which one subsystem can affect another) 
requires a focus on policy outputs, which are the result of decisions by sovereigns, 
according to the ACF (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:18). Therefore, understanding 
the beliefs of sovereigns related to the decisions and consequent policy outputs and policy 



7 

outcomes that have policy impacts on, or affect the ability to realize the policy intentions 
of, other subsystems is critical to understanding how subsystems interact and, thereby, 
policy implementation generally. In the case of wind power policy implementation where 
sovereigns in land use subsystems have at least some degree of autonomy, even if the 
land use and energy subsystems overlap in terms of some of the actors they encompass, 
the two subsystems will comprise distinct sets of sovereigns with separate areas of 
authority over wind power policy implementation. 

Below is a visual model of the wind power policy process in terms of the 
dynamics of policy subsystem interactions. The model encompasses the policy 
subsystems involved in the wind power policy process, including the energy policy 
subsystem and land use policy subsystems. The constraints and resources of actors in 
land use subsystems, here termed the institutional framework, are represented as a policy 
impact of the policy outputs of the energy subsystem. The institutional framework affects 
the beliefs of sovereigns in the land use subsystems. Likewise, the policy outcome, i.e. 
whether wind power is developed or not, is represented as a policy impact arising from 
policy outputs, i.e. whether wind power development is permitted or not, in land use 
policy subsystems. Finally, policy outputs in both subsystems are represented as the result 
of the beliefs of sovereigns within those subsystems. 
 
Figure 1. The Dynamics of Policy Subsystem Interactions in The Wind Power Policy 
Process 

 
 

Three things about the model should be noted. First, the model is representative of 
wind power and potentially other, similar, policy processes in governing systems where 
the institutional framework grants some degree of autonomy to sovereigns in land use 
subsystems, thus creating land use subsystems distinct from energy subsystems. Second, 
where there are multiple, geographically disparate locations where wind power 
development is a salient issue, there will be multiple land use subsystems involved in the 
wind power policy process. Each of these subsystems will have the same dynamics, with 
each being affected by the institutional framework as a policy output of the energy 
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subsystem. Third, wind power policy outputs from land use subsystems ultimately 
determine the policy outcomes for the wind power policy process as a whole. This last 
point most clearly demonstrates why the intentions of sovereigns (and consequent policy 
outputs) in energy subsystems do not always result in the intended policy outcomes, as 
well as the importance of focusing on the beliefs of sovereigns in land use policy 
subsystems as a key determinant of wind power policy implementation. 

2.4. Research Question and Hypotheses 
Within the aim of this article and the theoretical framework and model outlined 

above, the research question that will guide the empirical collection and analysis of the 
case presented in this study is, why do local authorities decide to permit wind power 
development in situations where 1) national authorities have created institutional 
frameworks encouraging the development of wind power, yet 2) local authorities have 
significant discretion concerning wind power development?  

Based on this research question, two hypotheses have been derived from the ACF 
and the framework and model proposed in this article. These hypotheses are applicable to 
land use policy subsystems where wind power development has been permitted, i.e. 
where the policy intentions of energy policy subsystem sovereigns have—at least in-
part—been successfully implemented at the local level. The hypotheses offer two 
plausible explanations for why sovereigns in land use policy subsystems might subsume 
local concerns to national or global ones. 
 
H1: National and global problems (e.g. climate change) and proposed solutions (e.g. 
developing wind power) are prioritized over local concerns in the beliefs of sovereigns in 
land use policy subsystems. 
 

This hypothesis is based on the ACF notion that, in order to change policy core 
beliefs, larger changes, exogenous to the subsystem, are usually necessary. Such changes 
include changes in the resources attached to or attributes of the policy area of energy 
policy, including climate change and wind power, and policy decisions and impacts from 
the energy subsystem (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993:20, Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 
2007). Of interest here is also within what types of beliefs (i.e. deep core, policy core, 
secondary) national and global problems and policies would be prioritized, with the ACF 
postulating that policy core beliefs would be those one would expect to be affected. 
 
H2: National policy goals (i.e. the institutional framework) for wind power development 
are prioritized over local concerns in the beliefs of sovereigns in land use policy 
subsystems. 
 

Similar to the hypothesis above, exogenous changes are hypothesized by the ACF 
to affect policy core beliefs. Institutional frameworks represent changes in the resources 
attached to or attributes of the policy area of energy policy, climate change and wind 
power, as well as policy decisions and impacts from the energy subsystem (Sabatier and 
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Jenkins-Smith 1993:20, Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 2007). H2 contrasts with H1, 
however, in the sense that policy goals, or institutional frameworks, represent not only 
attempts to solve national or global problems, but are the rules-of-the-game created by 
national-level policymakers to induce change in policy outcomes. In other words, a goal 
to increase renewable energy production as a solution to climate change is one thing, 
while the policies and policy goals by which this solution is to be implemented are 
another. Climate change is viewed as a global problem, with renewable energy 
development as a proposed solution. However, in order to realize this solution, policies—
usually at the national and sub-national levels promoting, for example, wind power—are 
necessary. This, in contrast to H1, which focuses on the degree to which land use 
subsystem sovereigns prioritize national and global problems and solutions over local 
concerns, H2 focuses the degree to which these sovereigns prioritize national policy 
goals (i.e. the institutional framework) over local concerns. As with H1, of interest is 
within what types of beliefs institutional frameworks would be prioritized, with the ACF 
postulating that policy core beliefs would be those one would expect to be affected.  

