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Abstract 

To meet global challenges in food provision and to counteract environmental issues deriving 
from the food system, improved governance is necessary. Resilience is presented as a tool for 
managing ecosystem services and for understanding what is required to achieve food security. 
In Sweden there is a national food strategy describing the continued development needed for 
meeting challenges in the food system. Several regional food strategies have been produced 
and an additional food strategy for Stockholm County is in the process of being developed by 
Stockholm County Administrative Board. This food strategy could be of especial interest to 
evaluate due to Stockholm County being highly populated while having a low degree of 
primary food production. Assessing the governance system for the food strategy was of 
interests due to the large groups of stakeholders to consider in the process. The aim of the 
study was to add further knowledge on how resilience can be applied in practice by exploring 
the extent of which the governance system for developing the food strategy promotes 
resilience. The research questions were formulated to investigate the governance system by 
mapping what stakeholders were involved in the process, what their responsibilities were and 
what relations existed between them. An additional research question was to test how the 
governance system promoted resilience by applying a set of principles for doing so.  
 
For collecting data, several stakeholders involved in developing the food strategy at the time 
of the data collection were interviewed. Complementary data was also collected from journal 
articles, books, documents provided by Stockholm County Administrative Board, websites, 
governmental publications and different kinds of reports. Quotes were selected to explain the 
findings from the interviews, and a social network analysis was constructed to illustrate the 
structure of the governance system. Another tool in the data analysis, which was also the 
point of the departure for constructing the research questions, was the resilience framework 
consisting of a set of principles. Among these principles, five where applied for evaluating the 
governance system of the food strategy.   
 
The results were divided in two parts. The first section presents the results from performing 
interviews by describing the governance system; identified stakeholders, their functions as 
well as their relations. Two other themes identified from the interviews that were concluded 
to be important for the resulting governance system and also for the resilience evaluation were 
“collaboration” and “context”.  Several stakeholders were identified, a few were concluded to 
be more key than others as they belong to either the management group or the drafting 
committee. The stakeholders had national, regional and local responsibilities and were both 
governmental and non-governmental organizations. The functions of the stakeholders were 
for example to represent a certain part of the food system or contributing with national, 
regional or local knowledge about the food system. The relations among stakeholders in the 
governance system occurred between stakeholders working within the same geographical 
scales and also between national, regional and local scales. In the center of the governance 
structure were the management group that are to jointly decide on goals for the final strategy 
document.  
 
The second part of the results constitutes the resilience evaluation, which was accomplished 
by testing the results regarding the governance system (from part I) against the framework for 
resilience using the selected principles. These principles included maintain diversity and 
redundancy, manage connectivity, encourage learning, broaden participation and promote 
polycentric governance. It was concluded that the governance system did follow all of these 
principles in several aspects, but critical points were also identified. Among the positive 
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aspect were the positive attitude for learning among stakeholders in the governance system, 
the involvement of heterogenous groups interacting with one another and also the 
management group as a strong centre for decision-making. One of the main critical points 
identified from performing the resilience evaluation suggests a few stakeholders to be lacking 
in the present governance system.    
 
The governance system for the food strategy had a large group of stakeholders, representing 
different parts of the food system, including national/regional/local and governmental/non-
governmental organizations, interacting both within and across geographical scales. These 
aspects are important for promoting resilience according to the principles selected in this 
study. By adding the suggested stakeholders, for example a few representatives from different 
parts of the food system that was not involved in the process at the time of data collection, the 
governance system could promote resilience even more.  
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Sammanfattning 

För att bemöta de globala problemen inom matförsörjning och miljöförstörelse som vi idag 
står inför behövs styrningssystem som lämpar sig för detta. Resiliens är ett koncept som är 
nära besläktat med hantering av ekosystemtjänster och som även kan bidra till ökad förståelse 
för vad som krävs för att uppnå en säker matförsörjning. I Sverige finns en nationell 
livsmedelsstrategi som pekar ut en generell riktning för att hantera problemen inom 
livsmedelssystemet. Det har även tagits fram flera regionala strategier i Sverige, ytterligare en 
strategi tas nu fram av Länsstyrelsen i Stockholm. Denna strategi kommer att omfatta 
Stockholms län och kan vara av särskild betydelse att granska då detta tätbefolkade län har en 
låg försörjningsgrad av livsmedel. Styrningssystemet för strategin är relevant att granska i och 
med den stora gruppen aktörer som berörs av livsmedelsstrategin. Syftet med studien var att 
bidra med ytterligare kunskap om hur resiliensbegreppet kan användas i praktiken genom att 
tillämpa detta i livsmedelsstrategin för Stockholms län för att undersöka hur väl 
styrningssystemet bidrar till resiliens. Frågeställningen formulerades således för att undersöka 
strukturen av styrningssystemet genom att besvara vilka aktörer som ingick i styrningen, vilka 
deras ansvarsområden var och vilka relationer som fanns emellan dem. Den sista delfrågan i 
frågeställning handlade om att testa livsmedelsstrategins styrningssystem mot olika principer 
som föreslås gynna resiliens.   
 
För att samla in data genomfördes flera intervjuer med aktörer som var inblandade i 
framtagandet av livsmedelsstrategin under den tid då datainsamlingen ägde rum. Denna data 
har även kompletterats med annat material så som vetenskapliga artiklar, böcker, dokument 
som Länsstyrelsen Stockholm bistått med, hemsidor, publiceringar från myndigheter och 
olika slags rapporter. Citat användes för att understödja resultaten och en nätverksanalys 
gjordes för att illustrera styrningssystemets struktur. En ytterligare metod som användes för 
att analysera data var ett ramverk för resiliens bestående av flera principer som bistår i 
utformningen av styrningssystem som gynnar resiliens.  
 
Resultaten i denna rapport har delats upp i två avsnitt. Det första avsnittet presenterar 
resultaten från intervjuerna och visar uppbyggnaden av styrningssystemet för 
livsmedelsstrategin: vilka aktörer som var inblandade, vilka ansvarsområden de hade och 
vilka relationer som fanns emellan dem. Ytterligare två teman framkom från intervjuerna, 
dessa ansågs relevanta för att beskriva styrningssystemet och även för resiliensanalysen. 
Dessa teman kategoriserades som ”samarbetet” och ”kontexten”. Flera aktörer ingick i 
styrningssystemet, av dessa ansågs några ha mer påverkan på styrningen genom sin 
medverkan antingen i styrningsgruppen eller beredningsgruppen. I styrningssystemet fanns 
både nationella, regionala och lokala aktörer, från myndigheter såväl som från andra 
organisationstyper. Aktörernas ansvarområdens grundade sig huvudsakligen i vilken del av 
livsmedelssystemet de representerade och om de bistod med nationella, regionala eller lokala 
kompetenser. Relationerna mellan de olika aktörerna skedde både mellan aktörer som verkade 
inom samma geografiska skala, men även mellan nationella, regionala och lokala aktörer. I 
centrum av styrningssystemet fanns styrningsgruppen som tillsammans ska besluta om målen 
i strategidokumentet.  
 
Den andra delen av resultaten består av en resiliensutvärdering som testar det resulterande 
styrningssystemet (del I) mot ett ramverk för resiliens genom att tillämpa några utvalda 
principer. Dessa principer var ”bibehåll diversitet och överskott”, ”hantera 
sammankopplingar”, ”uppmuntra lärande”, ”bredda deltagande” och ”uppmuntra 
polycentriska styrningssystem”. Styrningssystemet följde dessa principer i flera avseenden, 
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men det fanns också utrymme för förbättring. Bland aktörerna som ingick i styrningssystemet 
fanns en inställning som uppmuntrade lärande i enlighet med principerna. Gruppen aktörer 
bestod av olika slags organisationer som interagerade med varandra, vilket också uppmuntras 
av resiliensprinciperna. Utöver detta var också kärnan av styrningssystemet, bestående av 
styrningsgruppen med beslutanderätt, en annan egenskap hos styrningssystemet som gynnar 
resiliens. Det framgick också av resiliens-utvärderingen att ytterligare inblandning av ett antal 
aktörer kan vara önskvärt. Detta är en av de viktigare slutsatserna om vad som kan ändras för 
att förbättra resiliensen i den nuvarande styrningen.   
 
Styrningssystemet av livsmedelsstrategin består av en stor grupp aktörer som representerar 
olika delar av livsmedelssystemet. Dessa är nationella, regionala och lokala aktörer, både 
myndigheter och andra slags organisationer. Relationer finns också mellan aktörer som verkar 
både inom samma geografiska område likväl som över sådana gränser. Dessa egenskaper är 
viktiga för ett styrningssystem som gynnar resiliens enligt de principer som har använts i den 
här studien. Genom att involvera ytterligare några aktörer, exempelvis från några delar av 
livsmedelssystemet som inte fanns representerade i strategin vid datainsamlingen, kan 
styrningssystemet till en ännu högre grad bidra till att stödja resiliens. 
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Introduction 

As of today, there are several global issues, including environmental problems, impacting 
food provision worldwide (European Academics Science Advisory Council [EASAC], 2017). 
Simultaneously, the food chain adds to environmental problems such as climate change and 
degradation of biodiversity (Esnouf, 2013). The yield excess of global food production, in 
relation to the amount of food consumed, is now decreasing. To overcome the issues 
connected to global, as well as European food systems, improved governance1 is presented as 
a necessary measure for doing so (EASAC, 2017).  According to Hodbod and Eakin (2015), 
applying a resilience perspective in the food system context could remedy the process of 
finding indicators for what is required to achieve food security, as well as provide a further 
understanding of how to remain in this system state. Resilience is a concept applied in a range 
of fields (Garcia-Dia et al., 2013). In this context, resilience refers to the extent of which 
social-ecological systems (SES) can preserve essential functions, while adapting and 
transforming in response to internal and external changes influencing the system (Folke et al., 
2010). Regardless if change is requested our not, it is important to acknowledge its 
inevitability. The concept of resilience presents a tool for dealing with change, both in terms 
of adaption and transformation, also considering the interplay between social and ecological 
components of a system (Walker and Salt, 2006).  
 