H1 and H2 are designed to test whether issues mostly external to land use 
subsystems are prioritized in the beliefs of sovereigns within those subsystems, as well as 
what types of beliefs they are prioritized within. In terms of the visual model, the 
dependent variable is the beliefs of sovereigns in land use policy subsystems. The 
independent variables include the institutional framework, as well as, more broadly, 
national and global problems and policies. It could be expected, because wind power 
development enjoys general support (Jobert et al. 2007, Nadai 2007, Todt 2011) that 
sovereigns in land use subsystems would be generally in favor of state policies 
addressing climate change, and other energy-related problems, through developing 
renewable energy. However, the question of whether to develop wind power in a given 
land use subsystem, i.e. locally, could be expected to bring differences in beliefs to the 
fore as specific projects could clash with other land use beliefs and interests. This is yet 
another reason why it is important to understand the beliefs of sovereigns in cases where 
wind power projects are actually permitted. General support for the environment, 
addressing climate change and renewable energy development represent deep core and 
policy core beliefs whereas beliefs regarding whether and where actual wind power 
projects should be developed are secondary beliefs.  

3. Research Design 

3.1. Case 
The aim of this article is to understand why local authorities decide to permit 

wind power development in situations where national authorities have created 
institutional frameworks encouraging the development of wind power, yet local 
authorities have significant discretion concerning wind power development. According to 
the framework and model developed above in Figure 1, the beliefs (related to wind power 
development) of sovereigns who have authority for permitting wind power development 
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should be studied. The ideal case for doing this is therefore a case of a land use policy 
subsystem where 1) the land use subsystem is located within an energy subsystem (i.e. 
state) with an institutional framework which is intended to encourage the development of 
wind power and which grants significant local autonomy over land use decisions, 2) 
sovereigns have permitted the development of wind power, and 3) the permitted 
development would be large enough to have a significant impact on a variety of other 
existing or potential land uses.  

For these reasons, Sweden was chosen as the country within which to study land 
use policy subsystems and wind power development. In consequence of the EU’s 
renewable energy goals and targets, and as a result of their own domestic policy goals for 
renewable energy development, national-level policymakers in Sweden have undertaken 
to develop policy intended to spur the growth of renewable energy development, 
including wind power, in the country. Since the early 1990s, when there was very little 
wind power, increases in wind power production yearly have grown five-fold. Some of 
the most ambitious wind power projects in Europe have also been undertaken in Sweden. 
Indeed, there have been a number of significant policies in Sweden aimed at developing 
wind power, and those policies have resulted in a significant policy outcome in the form 
of massive increases in wind power production. From the perspective of furthering the 
development of renewable and wind energy production, this alone makes Sweden an 
interesting case.   

Sweden is also a good example of the separation of authority between the 
national/regional governments and local governments when it comes to wind power 
development. In Sweden, there is a long-standing and strong tradition of municipal 
autonomy, which extends to wind power and which goes so far as to afford municipalities 
a de facto veto over wind power development within their borders. Because of this, 
Sweden provides an interesting context from which to understand why it is that wind 
power is developed at all in a context where the benefits of such development are often 
global while the costs are usually local. This is because when it comes to wind power 
most of the benefits (electricity produced, carbon emissions reduced, and increased 
energy independence) are accrued at the national or even global level rather than the local 
level. While municipalities may anticipate increased local economic development, wind 
power projects, which take a large amount of land-area, can easily interfere with other 
actual and potential land uses such as housing, recreation, forestry, etc. This means that 
most of the negative effects of wind power development are observed locally. It is 
therefore interesting to try to understand why municipal authorities make the decision to 
allow wind power developments when they need not do so.  

While wind power developments have proceeded in many cases in Sweden, as 
evidenced by the large increase in wind power production in the last 25 years, success in 
developing new projects is far from guaranteed. Wind power projects across Sweden 
have been rejected by municipalities for reasons ranging from developers’ requests to 
build outside areas designated by the municipality for wind power development 
(Falköpingstidning 16 December 2014) to interference with airport landing zones 
(Lerumstidning 26 February 2014) to protecting landscape aesthetics (Helsingborgs 
Dagblad 7 April 2005). When developers appeal municipal decisions to regional 
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authorities, municipalities’ decisions are usually upheld, reinforcing municipal autonomy.  
Given that the costs of wind power development are mostly local and given that many 
benefits, such as reducing greenhouse gas emissions and producing electricity are often 
regional, national, or global, it is interesting that municipalities approve such projects at 
all. While local economic development is certainly one motivating factor, wind power 
companies often import expertise and materials; furthermore, wind power projects can 
directly threaten some economic, environmental, and other societal interests of the local 
population, such as preserving the landscape, reindeer herding, forestry, etc. The most 
interesting cases to look at would therefore be cases where municipalities did approve the 
building of wind power developments, especially large developments that would have a 
significant impact on land use, which would thus force land use subsystem sovereigns to 
make political decisions involving value conflicts when they did not have to, given their 
de facto veto over such projects.  

The land use subsystem selected within the Swedish context is within the Piteå 
Municipality, with a focus on the Markbygden wind power project. The Markbygden 
wind power project is a development that, if all phases of development are permitted and 
completed, will end up being one of the largest wind parks in Europe. After the area was 
identified by the Swedish national government as a strategically important area for wind 
power development during the early 2000s, the company “Markbygden Vind” began to 
explore the possibilities for developing wind power projects in the area. By 2009, 
permissions had been granted for a pilot project, and 12 turbines had been erected. A 
second pilot project comprising 8 turbines was permitted and complete by 2011. 
Following the development of the pilot projects, it was determined by the interested 
companies that a three-phase project comprising 1101 turbines up to 200 meters high 
could be developed. This project, when completed, would cover 450 square kilometers 
(more than twice the size of Stockholm Municipality), and produce about 10TWH a year, 
or 6.6% of Sweden’s total electricity production. In 2012, Phase 1, comprising a little 
over 314 turbines, had received the necessary permissions. In 2015, Phase 2 was 
approved and the building rights were subsequently sold to Enercon. The third Phase is 
still being evaluated and investigated at this time. 
 The permitting process for the construction of a project of this magnitude, 
including the pilot projects, comprises essentially four steps. First, the Environment and 
Building Committee of the Municipal Council investigates the issue in depth, including 
its impact on residents, the environment, and other interests involved, and decides 
whether to grant a building permit. Second, for a project of this size, the areas proposed 
for development must also be included in the Municipality’s Comprehensive Plan, which 
is voted on by the entire Municipal Council. Third, providing that Municipal permits and 
approval are secured, the project is sent to the County Administrative Board for an 
environmental permit. After conducting an environmental impact assessment of the 
proposed project, the Board votes on whether to grant its permission. Finally, because of 
the size of the project, and its potential conflicts with national interests, such as military 
over-flights, the National Government must grant its permission for the project. As noted 
earlier, both of the Markbygden pilot projects, as well as the first two phases of the main 
Markbygden project have received the necessary permits and approvals, while the third 



12 

phase is still under investigation. The focus of this case study, however, will be on the 
political decisions made by the Piteå Municipality to permit and approve the project, as 
opposed to the decisions made by the County Administrative Board or the National 
Government. 

Because of the structure of this permitting and approval process, Municipalities in 
Sweden have an enormous amount of autonomy in deciding whether to allow wind power 
development within their boundaries. While developers can, in theory, appeal municipal 
decisions to the County Administrative Board or National Government, in practice, the 
regional and national governments defer to local decisions. Therefore, in order for a 
project to stand any real chance of realization, local approval must be secured. For these 
reasons, the case study will be a study of the political decisions made at the local level in 
the land use policy subsystem, in this case, in Piteå Municipality. Piteå Municipality was 
chosen, in part, because while the area for development is sparsely populated (about 400 
residents in the area), there are a number of potential local-level conflicts with the 
development. These include the forestry industry, industrial quarries, reindeer herding by 
the indigenous Sami, numerous summer homes and the aforementioned residents, as well 
as large hunting and recreation areas. Because the development of the project would 
entail not only the construction of the massive turbines and their foundations, but also the 
building of their foundations and the necessary service roads, the impact from the project 
would be large, giving rise to the potential for value conflicts for the municipal 
sovereigns seeking to balance the competing needs, wants and interests of their 
constituents, as well as their own values and beliefs. The enormity of the project—as 
opposed to a smaller development with only a few turbines—exacerbates such conflicts.  
Piteå Municipality therefore serves as an excellent case for examining the political 
decisions made, and the values, beliefs, and value conflicts behind those decisions. 

The critical political decision made at the local level was the decision to include 
the Markbygden project in the Municipal Comprehensive Plan, the precursor to all 
subsequent development planning decisions within the municipality, and the basis for 
proceeding with the project’s development. In the first half of 2005, public consultation 
meetings were held in the villages in the area that would be affected by the project. A 
proposal for the Comprehensive Plan was subsequently displayed in the city hall, the city 
library, and larger villages in the area during the second half of 2005, during which time 
comments on and suggestions for changes in the plan were received. During 2006, the 
plan was revised; it was then approved by the City Council Board in January of 2007.  
From April to June of 2007, the new plan was again displayed in the aforementioned 
places throughout the municipality. On December 17th, 2007, the Municipal Council 
voted to adopt the Comprehensive Plan, including areas designated for the development 
of Phase 1 of the Markbygden project.  

As might be assumed, the process leading up to the decision was contentious. 
Despite concessions made in the plan to increase the minimum distances between 
turbines and homes, local nature conservation group property owners were expressly 
against the development, citing the impact it would have on the landscape aesthetic and 
on those living in the area because of the shadows cast and the noise made by the 
turbines. The two main associations representing hunters in the areas were divided with 
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one group in favor and one against. The Swedish Ministry of Defense also expressed its 
reservations regarding the impact the turbines would have on an area used for airborne 
military exercises. The Sami also expressed some concerns regarding the impact the 
turbines and service roads would have on areas used for reindeer herding and migration, 
but the Municipality noted that these concerns were chiefly a question of national 
interests and not of concern to the Municipality itself. The large majority of municipal 
officials, i.e. the subsystem’s sovereigns, on the other hand, were quite favorable toward 
the development, despite opposition. This therefore presents an interesting case for 
exploring the value conflicts of sovereigns and how they weighed their various, 
competing values (e.g. the opposition of certain constituents vs. their desire to approve 
the project) in relation to their political decision to approve the Markbygden project in 
2007.  