In the beginning of 2017, the Swedish government proposed a strategy regarding the national 
food chain, the proposition (2016/17:104) was accepted in the parliament in June 2017 
(Government Offices, 2017). Besides the proposition, the strategy also involves a plan of 
action with specific measures for implementing the food strategy (Ministry of Enterprise and 
Innovation, 2017). The proposition (2016/17:104) states that consideration of national 
environmental goals and sustainable development2 is to be taken along with the goal of 
increased food production. A raise in food production is suggested to improve the self-
sustaining capacity of food while the degree of vulnerability in the food chain will decrease. 
Another intention of the national food strategy is to invigorate working opportunities in the 
food chain. In the vision describing the Swedish food chain by 2030, part of the aim is a more 
diversified range of companies and organizations in rural areas, as well as an intensified 
collaboration between academy and enterprise, according to the proposition (ibid).  
 
The proposition acknowledges how regional food systems complements the global food 
systems by providing a buffer for disturbances occurring at global scales (2016/17:104). This 
is further supported by Ruhf (2015) who argues that the regional food capacity indicates 
decreased dependency on external influences on the system by promoting capacity building 
within the region. There is a growing concern among consumers related to the remote 
production of food that has contributed to ideas of shortening of the food chains as well as 
thoughts of self-sufficiency (Esnouf, 2013). 
 
Several regional food strategies have appeared in Sweden. These regions include for example 
Norrbotten and Södermanland County, which have finalized documents for their regional 
food strategies, as well as Västra Götaland County that have developed a program instead of a 
strategy (Regionala Partnerskapet, 2016; Södermanland County Administrative Board 

                                                
1 Biggs et al. (2012) describes governance as the processes of decision-making, with the involvement of 
different groups and the deliberation processes prior to decision-making.        
2 Sustainable development is defined in the World Commission on Environment and Development report 
such as “…development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their own needs” (1987, part 1, chapter 2, section IV, paragraph 1). 
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[SCAB], 2013; Västra Götaland County [VGC], 2016). The primary market, however, is 
located in Stockholm County, but despite the potential to increase local food yields here, food 
production in this region is challenged by other competing land exploitation activities. One of 
the objectives of the food strategy that is currently developed by Länsstyrelsen3, is to address 
these issues (Stockholm County Administrative Board [SCAB], n.d.a). Due to the challenges 
in meeting market demands and the competition in land-use, this system could be of especial 
interest to assess from a resilience perspective. According to Folke (2006), the assurance of 
long-term provision of environmental assets depend on the structuring of adequate 
governance systems. Due to the competing interests amongst stakeholders involved, special 
attention should be paid to governance in the assessment of resilience of the food strategy for 
Stockholm County.  
 
According to EASAC (2017), more scientific knowledge is needed to attain food security on 
regional scales as well as on national and global levels. As suggested by Hodbod and Eakin 
(2015), the resilience perspective presents a tool for identifying what is needed to reach food 
security, but also for identifying conditions for preserving these functions. Bodin (2017) also 
emphasises the importance of well-functioning cooperation between different stakeholders for 
the future maintenance of services and resources provided by ecosystems. According to 
Resilience Alliance (2010), understanding governance is part of comprehending the dynamics 
of SES, as social and ecological system compounds are not viewed as independent units. 
Examining governance and collaboration among stakeholders is important for determining the 
ability of stakeholders to manage resilience. 

Aim  
The aim of this project was to add further knowledge on how the resilience concept can be 
used to assess governance of social-ecological systems in practice. As more evidence-based 
information is required to achieve food security on several scales (EASAC, 2017) and 
resilience is a suggested means for doing so (Hodbod and Eakin, 2015) this master thesis 
explored the extent of which the governing of the regional food strategy managed resilience. 
Accordingly, the aim was to add knowledge in a broader field, in terms of food security, by 
formulating recommendations on how resilience could be incorporated in the governance 
system for the regional food strategy. The objectives of this study were to:    
 

- Gain insight in the food situation to understand the role of the stakeholders involved in 
developing the food strategy for Stockholm County. 

- Explore the concept of resilience and the resilience principles provided by Biggs, 
Schülter and Schoon (2015) to formulate research questions for evaluating resilience 
of the food strategy governance process.  

- Become familiar with interviewing techniques and ethics, conduct interviews for 
collecting data.  

- Learn how to process and analyse data, by transliteration of the interviews and through 
thematic analysis of data. 

- Based on the on data collected from the interviews and organized thought thematic 
analysis, describe the governance system of the food strategy by answering research 
question 1-3 and perform a social network analysis (SNA) to illustrate these findings. 

- Based on the first results about the governance system, answer the last research 
question by discussing the implications of the resilience principles for the governance 
of the food strategy.   

                                                
3 In English: Stockholm County Administrative Board 
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- Draw conclusions and formulate recommendations, especially for Stockholm County 
Administrative Board (SCAB), on how governance could be improved (based on the 
evaluation of relevant principles) in terms of managing resilience in the governance 
system.  
 

Research questions 
The main goal of this project was to investigate the food strategy for Stockholm County by 
assessing governance using resilience theory. To formulate the research questions below, 
guidance was found in the framework for resilience provided by Biggs, Schülter and Schoon 
(2015) and the workbook provided by Resilience Alliance (2010). As suggested by Biggs, 
Schülter and Schoon (2015), resilience can be evaluated based on several principles. Four of 
these principles are; maintain diversity and redundancy, manage connectivity, broaden 
participation and promote polycentric governance. These principles were the point of 
departure, selected to be tested against the governance system for the food strategy. For 
achieving this, the following research questions were identified: 
 

1. What stakeholders were involved in developing the strategy? How were they 
involved?  

2. Based on the function each stakeholder fills in the governance system, what 
responsibilities are each stakeholder associated with?  

3. What relations existed between these stakeholders? 
4. Considering the relevant principles for resilience described by Biggs, Schlüter and 

Schoon (2015), to what extent does the governance process follow the principles and 
how could the governance of the food strategy (potentially) be improved?  

Scope  
In the evaluation of the food strategy for Stockholm County, governance refers to a 
stakeholder system, in which stakeholders are part of the deliberation and decision-making 
processes for developing the strategy. Governance also refers to describing the responsibilities 
and the relations between these stakeholders. The focus was not to describe the process up 
until the data collection, even though this is briefly accounted for in the section “case 
description”. This interpretation of governance follows the general definition presented by 
Biggs et al. (2012), but the process investigated was delimited in time and restricted to the 
relations and functions found at the time of the data collection. The information about 
stakeholders, their functions and their relations were limited by the data gained from 
performing the interviews. The focus was to answer the research questions based on 
interviewing stakeholders with a prominent influence, also in a certain phase of the process of 
developing the food strategy. The results of the study should therefore be thought of as an 
evaluation of a process, which could have changes since the time of data collection, and the 
data collected was gathered from a few individuals among several others part of this process. 
 
Any further investigation of the connections between the stakeholders and ecosystem services 
was not included in this master thesis, as the main focus was the governance system of food 
strategy for Stockholm County. According to Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon (2015), the 
framework used for assessing governance in this study is suggested to increase resilience of 
ecosystem services4. Among the seven resilience principles presented by the same authors, a 

                                                
4 Ecosystem services are described by Jenkins et al. as “a collective term for the goods and services 
produced by ecosystems that benefit humankind” (2010, p. 1051) 
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few were selected to be part of the resilience evaluation. It is important to consider how 
increased resilience in on part of a system does not necessarily improve the resilience in other 
parts (ibid). This phenomenon is described by the concepts specific and general resilience, the 
first considering resilience in one specific part of the system and the other widening the scope 
to consider resilience of the system as a whole (Folke et al., 2010). As this study is limited to 
studying resilience in governance of the food strategy for Stockholm County, it is 
acknowledged that potential trade-offs between resilience in other parts of the system exists. 
Any further assessments on how these trade-offs will affect the general resilience of the 
system does not fall within the scope of this study.  

Background and theory 

This section presents the theoretical frameworks which is the basis for the results and the 
discussion in the following chapters.  

Social-ecological resilience 
A SES is characterized by the humans-in-nature view, where interdependence between 
ecosystem and human society is central (Folke et al., 2010). Ecological and social systems are 
built by processes and compounds that overlap, for example through human extraction of 
natural recourses (Virapongse et al., 2016). These interactions in social-ecological systems 
occurs across spatial and temporal borders (Resilience Alliance, 2010). The SES concept is a 
possibility of merging social and natural science and it offers a tool for management practices 
that capture the complexity of ecological and social systems and their interactions. As 
ecological and environmental issues origins in these overlaps, the SES framework is closely 
related to the field of environmental management. Resilience5 is a means for managing the 
overlapping processes between social and ecological systems described by the SES concept 
(Virapongse et al., 2016).  When the resilience of a social-ecological system is diminished, 
the system becomes vulnerable to chocks (Folke, 2006). Resilience is a concept associated 
with several meanings and definitions, used both in disciplinary ecological studies, social 
science as well as in interdisciplinary contexts. These definitions also have distinguishing 
characteristics in terms of prescriptive or descriptive significations (Brand and Jax, 2007). In 
this context, resilience is understood from a holistic point of view and applied in the context 
of social-ecological systems. This approach to resilience has been developed along with 
research on complex adaptive systems, which embrace the non-linear behavior of systems. 
Resilience of social-ecological systems indicate a balance of persistence to chocks and 
adaption to new conditions, but also refer to the capability of a system to learn and self-
organize (Folke, 2006).  
 