3.2. Data Collection and Methods 
In the case of specific wind power developments, sovereigns are those that have 

jurisdiction over wind power planning and authority to approve areas within their 
geographic area of jurisdiction for wind power exploration and development. In Sweden, 
this includes the Representatives of the elected Municipal Council, who vote on such 
plans, as well as municipal and county bureaucrats who are involved in the planning 
process and consult with project developers. To study the beliefs of sovereigns, a mix of 
qualitative (media and document analysis) and quantitative (survey) methods were used.  

In order to assess the beliefs of sovereigns regarding the decision to permit the 
Markbygden wind power project, two methods and three data sources were used. Text 
analysis of major newspaper articles containing statements by land use policy subsystem 
sovereigns as well as documents containing sovereigns’ responses to public comments on 
the project was done. A survey was also sent out to sovereigns to directly assess their 
beliefs related to the decision to permit the project. Because of the large number of 
sovereigns involved (over 60), it was deemed unfeasible to strategically choose and then 
conduct a sufficient number of individual interviews to capture the wide range and 
diversity of interests, opinions and beliefs that sovereigns held in relation to the decision 
to permit the project. 

To find the news articles, the three major newspapers in the region were searched 
for articles dealing with the project and in which sovereigns had made statements. Thirty-
four such articles were found. The time span covered was from the first article 
mentioning the project up until the decision was made by the Municipal Council to 
approve the Comprehensive Plan for Rural Areas in December 2007. The media articles 
were complemented with official documents of meetings held and reports generated and 
used by the Municipal Council Representatives to evaluate, plan for and decide on the 
Markbygden project. The document containing the relevant information was the report to 
the Municipal Council on the statements and opinions (dealing with problems and 
reservations about the project) made by individuals and groups in relation to the then-
proposed Comprehensive Plan for Rural Areas. This report included the official 
responses/comments of the Municipal Council to the opinions and statements made.  
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The media articles and documents were analyzed using qualitative idea- 
(sometimes referred to as ideology-) analysis. Idea-analysis is predominantly used for 
identifying the values, ideologies and belief-systems of an actor, in a policy area or in a 
debate, and has previously been applied in tracing ideas in political debates as well as in 
mapping and analyzing ideological development among groups of actors (Esaiasson et al, 
2004, Bergström and Boréus, 2005). Idea-analysis is also qualitative in character since it 
aims at exploring the ideas, values or beliefs in, for instance, written texts, and not to 
quantify the use of language itself. I agree with Devine’s (2002:207) conclusion that the 
qualitative methods’ advantages “are clear where the goal of a piece of research is to 
explore people’s experiences, practices, values and attitudes in depth and to establish 
their meaning for those concerned.” All quotes from articles and documents are 
translations from Swedish by the article’s author and are selections that are illustrative of 
the beliefs expressed generally. 

To further assess and validate the beliefs of sovereigns observed in the media 
statements and documents, a survey was sent to 63 of the Municipal Council 
Representatives and Substitutes—18 filled out the survey for a response rate of 28.6%. 
Because of the small population being sampled and due to the response rate, the results 
were analyzed using descriptive statistical measures only, and were used—together with 
the analyses of media articles and official documents—as a means of triangulating the 
beliefs of sovereigns. 

Prior to the sending out the survey, and in order to determine what specific land-use 
concerns were at stake in approving the Markbygden area for wind power development, 
other studies and documents were consulted, and two pilot interviews with 
Representatives of the Municipal Council from different political parties were conducted. 
The interviews also served as a means of cross-validating the results of the survey. The 
survey asked the respondents questions about how important various concerns related to 
wind power development were to them. Some of the concerns were specific to local wind 
power development and some were relevant to wind power development on a national or 
global scale. The following is the list of concerns: 

 
1. Solving national and global problems, such as climate change  
2. Solving climate change through producing more renewable energy 
3. Achieving Sweden’s national policy of developing renewable energy, including 

wind power  
4. Creating economic growth 
5. Creating jobs 
6. Protecting the natural environment 
7. Protecting wild animals and plants 
8. Preserving a peaceful and undisturbed environment for residents  

 
The first three concerns are, for the most part, issues external to land use subsystems, 

with the first two being global in nature and the third representing the national 
institutional framework within which land use subsystems operate. Concerns 4-8 are, in 
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contrast, mostly local in nature and within the purview of land use subsystems. 
Respondents were asked to rank how important they felt these concerns were on a scale 
from Very Unimportant, Somewhat Unimportant, Neither Important Nor Unimportant, 
Somewhat Important to Very Important. Furthermore, the questions were posed according 
to how important they felt about them generally (i.e. in terms of deep core beliefs), in 
terms of municipalities in general (i.e. policy core beliefs), and in terms of how they felt 
about them in regard to the Markbygden project specifically (i.e. secondary beliefs). 
Respondents were also asked whether they voted for or against the Comprehensive Plan, 
which demarcated the Markbygden area for wind power development. The following 
questions were used to assess the types of beliefs: 
 
DEEP CORE: How important are the following [issues] for you? E.g. creating economic 
growth. 
 
POLICY CORE: How important is it that INDIVIDUAL MUNICIPALITIES do the 
following? E.g. create a favorable environment for economic growth in the municipality. 
 