Different patterns in ecosystem behaviour have been identified. These are described by the 
adaptive cycle (figure 1) and involves phases of growth, conservation, release and 
reorganization (Resilience Alliance, 2010). This theory is applicable in ecosystems, social 
systems as well as in social-ecological system (Walker and Salt, 2006). Figure 1 also shows 
two adaptive cycles (one smaller and one larger) and the interactions occurring between these 
systems to describe that adaptive cycles at different scales influences one another (Resilience 
Alliance, 2010).  The adaptive cycle illustrates how SES resilience facilitates chocks in 
different phases (Virapongse et al., 2016). This cycle aids in understanding the dynamics of 
the SES, when and what management initiatives are needed as the SES might be more or less 

                                                
5 According to Folke et al. (2010) resilience imply the capacity of a system to respond to changes/chocks 
while maintaining its fundamental structures and feedbacks (identity). 
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susceptible to chocks in certain phases of the adaptive cycle. The adaptive cycle concept is 
also useful for management of SES at several scales (Resilience Alliance, 2010). 
 
In the same way, social-ecological systems have multiple regimes that are limited by certain 
thresholds. Trespassing a threshold could result in structural changes of the system (Walker 
and Salt, 2006). But, even though a variety of research areas have applied the resilience 
approach, it is in environmental science that the concept has been most widely used. Hence, 
social science has not influenced resilience research to the same extent as environmental 
science. Due to this, criticism on how trade-offs and power relations are addressed in the 
resilience discourse have appeared (Fabinyi, Evans and Foale, 2014).  
 

 
Figure 1: illustrates the phases of growth (r), conservation (k), release (W)  and reorganization (a) part of the adaptive cycle 

(Resilience Alliance, 2010).  

Principles for resilience 
In the book written by Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon (2015) seven principles for evaluating the 
resilience of social-ecological systems are presented. These principles are suggested to 
improve the resilience in terms of ecosystem services but should also be applied with caution. 
The scientific basis supporting the application of the principles varies and some of the 
principles have been more clearly linked to improved resilience of ecosystem services than 
others. It is also acknowledged that resilience of social-ecological systems does not only 
involve the resilience of ecosystem services, but aspects such as social justice are other 
important dimensions constituting resilience. The book also emphasizes the contextual 
understanding when applying the principles and how they also affect one another. The seven 
principles are: maintain diversity and redundancy (1), manage connectivity (2), manage slow 
variables and feedbacks (3), foster complex adaptive system thinking (4), encourage learning 
(5), broaden participation (6) and promote polycentric governance (7). The descriptions of the 
principles following below is based on the book provided by Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon 
(2015), and furtherly supported with additional literature. 

Principle 1: Maintain diversity and redundancy  
The first principle accounts for diversity and redundancy and their relevance for SES 
resilience (Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon, 2015). Striving for a diversity of social units and 
ecological elements, enables resilience to be incorporated in management practices (Folke et 
al., 2002). Diversity usually refers to the number of different components (for example 
governmental and non-governmental organizations) presented in a certain system (Biggs, 
Schlüter and Schoon, 2015). This understanding of diversity is labelled the “variety” of an 
SES. Diversity also accounts for balance and parity, which indicate the number of each 
component respectively the extent to which they distinguish from one another (Biggs et al., 
2012). Redundancy indicate the number of components with similar roles or the number of 
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linkages between components. A diverse system also containing multiple components with 
similar functions, is suggested to enhance resilience in the event of changes in the SES 
(Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon, 2015). The combination of diversity to respond to changes and 
redundancy in terms of component functions are suggested to be especially important for SES 
resilience (Biggs et al., 2012). Diverse components having disparate functions are likely to 
respond differently to changes, while components with homogenous functions respond 
similarly. In a governance system, this could for example indicate what kind of organizations 
(size, governmental/non-governmental, national/regional/local organizations) are present in 
the system (the level of diversity) and their similarity in area of responsibility indicate 
redundancy in the governance system. The role of actors can also be defined in terms of 
providing knowledge or their responsibility for collaboration. In governance systems, 
diversity and redundancy usually needs to be balanced with costs and efficiency (Biggs, 
Schlüter and Schoon, 2015).    

Principle 2: Manage connectivity 
The second principle addresses how connectivity is managed in SES. Connectivity refers to 
how a system is structured and the extent (strength) of exchanges between the system 
components. This can be illustrated by nodes and ties (see section for governance and social 
network analysis) by applying a network perspective for describing connectivity (Biggs, 
Schlüter and Schoon, 2015). These linkages can represent social interactions, such as 
communications flows occurring between actors in a system (Biggs et al., 2012). Social 
networks could potentially manage environmental issues with greater success, compared to 
other management approaches, depending on how the network is configurated (Bodin and 
Crona, 2009). The characteristics of the structure can be described by the allocations and 
number of ties connecting the nodes of the system. The strength of the ties can also be 
described when applying a network perspective to connectivity, one example is by 
quantifying the number of interactions occurring between stakeholders in a governance 
system. Connectivity can be viewed both as an opportunity and a risk as it can forward 
recovery as well as disturbances in a system. In a governance system, resilience can be built 
along with increased connectivity between heterogeneous actors, but the opposite effect could 
arise if the connectivity between homogeneous actors is high (Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon, 
2015).  

Principle 5: Encourage learning 
Encourage learning emphasises how SES changes in time (Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon, 
2015). As uncertainties, changes and surprises are acknowledged in complex SES there are 
reasons for revising knowledge (Biggs et al., 2012). Accordingly, the process of learning 
about SES is motivated for maintaining the resilience of SES. The following quote presents a 
definition of learning: 
 
“…the process of modifying existing or acquiring new knowledge, behaviours, skills, values 
or preferences at individual, group or societal levels.” (ibid, p. 434) 
 
Further understanding of the dynamics of SES has highlighted the need of participatory 
processes for learning about and managing these systems (Biggs, Westley and Carpenter, 
2010). In the process of learning, different approaches can be applied for doing so. One of 
them is social learning, which involves learning by participation and interactions with other 
actors. This could either be done through the exchange of information and perspectives or 
through more experimentally orientated processes with active participation. An alternative to 
social learning is loop learning, which involves an evaluation of a change in behaviour to 
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conclude if this change was beneficial or not. The potential of promoting resilience from the 
principle for learning is greatest when learning processes are implemented in governance 
systems and in decision making (Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon, 2015).  

Principle 6: Broaden participation 
Another means for enhancing resilience of SES is the intentional involvement of 
heterogenous groups of actors in a governance process, this is described by principle six. The 
degree of participation varies from information sharing to decision making and stakeholders 
can also participate in varying phases of the management process (Biggs, Schlüter and 
Schoon, 2015). There are several suggested benefits of maintaining a broad involvement. 
Broad participation contributes to building resilience in terms of managing changes and 
disturbances. By incorporating a range of perspectives, social, ecological and political factors 
can all be considered in a broad participation process. Broad participation generates 
knowledge which can be used in the phase of decision making to manage ecosystem 
challenges (Biggs et al., 2012). Another benefit of broad participation is that it grants 
legitimacy and establishes trust between stakeholders in the governance of SES. Participation 
of stakeholders involving interactions occurring repeatedly, generates trust and sets the 
foundation for social learning (Lebel et al., 2006). There are also potential risks associated 
with a broad participation, which are mitigated by involving adequate stakeholders for a 
certain context and in appropriate phase of the governance process. One option for achieving 
a successful involvement of stakeholders is by performing a stakeholder analysis to map the 
diversity among them (Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon, 2015).  

Principle 7: Promote polycentric governance 
The last principle describes how polycentric governance can enhance resilience of SES by 
promoting other principles, including learning, diversity and redundancy, broaden 
participation and connectivity. However, there are uncertainties regarding the extent of which 
this principle influences resilience and in which contexts it is beneficial and when it is not. 
Polycentric governance is an approach encouraging collaboration across scales (Biggs, 
Schlüter and Schoon, 2015), but governance units in a polycentric structure are also part of 
governing configurations at the same scale. With this governance structure, polycentricism 
adapts the management of ecosystem services to the scale of the challenge (Biggs et al., 
2012). In polycentric governance, decision-making is distributed in several centres. These 
decision-making units in polycentric governance is defined by their ability to formulate rules 
and norms in a certain area. These units are somewhat independent of one another, restricted 
by operating on local, regional or national scales, within scale-specific rules and jurisdictions. 
But polycentric governance includes overlaps between these decision-making centres, for 
example through shared areas of responsibility between decision-making centres on different 
scales (Carlisle and Gruby, 2017). These several central governing units in polycentric 
governance allows for governance to better adapt to local variations (Lebel et al., 2006). 
Polycentric governance also considers a wide range of stakeholders in the governance 
structure, including non-governmental organizations (Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon, 2015).  
Despite the uncertainties of polycentric governance and its connection to resilience, there are 
indications that key features of a polycentric governance systems promote resilience by 
providing buffering effects for governance failures and also by promoting learning, 
experimentation and participation (Biggs et al., 2012).     
 
Besides these principles that are accounted for above and in the resilience evaluation further 
down, principle three and four was not further discussed in this thesis. Principle three, manage 
slow variables and feedbacks, involves defining system variables changing at different rates. 
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These variables have a contextual dependency and determines how a given system respond to 
changes. This in turn could lead to the system trespassing into another regime. Principle four, 
foster complex adaptive systems thinking, provides a tool for managing SES, as complex 
adaptive systems constitute a model and a basis for describing SES behaviour. This principle 
suggests that integrating a complex adaptive thinking in management could promote the 
resilience of ecosystem services in SES (Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon, 2015).      