SECONDARY: How important were the following factors in your decision to be “for” 
or “against” (in the Comprehensive Plan for Rural Areas) designating Markbygden as 
an appropriate geographic area for wind power development? E.g. that the Municipality 
should create a favorable environment for economic growth in the Municipality. 

 
Concerns 1-3 are factors essentially external to land use subsystems, while factors 

4-8 are more internal to them. If institutional frameworks created by national 
governments influence the beliefs of sovereigns in land use subsystems, then one would 
expect that concerns 1-3 (particularly concern 3) would be rated as relatively important, 
especially at the level of secondary beliefs. On the other hand, if global and national 
concerns and institutional frameworks have little influence on the beliefs of sovereigns in 
land use subsystems, then one might expect to see some support for concerns 1-3 at the 
deep core or policy levels, but perhaps less at the secondary level, where such concerns 
are weighed against local concerns 6-7. In the case of Piteå, where the wind power 
development was approved, concerns 4-5 could also play a mitigating role between the 
potentially negative impacts of wind power development locally and the positive impacts 
nationally and globally; if sovereigns view economic growth and employment as very 
important relative to concerns about negative local impacts, it could explain why they 
approved the development of wind power in Markbygden.  

The use of media statements, official documents and the survey enabled the 
beliefs of sovereigns to be triangulated, as well as allowing the results of each dataset to 
be cross-validated. Thus, a more accurate picture of the relevant beliefs emerged than 
would have been possible if relying on only one source of data. When studying land use 
policy subsystems, the multi-data source approach to assessing the beliefs of sovereigns 
is particularly important because most sovereigns in land use policy subsystems are local 
politicians and bureaucrats and documentation and media coverage of their expressed 
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beliefs are not nearly as abundant or readily accessible as, for example, those of national 
politicians. Also, while all of the methods aim to obtain information on the beliefs of 
sovereigns, the survey does so in a way that is designed to most explicitly delineate 
between the different interests sovereigns face and the types of beliefs they hold. 
Therefore, the media articles and documents will serve to provide a map of the relevant 
beliefs, as well as a way of validating the assumptions and results of the survey. The 
survey itself will then provide the most explicit account of how sovereigns prioritize the 
different beliefs they hold, as well as at what level/within which type of beliefs (deep 
core, policy core, secondary) sovereigns make these prioritizations. 

4. Results 

4.1. Media Articles 
In order to assess the prioritization of beliefs among sovereigns in the Piteå area 

land use subsystem regarding the Markbygden wind power project, the three major 
newspapers in the area were searched for articles dealing with the project where 
sovereigns’ beliefs were expressed. The time span was from the first articles mentioning 
the project up until the decision was made by the Municipal Council to approve the 
Comprehensive Plan for Rural Areas. The sovereigns who expressed themselves in the 
media included, in addition to various Representatives of the Municipal Council, the 
Mayor of Piteå, the Governor of Norrbotten County, the Director of the Office of 
Economic Development for Piteå Municipality, and the Office of Environment and 
Construction for Piteå Municipality. The quotes presented here focus on the 
prioritizations that sovereigns made between competing beliefs/concerns.  

Most notably, almost all of the sovereigns were positive about the project, for 
various reasons. The county Governor, after learning of the potential project said: We are 
going to be the new oil sheiks (Kuriren 1).... An expansion of wind power is important for 
Norrbotten and for Sweden. It contributes to sustainable development. There is also 
growth potential for wind power as an industry (Kuriren 2). 

Municipal officials hailed the project as: A great chance for many new jobs, 
good economic development and a good environment (PT 1)… For the municipality, it is 
like discovering a gold mine. If this becomes a reality, it will be like winning the lottery 
for Piteå and the whole region (PT 2)…[The Markybygden project] constitutes an 
important part of realizing the country’s energy transformation (Kuriren 3).  

Municipal Council Representatives were similarly enthusiastic:  

For the Piteå countryside, many needed jobs will result and interest in creating 
new businesses will increase. Access to environmentally friendly energy will 
greatly impact increased economic development in all of Norrbotten (PT 3) The 
climate threat is global, but emissions are local… How do you think we are going 
to address the temperature increases in the atmosphere? (PT 4) … [This 
development]…will lead to more electrical energy and put more pressure on 
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prices, but mostly will produce electricity in an environmentally friendly way. As 
the cherry-on-top, jobs will be created for a period of time (PT 5).  

The optimism expressed by these sovereigns was chiefly concerning the effects 
the project would have on local economic development and jobs (local concerns), climate 
change (a global problem), and Sweden’s energy policy (the institutional framework), 
rather than the local residents or local environment (other local concerns). The only 
sovereign who was covered in a news article who was not optimistic was a Municipal 
Council Representative, who raised several concerns: 

 
The negatives associated with wind power projects weigh heavily, if you look 
closely. I suggest that the reference group [studying the project] starts their work 
over and presents the downsides of wind power and not just put everything in a 
positive light. As things are now, it looks as if we are digging a large hole in 
Markbygden’s future that will become its grave with the wind power park. House 
prices will fall and fewer people will move in. Who wants to live in an area with a 
wind power park that is both noisy and that ruins the environment and hunting? 
Don’t be naive and think that there will be many more jobs. The wind power 
company will bring in their own people, who cost less. The local or regional 
workforce will not be employed because they lack the competence and experience 
(PT 6). 