Governance and network analysis  
Another definition of governance is presented by O’Leary, “the systems and processes used 
by states and organizations to manage their affairs” (2011, p. 105). A governance system 
constitutes a range of stakeholders and actors, present at different scales and in a variety of 
sectors in a system (Resilience Alliance, 2010). The term “stakeholder” is associated with 
several interpretations and definitions. One of these definitions describes stakeholders as 
individuals or groups that ought to be considered by people with stronger mandate to make 
decisions (Bryson, 2004). Mapping relations among stakeholders, how they collaborate and 
where power is located, provides further information on how social-ecological systems 
function. One method for analysing how resilience is influenced by the relations among actors 
in a system is through the mapping of social networks (Resilience Alliance, 2010).  

Methods for network analysis  
When performing network analysis, different methods that can be applied. SNA is included in 
the field of network theory (Zweig, 2016). In general, there are two method most commonly 
used in network theory - SNA and actor-network theory (ANT). ANT have not primarily 
focused on studying social units, also non-human units qualify as nodes in this analysis. 
Network structure is not explicitly present in the ANT approach as this method views 
networks more in terms of fluxes, where actors and networks cannot be separated from one 
another. SNA on the other hand has traditionally focuses on relations among social units 
(actors, stakeholders) and provides an advanced framework for creating and analysing 
network structures and relations between stakeholders (Vicsek, Király and Kónya, 2016). It 
could be argued that ANT would be suitable to apply the analysis of SES, considering how it 
incorporates both social and non-human units in the network analysis. As the focus was to 
analyse governance and relations among stakeholder, applying SNA in this master thesis 
seemed more relevant for answering the research questions.  

Social network analysis 
For assessing the ability of stakeholders to act in response to environmental issues, it is 
meaningful to study who are involved, and which interactions or collaborations exists 
between stakeholders within a certain system. However, collaborative governance should also 
be view with some caution as this approach is accompanied also with difficulties, such as 
challenges in terms of leadership (Bodin, 2017).  
 
In an article by Caiani (2014), SNA is described as an approach for managing relational 
structures, providing tools for analysis, measurement and description of social structures. 
Caiani explains how relations, and not stakeholders, are the focus of the SNA. This approach 
consider material as well as non-material flows as linkages between actors and can be used to 
estimate the ability to act within a system of stakeholders. As suggested by Hollstein (2014) 
social networks can be assessed also in qualitative studies. The author describes how 
qualitative data for analyzing social networks have several advantages, especially when 
combined with quantitative research. One of the positive aspects presented by Hollstein is that 
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qualitative methods could increase the understanding of mechanisms behind the network 
characteristics.  
 
The main focus of social network analysis are relationships and interactions occurring 
between individuals, groups or other targets of study, under the assumption that the network 
structure influences the flows of resources and information as well as the behavior of groups 
or individuals within the system. As described by Carrington and Scott (2014), the origin of 
social network analysis derives from a theoretical approach within mathematics, “graph 
theory”, in which the system compounds are lines and nodes constituting an arbitrary 
network. In social analysis, the nodes indicate the actor, individual or group and the line 
symbolize the relationship existing amongst them (ibid). Steketee, Miyaoka and Spiegelman 
(2015) uses the term “tie” for the line connecting two nodes in a given system also describing 
how these ties can be directed or undirected, depending on what relationship is indicated by 
them.   
 
According to Hanneman and Riddle (2014) there are two options for presenting the properties 
of networks in social network analysis, either in graph or in matrices. These graphs and 
matrices are referred to as sociographs and sociomatrices by Carrington and Scott (2014). 
Matrices consists of rows and columns and can be useful for representing complex social 
networks with a great number of nodes and ties. Furthermore, matrices can vary in dimension, 
one-dimensional matrices are referred to as vectors and two-dimensional matrices as square 
matrices. In the matrices lastly mentioned the nodes of the network are represented in two 
dimensions (both rows and columns) and the matrix also contain information about the 
relationships in the social network. There are several alternatives for defining these relations 
in a square matrix, but one option is to use value 0 and 1 for describing if there exists a 
relation or not between the social units (Hanneman and Riddle, 2014). Figure 2 illustrates a 
square matrix (to the left in the figure) defining the relations between A, B and C using binary 
values and also shows how this network is illustrated in a sociograph (to the right in the 
figure).  
 

 
Figure 2:shows network properties represented in a sociomatrix (left) and in a sociograph (right). 

There are different approaches for collecting data in social network analysis, Steketee, 
Miyaoka and Spiegelman (2015) mentions “egocentric” and “sociocentric” methods. The 
main difference between these methods is that the egocentric approach does not investigate 
the relationships with all social units identified within the social network. For example, if an 
individual defines several other people as friends, the egocentric approach does not verify 
with all of these individuals what their relations are to the first individual. Social network 
analysis can be applied on different levels in the network, focusing on singular nodes or 
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smaller group of nodes in the system (node-level) or the overall properties of the nodes in the 
entire system (network level). There are several optional measurements that can be applied on 
both levels, depending on which structural properties are of interest (ibid).   
 
One option is presented by Knoke and Yang (2008) - analyzing degree centrality among nodes 
present in a network. The authors describe how node degree (degree centrality) refers to the 
number of ties which connects a node to others and is calculated for each node in a network. 
Degree centrality is also normalized against the size (g) of the network. This method for 
measuring network characteristics can be applies in non-directed, binary networks. The 
centrality degree for each node CD(Ni) is mathematically expressed as: 
 
!"($%) = ∑ )%*+

*=1 (% ≠ *)      Equation 1 
 
In the graph G, xij represents the tie between node Ni and Nj, and ∑ )./0

/12  summarize the 
number of ties to Ni. Dividing degree centrality with the size of the network, or the number of 
nodes in the network (g) subtracted with 1, adds some perspective regarding how the degrees 
centrality in each node relates to the overall network. Equation 2 the normalized degree is 
calculated  
 

!"′($%) =
∑ )%*+
*=1 (%≠*)
4−1      Equation 2 

The food supply system  
According to Dani (2015), the food supply chain constitutes a range of stakeholders with 
different functions that can be divided into groups; producers, processors, retailers and 
distributors, hospitality sector and consumers. Moreover, the interactions between these 
stakeholders are not one-dimensionally oriented but constitutes a complex network with 
several cross-interactions. These stakeholders and their interactions presented by Dani is 
shown in figure 3 below. 
 

 
Figure 3: The food supply chain stakeholders and network of interactions from Dani (2015).  

The first stakeholder in the chain is the producer, generating different unprocessed goods 
ranging from vegetables to fish and meat. This involves the group of farmers, large- scale as 
well as small-scale farming, but also the stakeholders producing raw material (in-put) to these 
farmers. Next, Dani reviews the role of the processor, that enhances and manufactures the 
goods generated from the producers, either to be directly delivered to the consumer or in 
several steps of refinement of goods. The distributors are present at several stages in the food 
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system, connecting producers, processors with the final consumer. Retail and wholesale can 
also be considered part of the distribution. Retail involves the representation of goods to the 
final consumers in a variety of stores. Dani differentiates the hospitality sector from the 
distribution, even though this can be viewed as a form of distribution from broad group of 
businesses (for example restaurants and hotels) to the final component of the food chain – the 
consumer. Other stakeholders accounted for by the same author are for example “regulatory” 
stakeholders, which are responsible for the monitoring processes in the entire chain, as well as 
stakeholders possessing financial capital to support processes in the food chain (ibid).  
 
Esnouf, Russel and Bricas (2013) describes how the term “food chain” is criticized for not 
sufficiently incorporating the complexity inherent in the extensive societal management for 
the provision of food. This is suggested to be better conceptualized by “food systems”. A 
common definition of food system mentioned by the same authors is: 
 
“All processes involved in feeding a population, and encompassing the input required and the 
output generated at each step. A food system operates within, and is influenced by, the social, 
political, economic and environmental context.” (p. 70). 
 
These characteristics of a food system relates to the description of social-ecological systems 
mentioned previously. A food system is influenced by and also influences social as well as 
ecological contexts and emerges in the interactions occurring between social and ecological 
systems. As described by Behnassi et al. (2014), environmental issues on a global level 
generates different kind of agricultural challenges, but on the other hand agricultural activates 
also contribute to environmental issues. Environmental impacts generated from human 
activates, including those originating from the food system, have consequences in local, 
regional and global scales (ibid). As described by the adaptive cycle, social-ecological 
systems are interlinked with other adaptive cycles on a variety of scales. Accordingly, 
applying the social-ecological resilience concept is appropriate for the scrutiny of food 
systems. Studying the governance of food systems and other SES is important for finding the 
appropriate management that does not further contribute to environmental degradation and the 
exhaustion of ecosystem services at one scale or another.   

The food system and sustainability 
Social, environmental and economic aspects are included in the sustainable development 
discourse (Robert, Parris and Leiserowitz, 2005). Challenges relating to all three aspects are 
evident in the issues surrounding the food system, social issues of hunger, malnutrition and 
inequality for instance. Even though hunger has decreased up until now, other aspects of 
malnutrition and hunger have appeared due to the current nature of industrial and global food 
system (International Panel of Experts on Sustainable Food systems [IPES Food systems], 
2016). Prognoses suggests hunger is once again on the rise, largely due to climate change 
impacts on the food system (United Nations [UN], 2018). The environmental problems 
associated with the food system ranges from greenhouse gas emissions (of which a significant 
part is of agricultural origin and other sectors connecting to agriculture), land and ecosystem 
degradation as well as water overuse. Emissions of nutrients (nitrate, phosphorus) is another 
environmental problem connected to the food systems. There are also issues of equality 
apparent in the food systems; maintaining people in small-scale farming, especially women, 
in poverty and hunger (IPES Food systems, 2016). Among the Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDG:s), constituting a basis in Agenda 2030 for Sustainable Development, a few of 
them relates to the issues described above. For example, ending hunger, action against climate 
change and reducing inequalities (UN General Assembly, 2015).  
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Stockholm County, and Sweden in general, has several sustainability challenges related to the 
food system. From an environmental perspective, there are problems such as eutrophication 
and greenhouse gas emissions, and these problems are especially characteristic for Stockholm 
County. For example, emissions from the food system are amplified due to food being 
transported from more distant areas. From a socio-economic perspective, there are also 
challenges for Swedish farmers to stay competitive in a global market. Another problem is 
vulnerability in the event of crises as the dependency on food import from other countries has 
increased in the last couple of decades (Stockholm County Administrative Board [SCAB], 
2018c).  