This statement clearly prioritizes the issues of protecting the (local) environment 
and the impact the project will have on local residents, while being skeptical to whether 
the project would positively impact the local economy and jobs. 

Other sovereigns recognized some of these concerns, but the concerns were mostly 
either relegated to technical (i.e. secondary belief) status—e.g. making small adjustments 
to the plans—or they were deprioritized compared to other policy concerns—like 
economic growth and climate change—outright. For example, concerning the appeals on 
the decision to approve the project, one municipal official said: Of course we should 
respect individuals’ interests, but by appealing at multiple steps and instances, the process 
is being prolonged too much (PT 7). Similarly, the Governor for Norrbotten County said: 

Many believe that [wind power] ruins the landscape and that it isn’t beautiful from 
an environmental perspective. We should, of course, respect that. But I also believe 
that we should learn to think “wind power.” Norrbotten has a responsibility to 
think about the global environment. We can all see the effects of climate change 
(PT 8)... You need to weight different national interests against each other and then 
make a decision...We are unused to wind power in Norrbotten. Many say that it 
ruins the landscape. Once upon a time there was a debate about forbidding 
highways (Kuriren 1).  

And along the same lines, the Mayor of Piteå said: There are downsides to 
everything, if you are naive. Tourism is, for example, an important industry for us. But I 
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don’t see any conflicts between tourism and the wind park plans which are being discussed 
today (PT 1). A Municipal Council Representative also said: Of course, it will be an 
adjustment. But the pros outweigh the cons. The world needs environmentally friendly 
energy and Markbygden needs development, something which the project will further… I 
will learn to accept wind power…[I don’t] see any dangers for wildlife (PT 9).  

The beliefs expressed by the sovereigns were overwhelmingly in favor of the 
project. Where there were reservations, these were deprioritized compared to the following 
policy concerns: economic growth and jobs (local concerns), addressing climate change (a 
global problem) and supporting Sweden’s renewable energy policy (the institutional 
framework). When weighing these concerns, some sovereigns went so far as to express the 
primary importance of addressing climate change over local concerns generally. Others 
spoke mostly of the economic benefits and jobs, and others viewed the project as a win-
win situation for climate change/Sweden’s renewable energy policy and local economic 
growth/jobs. With the exception of a single skeptical sovereign, concerns about the local 
environmental impact, and the impact on wildlife, plants and the impact on local residents 
were minimized. Another interesting fact was that there was not a lack of vocal opposition 
to the project in Piteå. Hunter’s groups, local residents and others were opposed and/or 
were skeptical to the project. However, these beliefs were evidently shared by only a small 
minority of sovereigns. This latter point emphasizes the importance of studying the beliefs 
of sovereigns in particular, compared to the beliefs of policy subsystem actors in general. 

4.2. Meeting Documents 
The second type of material that was used to assess the beliefs of sovereigns and 

how they prioritize them was the documents of the meetings and reports used by the 
Municipal Council Representatives of Piteå to evaluate, plan for and decide on the 
project. The document containing the most relevant information was the report to the 
Municipal Council on the statements and opinions (dealing with problems and 
reservations about the project) raised by individuals and groups in relation to the 
Comprehensive Plan for Rural Areas. This report included the responses/comments of the 
Municipal Council to the opinions and statements made. The following is exemplary of 
the responses and covers all of the issues and trade-offs addresses in the document: 

 
The municipality has adjusted the [wind power] exploration area…so that the 
distance between the buildings and the exploration area will be between 1200-
1500 meters. Through the now increased distance between the buildings and the 
planned wind power park, it is judged that no disturbances in the form of noise, 
shadows, or reflections will occur. Generally, it can be said that all forms of wind 
power construction affect the landscape. The Municipality is aware that there are 
different opinions on whether this change in the landscape is good or bad. The 
Municipality has taken into account a number of the pros and cons of a large 
project such as this. The project, if it is implemented to the extent planned, will 
contribute to increasing the supply of renewable energy in the country 
significantly. The project will create new jobs…In this case the municipality 
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judges that the area should be used for wind power because this land use works 
well when combined with forestry. The project will be implemented in phases and 
in coordination with the implementation of the respective stages of the project, the 
environmental impact of those stages will be assessed…The project will be done 
in such a way that waterways will not be affected and so that the effects on plants 
and animal life will be minimized…The Municipality judges that the wind power 
project, if it is implemented, will affect property values positively (Piteå Kommun 
2007). 
 
Rather than questioning the viability of the project as a whole, technical 

concessions are made, e.g. increasing the distance between the wind park and buildings. 
It is recognized that wind power impacts the landscape and that there are varying 
opinions on whether this is good or bad, but goes on to dismiss local concerns in favor of 
“[contributing] to increasing the supply of renewable energy in the country significantly 
(a national policy goal/the institutional framework). New jobs and property values (local 
concerns) are cited as positives, while impacts on the local environment (another local 
concern) are noted as issues to be assessed and something that will be minimized, but are 
not addressed as issues important enough to warrant reconsidering the viability of the 
project as a whole. As in the media articles, it is clear that the concerns raised by 
individuals and groups are dealt with in one of two ways. First, some concerns are 
relegated to the status of technical concerns (i.e. secondary beliefs) that can be dealt with 
by making technical adjustments, but without changing the policy beliefs concerning the 
project as a whole. Second, where there is a recognition of some of the negative impacts 
of the projects, these are noted, but dismissed as less important compared to the overall 
positive impacts of the project, such as on the local economy and Sweden’s renewable 
energy supply (i.e. the institutional framework). 

4.3. Survey 
Finally, a survey of Municipal Representatives and Substitutes was used to further 

assist in triangulating how sovereigns prioritized their beliefs. Table 1 displays the results 
of the survey. The eight areas of concern are listed horizontally across the top. The left-
hand column displays how each concern is ranked by type of belief—deep core, policy 
core or secondary. The concerns were scored from 1-5, from 1 being Very Unimportant 
to 5 being Very Important. Of those surveyed, 72.2% voted for the “Comprehensive Plan 
for Rural Areas, “ 11.1% voted against, and 16.7% did not vote. Because there were so 
few who voted against the plan, and because there was no clear trends among those who 
voted against it, their results were not separated out from the other groups. The first three 
concerns—1) national and global problems, such as climate change, 2) solving climate 
change through producing more renewable energy (a proposed solution to said problems), 
and 3) achieving Sweden’s national policy of developing renewable energy, including 
wind power (the institutional framework)—are concerns external to land use subsystems, 
or those which do not (at least directly) affect the specific subsystem itself. The last 
four—4) creating economic growth, 5) creating jobs, 6) protecting the natural 
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environment, 7) protecting wild animals and plants, and 8) preserving a peaceful and 
undisturbed environment for residents—are concerns internal to land use subsystems, or 
those which affect the specific land use subsystem directly. 
 
Table 1. Results of Survey of Municipal Council Representatives and Substitutes 
Concern Scores: 1) Very Unimportant 2) Pretty Unimportant 3) Neither Important Nor Unimportant 4) 
Pretty Important 5) Very Important 

Belief Types: 

nat/glob 
problms 
e.g. climt 

chng 

solve 
climt via 
renwbl 
energy 

Swedish 
renwbl 
policy, 

incl wind 
econ 

growth jobs 
protect 
environ 

protect 
animal/ 
plant 

 
preserve 

environ for 
residents 

General 
Importance 
(deep core) 4.06 4.17 4.00 4.17 4.39 3.78 3.78 3.56 
         
Individual 
Municipalities 
(policy core) 3.83 3.82 3.89 4.28 4.44 3.75 3.88 3.65 
         
In 
Markbygden 
(secondary) 3.72 3.88 3.94 4.00 4.00 3.44 3.56 3.44 
 

At the general level—that is, at the deep core level of general, non-policy-specific 
beliefs—national/global problems, solving climate change and Swedish renewable 
energy policy (i.e. the external concerns) are prioritized highest among land use 
subsystem concerns, except for economic growth and jobs, which are prioritized higher 
than all external concerns. This is mostly true concerning the priorities for municipalities 
(i.e. at the policy level) as well, with the sole exception being protecting animals and 
plants. When it comes to the secondary level (i.e. concerning the Markbygden wind 
project specifically), the trend is the same, with economic growth and jobs coming first, 
prioritized ahead of the external concerns, which are, in turn, prioritized above protecting 
the environment, protecting animals and plants, and preserving the environment for 
residents. The results concerning secondary beliefs are particularly interesting because 
this is where one would expect local environmental concerns to be most prioritized over 
more general concerns, either because of the NIMBY phenomenon or simply because of 
concrete, competing interests. Yet, it is at the secondary level of belief that local 
environmental concerns are least pronounced, compared to the policy core- and deep 
belief-levels. The conclusion that can be drawn from these results is that, generally 
speaking, economic growth and jobs are viewed as the highest priority by municipal 
officials (perhaps not surprisingly), but concerns external to land use subsystems (global 
problems, developing renewable energy, and achieving Sweden’s renewable energy 
goals) were prioritized above concerns about the local environment and effects on local 
residents.  
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5. Discussion 
The aim of this article was to understand why local authorities decide to permit 

wind power development in situations where 1) national authorities have created 
institutional frameworks encouraging the development of wind power, yet 2) local 
authorities have significant discretion concerning wind power development. To achieve 
this aim, a theoretical model was developed that explains the interaction of the energy 
policy subsystem and land use policy subsystems in terms of institutional frameworks, the 
beliefs of sovereigns, policy outputs and policy outcomes. Based on this model, two 
hypotheses concerning what influences local sovereigns, and their beliefs, were derived 
and then tested using a case of successful wind power development. Concerning the 
hypothesis that sovereigns in land use policy subsystems who would approve wind power 
projects would favor national and global concerns and policies over local issues, the 
results are mixed. With the exception of the few sovereigns who were negative to the 
project, most of the sovereigns prioritized four concerns over others: climate change, 
Sweden’s renewable energy policy/the institutional framework (both concerns external to 
the land use subsystem), and local economic growth and local jobs (concerns internal to 
the subsystem). Some sovereigns explicitly prioritized climate change and Sweden’s 
policy/goals over all local concerns, whereas in the survey, as well as in some of the 
statements by sovereigns, sovereigns appear to prioritize local economic growth and jobs 
first. Other sovereigns seem to view these factors as a win-win situation. What can be 
said, in relation to the hypothesis, is that national and global concerns and policies 
(external concerns) are prioritized over some internal concerns in the beliefs of 
sovereigns, including concerns about protecting the local environment, local animals and 
plants and local residents. At the secondary belief level this prioritization is most clear, 
but even at the policy and deep core belief levels, the effect is present. 