Food Strategies in Sweden  
To understand the prevailing conditions for developing the food strategy for Stockholm 
County it is meaningful to review the national food strategy. The main goals of the national 
food strategy are to increase food production (partly for increased export), promote 
innovation, provide further working opportunities and strengthen businesses in the Swedish 
food system. Another aim is to accomplish this with consideration to environmental goals 
associated with the food system (Ministry of Enterprise and Innovation, 2017). To achieve 
this, three areas of target are presented in the proposition (2016/17:104). The first target is 
related to laws and regulations, the second target highlights the consumer and market 
perspective and the last target connects to learning and innovation. Each target is also 
accompanied with several specific actions for implementation (Ministry of Enterprise and 
Innovation, 2017). These targets have been a point of departure in the food strategy for 
Stockholm County (Stockholm County Administrative Board [SCAB], 2018b).   
 
In a mapping of regional initiatives to produce food strategies it was established that nine 
regions in Sweden had already produced strategies while the remaining regions were in the 
process of doing so (Stockholm County Administrative Board [SCAB], 2018a). Three 
examples of regions with finished strategies or programs are Norrbotten, Södermanland and 
Västra Götaland Counties (see introduction). Norrbotten County has developed a food 
strategy through a collaboration with the County Administrative Board, the County Council, 
Federation of Swedish Farmers and along with the municipalities in this County. The strategy 
involves a number of target areas and suggested activities also defining stakeholder 
responsibility in the phase of implementation (Regionala Partnerskapet, 2016). In comparison 
to this, Västra Götaland County have also chosen five areas of target in their strategy (VGC, 
2016). When overviewing the targets in Norrbottens and Västra Götalands strategies, it seems 
their focus is quite similar; increased knowledge, business competitiveness and sustainability 
are key words in both strategies (Regionala Partnerskapet, 2016; VGC, 2016). There are also 
similarities between these strategies and the Södermanland County food program. The main 
impression of this program is that it focuses on enhancement of the food culture in this 
specific County, but sustainability is also identified as a key word in one of the targets 
(SCAB, 2013). The main reasons for developing regional food strategies in Sweden derives 
from ambitions of regional and business development and economic growth (Stockholm 
County Administrative Board [SCAB], 2018a).   
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Method 

This section describes the methods used in this study. This includes a description of the 
methods used for collecting, documenting and analyzing data as well as a presentation of the 
methodological approach.   

Methodology 
The methodological approach of this study was influenced by the qualitative tradition of 
research methodology, characterised by the processes of deriving a deeper understanding 
from a few individuals about social networks and processes. This approach acknowledges 
subjectivities and does not focus on larger quantities of samples (O'Leary, 2014). The 
research process involved both inductive and deductive reasoning. Deductive logic is 
associated with quantitative traditions (Jacobsen, 2003/ 2007), but is also used within the 
qualitative approach (O'Leary, 2014). The inductive approach signifies the process of 
empirically collecting data as a basis for developing theory. This means that the researcher 
does not identify theories on beforehand as these expectations influences the direction and the 
out comings of the data collection (Jacobsen, 2003/ 2007). Deductive logic is not as 
explorative, and focuses on revealing patterns in data (O'Leary, 2014). In this thesis, inductive 
and deductive reasoning was more or less appropriate at different stages. As the entire study 
was performed with the resilience framework as a point of departure, the deductive logic has 
influenced the structuring of the project and the formulation of research questions.  

Data collection methods  
The primary method for collecting data was performing interviews. Jacobsen (2003/ 2007) 
describes conducting interviews with individuals as beneficial when the investigated themes 
are more open and abstract. Interviews with groups is more beneficial with clearly defined 
themes. As the themes identified for or answering the research questions was concluded to be 
more explorative and abstract, individual interviews were considered more appropriate for the 
data collection. 
 
Before the data collection was initiated, the phase of preparation included interviewing 
scheduling and getting familiar with the device used for data-recording. An interview guide 
was created, with questions focusing on different themes; process, stakeholders, interactions, 
functions and collaboration. The themes and questions in the interview guide were developed 
on the basis of answering the research questions of this study, but the theme focusing on the 
process was excluded later on in the data analysis as this theme was concluded to be less 
relevant for answering the research questions. After the first interview had been carried out, 
some changes in the interview guide were done, due to difficulties related to the structure of 
the interview guide. In the updated version of the interview guide the number of questions 
were narrowed down and some questions were reformulated to be more open. Both guides 
followed the same themes, but the simpler design of the interview guide facilitated the data 
collection by providing a better overview of the themes during the interviews. Both versions 
of the interview guide are presented in Appendix 1.  
 
There are different types of interviews, including structured, semi-structured and unstructured 
interviews. A structured interview is described as appropriate if the interviewer lacks 
experience and also depend on what kind of data is requested, this type of interview is more 
suitable for standardization of data (O'Leary, 2014). As the interviewer had limited experience 
of performing interviews, this study entailed a progress of the interviewer developing her 
skills and becoming familiar with conducting interviews. This include the entire process of 
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preparing interviews, collecting data from interviews as well as the post interview process of 
analysing data. For this reason, semi-structured interviews were concluded to be suitable. In 
this type of interview questions are defined prior to the interview, but also allows for changes 
during the interview (ibid). The interviews were conducted using a pre-structured interview 
guide as a basis while questions appearing during the interviews could also be included. 
Simulating a real-world interview by performing a trial before the actual interview took place 
was another part included in the phase of preparation (ibid). Even though an interview trial 
was conducted before the data collection, it was difficult to simulate a realistic trial due to 
specific knowledge of the informants selected in this study not corresponding to the 
knowledge of the informant participating in the trial.  
 
As a complement to data collected from interviews, literature was reviewed to gain further 
insight in the process so far, but also for understanding the prevailing conditions for 
developing a food strategy in Stockholm County and to build theory into the project. 
Literature were reviewed in all phases of the research process. In the initial phase of the study, 
the main focus of the literature concerned the theory and the methods used in the project. This 
was mainly scientific books and journal articles about food systems, governance, resilience, 
social network analysis and interviewing techniques. To become familiar with different food 
strategy in Sweden and the project of developing the food strategy in Stockholm County, 
reports and unpublished documents from SCAB were also reviewed at an early stage. Along 
with collecting and analysing data, additional literature regarding the organizations involved 
in developing the food strategy was also reviewed. This literature was mainly collected from 
the websites of the organisations.   

Ethical aspects 
Jacobsen (2003/2007) presents different ethical aspects that have been incorporated in this 
study to the greatest extent possible: informed consent, protection of personal life and identity 
of the interviewees as well as an accurate documentation and representation of data. All 
informants gave their consent to the interviewer audio-recording the interviews and also 
agreed to quotes being published after being reviewed and approved by them. During the data 
collection, a contract was signed by both the interviewee and the interviewer to support that 
the ethical principles was considered and that the informants agreed to be part of the study. By 
signing the contract, the informants gave their consent to participating in the study even 
though their identity might be realized indirectly through their roles in the organization they 
represented, as this information could not be excluded from this study due to its importance 
for the results. All interviews, expect one, were carried out in meeting rooms in the office 
building and working place of the informants. One interview was conducted in a meeting 
room at the Royal Institute of Technology. The informants were anonymized to the greatest 
extent possible. However, the identity of the informants might indirectly be realized due to the 
position each informant has in the organization/authority they represent.     
 
When performing interviews, it is important to consider the position of both the respondent as 
well as the position of the interviewer, as these affects the answers to questions asked during 
the interview (O'Leary, 2014). In this study, the researcher followed the guidelines provided 
by Jacobsen (2003/2007) for creating an open and trusting environment between interviewer 
and informant. This was done by initiating the interviews with an introduction of the 
interviewer, an explanation of the purpose and background of the study as well as by 
describing how data collected from the interviews would be used in the study. The informants 
were also asked if they had any questions before the formal interview was initiated. The same 
author also suggests using open questions early on in the interview, listening actively to the 
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informant during the interview while paying attention to the behaviour of the interviewee 
(ibid). The informants were also asked if they had any questions when the interviews were 
concluded.  

Selection of respondents  
To collect data, interviews with key individuals from SCAB and other representatives from 
the food strategy management group were performed. Besides SCAB, the management group 
included individuals from Lantbrukarnas Riksförbund Mälardalen6, Stockholms läns 
landsting7  as well as Svensk Dagligvaruhandel8. These individuals were chosen based on 
their knowledge about the food strategy and other stakeholders involved in the process of 
developing it. In the qualitative tradition, random selection is not viewed as absolute and 
instead allows for conscious selection of samples (O'Leary, 2014). The respondents could, for 
example, be selected based on the value of the information to be gained from their 
participation or based on representation of varieties and differences within the group of 
potential respondents (Jacobsen, 2003/2007). The informants selected for data collection were 
chosen based on their specific knowledge of the subject investigated in this study, but they all 
had different prerequisites for answering the interview questions. A few informants had been 
involved in the process of developing the food strategy from the start, while some of them had 
more recently been included in the process. A few informants had a more holistic perspective 
of the process, while other informants focused more on the organization they were 
representing. For this reason, the interview questions were more of less difficult to answer by 
the informants, depending on the role they had in developing the food strategy.   

Interviewee overview 
The interviewees were selected based on their role in developing the strategy, either as 
member of the management group, due to their knowledge of the process so far or their 
position in the continued process of developing the strategy. Table 1 illustrates the 
organization/authority (including both Swedish and English designations) each interviewee 
represented and which of them are members of the management group. In total, seven 
interviews were carried out, four of the informants represented SCAB and the remaining three 
interviewees were representatives from Federation of Swedish Farmers Mälardalen (FSF 
Mälardalen), Stockholm County Council (SCC) and Swedish Food Retailers Federation 
(SFRF). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
6 In English: Federation of Swedish Farmers Mälardalen 
7 In English: Stockholm County Council 
8 In English: the Swedish Food Retailers Federation. 
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Table 1: interviewee overview showing the organization/authority represented and the members of the management group.   

Interviewee overview 
  

Organisation/myndighet Organization/authority Management 
group 

Länsstyrelsen Stockholm, 
representant 1  

Stockholm County 
Administrative Board, 
representative 1 

No 

Länsstyrelsen Stockholm, 
representant 2 

Stockholm County 
Administrative Board, 
representative 2  

Yes 

Länsstyrelsen Stockholm, 
representant 3 

Stockholm County 
Administrative Board, 
representative 3  

No 

Länsstyrelsen Stockholm, 
representant 4 

Stockholm County 
Administrative Board, 
representative 4  

Yes 

Lantbrukarnas Riksförbund 
Mälardalen (LRF Mälardalen) 

Federation of Swedish Farmers, 
Mälardalen 

Yes 

Stockholms läns landsting (SLL) Stockholm County Council Yes 
Svensk Dagligvaruhandel Swedish Food Retailers 

Federation 
Yes 

 
The information regarding which organizations and which informants are members of the 
management group is described by the project plan provided by SCAB (SCAB, 2018a).  
 
SCAB is a governmental organization responsible for implementing national missions within 
Stockholm County. The implementation of these goals and missions are to be done along with 
consideration of the specific constraints and possibilities of the region. The exchange between 
the government and SCAB also involves SCAB reporting back to the government in 
questions regarding the development of the County. By representing the government in 
Stockholm County, SCAB connects the national agencies and the government with the 
regional and local society, including municipalities (Stockholm County Administrative Board 
[SCAB], n.d.b). SCAB has a range of responsibilities, navigated by directives from national 
agencies. One of the responsibilities ascribed to SCAB is the coordinating role for 
collaboration between actors in the region. One example of SCAB coordinating actors in 
Stockholm County is in the event of crises (Stockholm County Administrative Board 
[SCAB], n.d.e). SCAB also works for sustainable growth in Stockholm County, for example 
sustainability connected to rurality (Stockholm County Administrative Board [SCAB] n.d.d). 
There is also a rural department at SCAB. Besides distributing financial support and 
performing controls in the agricultural sector, this department also mantles the main 
responsibility for developing the food strategy (Stockholm County Administrative Board 
[SCAB], n.d.c). Another responsibility of SCAB is associated with agricultural land-use. 
According to The Swedish Environmental Code, chapter 12, § 9 (SFS: 1998:808), an approval 
from SCAB is required in the event of planned changes in land-use if agricultural land is 
affected.  
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There are several individuals working with the food strategy within SCAB. Besides having 
representatives in the management group, SCAB also has a project group consisting of 
coworkers from SCAB. The project owner9 is one of the key individuals working with the 
food strategy at SCAB also a member of the management group. Other key individuals 
working at SCAB are the project manager attending the meetings of the management group 
and the deputy project manager. The project manager has a leading position in the process and 
is also responsible for reporting and updating the management group. The deputy project 
manager assists the project manager and adds the project group with input (Stockholm County 
Administrative Board [SCAB], 2018a).   
 
The organization of FSF is divided in 17 regions which in turn branches into local and 
municipal departments. One of these regions is FSF Mälardalen (Federation of Swedish 
Farmers [FSF], n.d.b). The members of FSF includes individuals as well as organizations 
(Federation of Swedish Farmers (FSF), 2018) involved in agriculture, forest, gardening and 
refinement businesses. The range of members companies include producers and the 
processors but does not involve representatives from retail or the following representatives in 
the food chain (Federation of Swedish Farmers (FSF), n.d.a; (Federation of Swedish Farmers 
and Swedish Federation of Green Employers [FSF and SFGE], n.d). The FSF organization is 
distributed in 17 regional departments and 1000 local offices in Sweden (Federation of 
Swedish Farmers [FSF], 2018). FSF Mälardalen represents about 15 000 members in 
Stockholm, Uppsala and Västmanlands Counties and is managed by a regional board. The aim 
of the municipal departments, or groups, of FSF Mälardalen is connecting the members of the 
organizations with municipalities (Federation of Swedish Farmers [FSF], 2014). FSF 
represents the interests of the members, to support business growth and competitiveness in 
this part of the food system (Federation of Swedish Farmers [FSF], n.d.a). 
 
SCC is an organization managed by regional politicians. SCC is responsible for the 
coordination of providing different types of services and values to the inhabitants of the 
County, such as health care, regional planning and public transportation. The organization of 
SCC has a large group of employees, which makes this political organizations one of the 
greatest employers in Sweden (Stockholm County Council [SCC], n.d.c). A substantial part of 
the financial means occupied by SCC is used in public procurement (Stockholm County 
Council [SCC], n.d.a). There is a political and an administrative division within SCC, which 
for example involves a specific administration for questions regarding growth and planning 
within Stockholm County. This administrative work involves developing a specific plan 
“Regional utvecklingsplan för Stockholmsregionen10” (RUFS), for the regional development 
in Stockholm (Stockholm County Council [SCC], n.d.b). RUFS does for example provide 
directives for the continued land-use in the region (Stockholm County Council [SCC], 2018). 
SCC also collaborates with other administrative divisions within SCC and with 
municipalities. The administrative part of SCC works on behalf of the politicians in 
Stockholm County by providing them with input and by implementing political decisions. 
Each administrative division within SCC is managed by a director, one of these administrative 
divisions is the growth and regional planning administration (SCC, n.d.b).  
 
SFRF represents Swedish retail companies in the Swedish food system. Their members 
include Axfood AB, Bergendahls Food AB, Coop Sverige AB, ICA Sverige AB, Lidl Sverige 
AB as well as Livsmedelshandlarna. In questions related to business policy, SFRF represents 

                                                
9 SCAB employee. 2018. E-mail 15 April. 
10 Suggested translation in English: Regional development plan for the Stockholm region.   
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the common interests of their members by working towards implementing legislations in 
businesses policy and by acting for improvements in legislations in accordance with the 
interests of the retail branch. The organization also maintain contact with authorities by 
providing them with input in different matters related to the retail branch (The Swedish Food 
Federation [SFRF], n.d).  

Method of analysis  
The analysis of quantitative data includes the process of reducing, organizing, entering and 
coding data and as well as searching for implications present in data through thematic 
analysis. This is followed by an interpretation of the results and the formulation of 
conclusions (O'Leary, 2014).  Jacobsen (2003/2007) identifies five different stages part of 
content analysis following the phase of documentation of data; finding themes in the 
documentation, supporting themes with quotes, quantification of themes appearing in data, 
analyzing how data in interviews supports or contradicts one another and lastly, finding the 
origin of this differences.  

Transcriptions  
The first step of the analysis was transliterating the seven interviews using the files from 
audio-recording the interviews. The recordings from each interview were documented along 
with the notes taken during the interviews, including notes and comments added immediately 
after the interviews. As the interviews were audio-recorded, the transliteration could 
accurately reproduce the contains of the interviews. The transliterations did not include 
specific remarks about the informant’s behaviour during the interview, except for the general 
description in the retyped notes taken by the interviewer during the interview. As some 
sections of the interviews were considered excessive, some simplifications were made in the 
transliterations:    
 

1. Some sentences that were initiated, but then aborted, due to the interviewee or 
interviewer initiating a new direction in the conversation have been excluded in the 
transcriptions.  

2. Words that are considered excessive have sometimes also been excluded in the 
transcription of the interviews. This also applies to the case when shorter sentences 
were not completed and something else was said instead.   

3. When some sentences are started and the cut off and then repeated/restarted again they 
have not been noted twice in the transcriptions.    

4. Some comments by the interviewer have also been excluded in the transliteration, as 
this was not considered to add any further value to the interview, even though these 
comments could be important for evaluating the role of the interviewer.   

Themes and selection of quotes 
When the data had been documented with sufficient accuracy to select quotes, each 
transliteration was searched for themes. This included the themes identified for answering the 
research questions prior to the data collection (defined in the interview guide), as well as new 
themes appearing in the data collection. According to O'Leary (2014) “searching for patterns 
and interconnections” and “mapping and building themes” are both parts of the qualitative 
data analysis process.  
 
Simultaneously, quotes were selected and organized according to these themes. The main 
themes investigated in this study (following the interview guide) included; stakeholders, 
relations/interactions, functions/area of responsibility and collaboration. Also, a new theme 
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“context” was identified in the data. Each transliteration was searched for information relating 
to any of these themes. Then quotes were selected to be categorized according to the themes, 
which made it possible to compare the information given by the informants about each theme. 
Each of these themes was organized in sub-themes. For examples, the theme “stakeholders” 
was divided in the sub-themes; “key stakeholders”, “other stakeholders” and “view on absent 
or excess of stakeholders’ perspectives”. The themes and the sub-themes are presented in the 
results and have been divided in different sections. The two themes “stakeholders” and 
“functions” are presented in the same section.    
 