For the second hypothesis that sovereigns in land use subsystems would prioritize 
national policies and goals for wind power development over local concerns, as with the 
first hypothesis, there is partial support. Some sovereigns prioritize the institutional 
framework (i.e. Swedish energy policy, a concern external to the subsystem) over all 
local (internal) concerns, while others seem to view it on-par or below concerns about 
local economic growth and jobs. But, it is quite apparent that Swedish policy is 
prioritized over the local environment, local animals and plants and local residents. This 
is most pronounced at the level of secondary beliefs, but is also present at the policy and 
deep core belief levels. 

The guiding research question of this study was: Why do local authorities decide 
to permit wind power development in situations where 1) national authorities have 
created institutional frameworks encouraging the development of wind power, yet 2) 
local authorities have significant discretion concerning wind power development? In 
answer to this question, in the case of Piteå Municipality approving a large wind project, 
local authorities (sovereigns) appear to have decided to permit the project because they 
believed in the importance of addressing climate change, as well as supporting Swedish 
renewable energy policy (concerns external to the land use subsystem), but also because 
they believed the project would yield local benefits, in terms of economic growth and 
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jobs. In their decision, it was apparent that authorities did not believe that concerns about 
the impact the project would have on the local environment, local animals and plants and 
local residents were of relative importance. Rather, these issues could be dealt with by 
making small, technical adjustments to the planned project. 

6. Conclusions 
In developing a model for understanding how policy subsystems interact that 

focuses on the role of sovereigns and how they are influenced by factors external to their 
policy subsystems, this article has elucidated the mechanisms by which the national and 
local levels, or in this case, the energy policy and land use subsystems, can affect each 
other. This model thus provides an explanation for why wind power policy 
implementation was successful in the case studied here. 

From this model, two hypotheses were derived. The results from analyzing the 
case of Piteå with the help of the model have furthered the aim of the article through 
shedding light on the beliefs of the sovereigns who make decisions about policy outputs, 
but more importantly, how sovereigns prioritize between their conflicting beliefs. The 
analysis of the results from the case indicated partial support for both hypotheses, with 
prioritization being given to climate change, Swedish policies, local economic growth 
and jobs over concerns about the local environment, local animals and plants, and local 
residents. This could indicate a differentiation by sovereigns between the types of beliefs 
and concerns internal to land use subsystems. It is possible that local concerns about the 
economy are viewed as more or similarly important to concerns external to the 
subsystem, such as climate change and national energy policy goals. In contrast, concerns 
about impacts on the local environment, wild and plant life and local residents were not 
viewed as important as concerns external to the land use subsystem. This is interesting 
because land use subsystem sovereigns would not necessarily be expected to prioritize 
concerns external to their subsystem because external concerns do not directly impact 
their policy sphere, local interests, local reelection prospects, etc. in the same way that 
local concerns, such as upsetting local residents, would. Yet in this case, sovereigns did 
prioritize external concerns over some types of local concerns. When and why sovereigns 
prioritize external concerns over local ones is worth examining further because of the 
implications this has for policy implementation research and practice. 

This article has also highlighted the importance of studying sovereign beliefs 
within the context of the ACF and policy implementation more generally. Sovereign 
beliefs are apparently not always representative of subsystem beliefs in general and 
because of the role sovereigns have in formulating policy outputs, their beliefs warrant 
special attention. This article has posited, in the form of a theoretical model, that one 
factor that affects sovereign beliefs in land use subsystems (and perhaps other, more 
locally based subsystems) is the institutional framework, or national policies and goals. 
The results of this study have provided some support for this proposition. Further 
examination of the effects that institutional frameworks, as well as other factors, have on 
the beliefs and prioritizations of beliefs of local-level sovereigns is therefore also 
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warranted, as does the more general question of how subsystems interact and influence 
each other. Of particular interest is the role that land use policy subsystems play in the 
implementation of national or international policies that impact land use on the local 
level, such as energy and natural resource development, resource extraction, 
environmental protection, etc.  

In contrast to previous empirical studies of renewable energy and wind power 
policy and implementation, this approach offers two things. The first is a model that 
offers a theoretically coherent way to integrate analyses of national policy processes with 
regional/local policy processes, rather than analyzing such processes discretely. Indeed, 
the approach proposed here suggests that the discrete analyses of the different policy 
subsystems involved in wind power development (and potentially other areas) that have 
been done to-date might miss important explanatory factors. These factors include not 
only beliefs, but also policy subsystem-interaction effects on sovereigns’ beliefs. Second, 
this approach offers a way to utilize policy subsystem theory in general, and ACF theory 
in specific, to delineate and study wind power policy in a way that accounts for multiple 
subsystems and levels of wind power policymaking, something that has yet to be done in 
a theoretically systematic way. Finally, the model proposed offers a theoretical 
contribution to the emerging (yet scant) literature on policy subsystem interactions, an 
area of inquiry that promises a way to more fully account for policy making in spheres 
that, by their nature, cross traditional policy subsystem boundaries. The theoretical 
developments proposed here offer a (rough) map as to how to proceed in addressing such 
questions. 
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