The categories identified under each theme were compared between the interviews to find 
similarities and differences in the data. For example, for the theme “stakeholders”, the sub-
theme “key stakeholders” where divided in different categories, illustrating what groups each 
informant identified as important in this process. For example, “municipalities” was identified 
as a key stakeholder. It was necessary to identify “stakeholders”, before mapping the relations 
between them, but the functions of the stakeholders were relevant to review simultaneously to 
identifying the stakeholders. One reason for stakeholders being considered more “key” than 
others also related to the function they had in developing the strategy. To illustrate the 
findings relating to these themes, quotes were selected and translated.  
 
In the analysis of stakeholders involved in the strategy, an additional method was applied to 
further illustrate the informant’s views on the representatives in the management group. 
Different key words, representing the stakeholders part of the management group, where 
searched for in the transliterations. This quantitative method also allowed for generalizations 
of data collected from the informants. These results were achieved by searching for the 
organizations/authorities represented in the management group in each transliteration. 
Although, there are uncertainties regarding this method leaving out cases where the 
informants mentioned other stakeholders indirectly, even if the transliterations included notes 
for clarifying who the interviewee refer to at some points. These notes have not been 
accounted for in the numbers shown in table 2 as it only considers direct references to the 
organizations/authorities. Another uncertainty connected to this method is that it does not 
consider the context in which the organizations/authorities are mentioned. For instance, most 
commonly informants referred to the “Federation of Swedish Farmers Mälardalen”, using 
only “Federation of Swedish Farmers”, but in some cases they referred to the national part of 
the organization and not the regional unit “Mälardalen”. These contextual implications were 
not accounted for by this method either. Also, alternative expressions for referring to these 
organizations/authorities not searched for in the transliterations is yet another uncertainty of 
this method. The number of times an organization/authority was mentioned during the 
interviews partly depend on how the interviewer steered the direction of the interview. 
Therefore, the total number of times the organizations was mentioned during the interview 
(including the number of times the interviewer refers to the organizations) is also presented in 
table 2.  
 
Social network analysis 
To map the relations among stakeholders part of the governance system for the food strategy, 
a SNA was performed for visualisation and measuring the network properties. A sociomatrix 
(see Appendix 4) was constructed, based on the data collected about the stakeholder relations. 
After mapping the relations in the sociomatrix, the sociograph was constructed to visualize 
the network structure. The structural properties of the SNA were also measured using degree 
centrality (see section for background and theory). As several stakeholders identified in the 
data collection was not included in the group of informants, there are limitations in knowledge 
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regarding their interactions and functions in the process of developing the food strategy. An 
additional sociograph was created to illustrate the relations only within SCAB, this graph is 
included in Appendix 2.  
 
 
Principles for Resilience  
Another part of the qualitative data analysis is “building and verifying theories” (O'Leary, 
2014). In this phase of the study, the results presented in the following section (results part I) 
were verified by applying resilience theory, consisting of a framework of principles for 
resilience in SES provided by Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon (2015). The resilience evaluation is 
presented in part II of the results. The principles most relevant to discuss in this context partly 
depended on the information collected from the informants, but the principles also guided the 
formulation of research questions 1-3 which in turn influenced the content of the interviews.  
 
Among the principles presented by Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon (2015), five was selected for 
the evaluation; maintain diversity and redundancy (1), manage connectivity (2), encourage 
learning (5), broaden participation (6) and promote polycentric governance (7).  All of the 
resilience principles more or less focused on assessing governance. The SNA constituted an 
important basis for the resilience evaluation, but to construct the SNA it was necessary to first 
identify the stakeholders part of the governance system. Besides the SNA, the resilience 
evaluation used information about the stakeholders described in the section “interviewee 
overview”, the results (part I) regarding the functions of the stakeholders, the collaboration 
and the context as a basis.  

Case study description  

In Stockholm County there are 26 municipalities and the total population amounts to about 
2,3 million inhabitants.  About one million of the inhabitants resides in Stockholm 
Municipality. According to prognoses, the population of this County is expected to increase 
with 50 percent in 2050 (SCC, 2018). According to the Swedish Board of Agriculture ([SBA], 
2017), the total agricultural yield in grain produced in Stockholm County in 2017 corresponds 
to about 3 percent of the national agricultural yield (29975 of 1012652 hectares). Even though 
a significant part of the population of Sweden resides in Stockholm County, the food 
production is low in relation to this. There are also competing interests in land-use with other 
stakeholders not part of the food system. Most of the working opportunities in the food 
system are located in the later part of the food chain, mainly in the restaurant and catering 
businesses. The group of food processors amounts to about 750 companies in Stockholm 
County, out of 8000 companies in Sweden in total. Retail and food distributors are two other 
significant groups part the food system in Stockholm County, in comparison to the total 
number of companies on the national level. Besides these branches and the large group of 
consumers, the tourism industry is yet another sector important for the food system in 
Stockholm County (SCAB, 2018).  
 
With the intent of achieving a more sustainable food system for Stockholm County, SCAB is 
now in the process of developing a strategy with goals and targets for how to do so by 2030. 
The strategy targets all groups part of the food system and uses the national strategy as a point 
of departure. The strategy focuses on Stockholm County, but also integrates the primary food 
production in Södermanland, Uppsala, Västmanland, Örebro, Gotland, Gävleborg and 
Östergötland Counties in the strategy.  The process of developing the strategy have up until 
now involved several steps for obtaining important input. In 2017, a situation analysis, a gap 
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analysis, a dependency and vulnerability analysis as well as workshops were carried out. Part 
of the situation analysis included an identification of stakeholders important for the process of 
developing the food strategy. The work was initiated in 2016, with the formulation of a 
project plan and a project budget. The aim is to deliver the strategy document at the end of 
2018. Then the phase of implementing the strategy follows by involving stakeholders and 
distributing responsibilities (SCAB, 2018a). 
 
Besides the management group, there are two other groups included in the process of 
developing the food strategy - the project group and the drafting committee. These groups are 
briefly accounted for in the project plan. The management group has the mandate to make 
decisions and the project group is a constellation of employees at SCAB working with the 
strategy. The drafting committee provides input to the strategy and will also be used for 
forwarding and implementing the strategy.  
 
Besides the organizations presented in the interviewee overview, two other key stakeholders 
(part of the drafting committee) includes the Swedish Food Federation (SFF) and the group of 
municipalities (see results, part I). SFF is an organization representing the interests of the 
companies in the food processing industry in Sweden (The Swedish Food Federation [SFF], 
n.d). As described above, there are several municipalities in Stockholm County. 
Municipalities are responsible for land-use (Swedish Association of Local Authorities and 
Regions [SALAR], 2018), an aspect of importance in terms of stakeholder functions in the 
food strategy.   

The governance system of the food strategy (part I) and the resilience evaluation (part 
II) 

The following sections presents the results divided in two parts. Part I contains the results 
from the interviews and the identified governance system in terms of stakeholders, functions 
and relations. Part II applies the information about the governance system as well as 
information presented in the case description to evaluate resilience in the food strategy.  

Part I: Governance system, interviews with informants  
This section presents the results from the interviews. The results were dived into different 
sections based on the main themes found through the thematic data analysis. The main themes 
identified included; key stakeholders, other stakeholders, absent stakeholders, functions, 
relations, collaboration and context. Identifying the stakeholders governing the food strategy 
was done prior to mapping the relations in the governance system for devolving the food 
strategy. This first section reviewing the stakeholders and their functions were important for 
evaluating several resilience principles, for example the principle related to diversity and 
redundancy.  

Key stakeholders and functions 
All organizations/authorities represented in the management group have been categorized as 
key stakeholders for developing the food strategy. Three out of four representatives from 
SCAB stated that this group are to jointly decide on goals for the strategy (representative 1, 2 
and 3). The informants also emphasized that these decisions are open to modifications 
(SCAB, representative 1). The representative from FSF Mälardalen described this group as 
responsible for defining the direction of the food strategy. This description was furtherly 
supported by the representatives from SCC and SFRF, they described the management group 
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as responsible for making decisions on a general level (SFRF) and the informant from SCC 
viewed this group more as a platform for collaboration.  
 
Table 2 below summarizes the view of each informant on the other stakeholders in the 
processes of developing the food strategy. This was done by quantifying how frequently each 
interviewee referred to the other organizations represented in the management group. The 
numbers in table 2 indicate the total number of times each informant referred to the other 
organizations represented in the management group compared with the total number of times 
these organizations were referred to during the entire interview (also including the number of 
times the interviewer mentioned each organization). For example, SCAB representative 1 
referred to the FSF Mälardalen 30 times during the interview and the interviewer mentioned 
the same organization 5 times. In total, FSF Mälardalen was referred to 30 + 5 = 35 times 
during the interview.     
 
Table 2: Overview of frequecy in informants referation to organisations in the management group.  
 

Stockholm 
County 
Administrative 
Board 

Federation of 
Swedish 
Farmers 
Mälardalen 

Stockholm 
County Council 

Swedish Food 
Retailers 
Federation 

Key words searched 
for in the 
transliterations: 

SCAB, 
representative 1 

13 out of 19 30 out of 35 15 out of 18 6 out of 6 Länsstyrelsen 

SCAB, 
representative 2  

12 out of 16 16 out of 18 12 out of 14 7 out of 7 
 

SCAB, 
representative 3  

13 out of 23 4 out of 5 3 out of 5 3 out of 4 
 

SCAB, 
representative 4  

7 out of 14 8 out of 9 7 out of 8 5 out of 5 
 

FSF, Mälardalen 
representative 

29 out of 33 17 out of 24 10 out of 13 1 out of 2 LRF, Lantbrukarnas 
riksförbund 

SCC 
representative 

24 out of 33 9 out of 12 10 out of 18 0 out of 1 Landstinget 

SFRF 
representative 

13 out of 15 7 out of 8 2 out of 3 5 out of 7 Svensk 
Dagligvaruhandel, 
dagligvaruhandel 

 
To gain an overview of the relative importance of each stakeholder in the management group, 
the proportional division of how many times each organization was mentioned in all the 
interviews was calculated (see Appendix 3).  The results of the calculations showed that 
SCAB was most frequently mentioned in the interviews, followed by FSF Mälardalen. 
Among the total number of keywords representing the organizations in the management 
group, the keywords representing these two stakeholders corresponded to 38,5 respectively 
31,6 percent of the hits. SCC and the SFRF corresponded to 20,5 respectively 9,4 percent.  
 
This section also accounts for the functions, or area of responsibility, of the stakeholders 
involved in developing the food strategy. The stakeholders’ functions in the governance 
system were of interest in the resilience evaluation, for example to assess the principle of 
stakeholder diversity and redundancy. The functions of the key stakeholders were the main 
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focus. Area of responsibility refers to what perspectives are represented by each stakeholder, 
what function they have in developing the food strategy, for example which part of the food 
system they represent and what scale they are working at (national, regional, local). The 
function of the stakeholders could also explain the relative importance of the stakeholders 
implicated by the calculations above. The informant from SCC described the general 
functions of the members of the management groups such as: 
 
“That’s how it is, based on the mission they [FSF Mälardalen] have. And that’s the point of 
it, that each of us are working with our own area of responsibility and when it is possible to 
synchronize and when we can collaborate – then we will.”  

Stakeholders in the management group 
The implications of the calculations above were also reflected by the descriptions of the 
informants. Representative 1 and 3 from SCAB along with the representative from SCC 
identified SCAB as the owner of the project for developing the food strategy. SCAB 
representative 2 and the informant from SFRF described SCAB in terms of being responsible 
for coordination. The informant from FSF Mälardalen mentioned that SCAB has the 
governmental assignment to develop the strategy.  
 
There are different departments at SCAB contributing to the process of developing the food 
strategy. One of the SCAB departments - rural - represented in the food strategy occupies 
financial capital for supporting agricultural production (SCAB, representative 2) the other 
department (growth) primarily contributes with innovation and business development 
perspectives in the strategy, but also sustainability perspectives related to innovation (SCAB, 
representative 4). Representative 4 stated that the department for growth works broadly with 
business and innovation and that the competence related to primary food production is located 
at the other departmental, rural. The rural department are also handling environmental aspects 
in the food strategy, but it does not seem to be their main focus (SCAB, representative 2).  
 
Another group working within the food strategy is “projektgruppen11”. This was described as 
a constellation of employees within the organization of SCAB, including the project manager 
and other coworkers, one of them described as the “process leader”. The project owner also 
working at SCAB was not part of the project group (SCAB representative 1, 2 and 3). The 
informants described how this group is supported by sub-groups working with the food 
strategy by delivering input to the strategy (SCAB representative 1, 2, 3 and 4). It was not 
explained if these sub-groups consists only of individuals from the project group or if other 
representatives from SCAB are involved in this group. The project group was identified as 
important in the process of developing the food strategy but was not classified as a 
stakeholder of its own, instead viewed as part of the SCAB organization.  
 
Several informants emphasized the involvement of FSF Mälardalen in developing the food 
strategy (SCAB representative 2 and 4, SFRF and SCC). For example, SCAB representative 2 
described their involvement such as:  
 
“…I am thinking that FSF has a leading role… this is due to FSF being present both on the 
regional and the national scale and because of them viewing this as an important question. 
They are involved in most of the regional food strategies and you can clearly see that there is 
an ongoing discussion at the national level how to form an opinion in different questions.”  

                                                
11 Project group 
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Besides representing a certain part of the food system (see interviewee overview), it seemed 
that FSF Mälardalen was important in terms of contributing to the strategy with regional 
competence (SCAB, representative 1), but also with national competence and experience from 
other regional food strategies (FSF, SCAB, representative 2 and 4). The relevance of SCC and 
SFRF in developing the food strategy appeared to be less emphasized by the informants, in 
comparison to their view on the role of SCAB and FSF Mälardalen, as these two stakeholders 
were not commented on to the same extent. But both stakeholders were concluded to be 
important; SCC in the role of a regional stakeholder described as a relevant partner for 
collaboration (SCAB representative 1 and 2) and SFRF as a stakeholder incorporating the 
national perspective in the strategy, also representing several large food retail companies 
(SCAB, representative 1 and SFRF).      
 
In the food strategy, SCC is important as a regional actor representing public institutions in 
the role of employer and purchaser (SCC). Public institutions are important to involve in the 
food strategy due to the services they provide and how these are dependent on the provision 
of food. In this role SCC fills a function in the food strategy (SFRF). Another function filled 
by SCC is related to spatial planning (considered in RUFS), and SCC is also a platform for 
reaching municipalities (SCAB, representative 4). This was understood as different 
perspectives that SCC could add to the food strategy. The SCC informant recurrently 
mentioned another strategy recently developed by SCC (also related to the food strategy) and 
how the involvement of SCC in the food strategy enhances synergies in these different 
strategies.   
 
As described by the informant from SFRF (and in the interviewee overview) this organization 
functions as a link to important retail companies in Sweden. The informant also mentioned 
that smaller retail businesses are also connected to the members of SFRF through the 
distribution of goods from the organization members to these smaller actors. Hence, SFRF 
does not only link the large actors in the retail business, but also include the perspectives of 
smaller retail businesses. Even if the national level is the focus of SFRF (SFRF, SCAB, 
representative 1), this stakeholder contributes with important input of the food system to the 
food strategy (SCAB, representative 4).  

Stakeholders in the drafting committee 
Another group of stakeholders described as important by all informants was municipalities. 
Most informants also described a few municipalities as more key than others, referring to 
more rural municipalities with some degree of food production. (SCAB representative 1, 2, 3 
and 4, FSF Mälardalen, SCC). A few municipalities were highlighted by the informants, 
including Södertälje (SCAB representative 1, 2, 3 and 4, FSF Mälardalen) as well as Norrtälje 
(FSF Mälardalen and SCAB representative 2 and 4), Sigtuna (and SCAB representative 2 and 
4) and Stockholms stad (SCAB, representative 2 and 4). Both politicians and officials 
working in municipalities were mentioned as being important (SCAB, representative 4). 
SCAB representative 4 also described a few municipalities as being more relevant to involve 
before implementing the strategy and explains their relevance such as: 
 
“…because it is in municipalities that things are being done. So, it is… for us, it is always an 
important part to engage municipalities, involving them for contributing with their 
knowledge.”   
 
The representatives from SFRF and SCC described the involvement of municipalities as 
relevant for anchoring the strategy in the “real world”. This group seemed to be important 
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both as being a source of input to the strategy and also later in the phase of implementation. 
The informant from FSF Mälardalen especially emphasized politicians as an important group 
of stakeholders, both in municipalities and in Stockholm County Council:  
 
“If we don’t have the politicians in Storstockholm and the other municipalities with us, or if 
the County Council is not on track regarding this being an important aspect for the regional 
development in Stockholm, in terms of self-sufficiency and the food production… then this will 
only be a document for officials that nobody cares about.” 
 
The SCAB representatives (1 and 4) and SFRF also suggested politicians to be a relevant 
group in the strategy, but SCAB representatives 4 and SFRF also highlighted that officials 
constitute another group of actors needed in the development of the strategy. A few of the 
municipalities were described as potential members of a recently formed group named 
“beredningsgruppen12”. According to SCAB representative 1, the municipalities represented 
in this group will only be officials. The members representing municipalities included in the 
drafting committee are Sigtuna, Norrtälje, Södertälje and Stockholm stad (SCAB 
representative 2) together with representatives from SCC and FSF (SCAB, representative 1). 
It was assumed that FSF referred to FSF Mälardalen, even if this was not specified by the 
informant. Even though this group was still in the phase of being put together, all the 
representatives from SCAB (1, 2 and 3) described the representation of stakeholders in this 
group as broad.  
 
The main functions of municipalities were identified as adding input and knowledge to the 
strategy (SCAB, representative 2 and 4) and then, later in the process, contributing to the 
implementation of the strategy (SCAB, representative 1, 3 and 4). Public procurement was 
mentioned as one of their tools for doing so (SCAB, representative 2, 3 and 4). Three of the 
informants also mentioned that municipalities are responsible for land-use (SCAB, 
representative 1 and 4 and SCC), which could be important in the context of primary food 
production. The SCC representative highlighted the relevance of municipal involvement due 
to their responsibility in processes for planning permissions and SCAB representative 4 also 
brought up spatial planning as another reason for involving municipalities. As the 
municipalities have different conditions for contributing with for example primary production, 
one informant emphasized that they will all make different contributions to the food strategy 
(SCAB, representative 2). The representative from SFRF described municipalities as the end 
of the food chain where hospitals, schools and elderly homes are located. The informant from 
SCC mentioned how municipalities also connects the food strategy to consumers and 
producers of services and goods (SCC).   
 
As mentioned above, land-use is one of the responsibilities connected to municipalities. This, 
however, was also related to the responsibilities of both SCAB and SCC. Both SCAB or SCC 
are to provide recommendations for land-use, SCAB doing so in accordance with the national 
food strategy with agriculture interests as a point of departure, and SCC as a regional 
stakeholder also considering land-use in their plans on this level. This was not described as a 
“overlap” but more as an area in which conflicting interests could arise (SCAB, representative 
1 and 2). 
 

                                                
12 English translation: drafting committee 
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Another key stakeholder that had turned down an invitation to be part of the management 
group was “Livsmedelsföretagen13”, but this organizations instead accepted an invitation to be 
part of the drafting committee (SCAB, representative 1 and 2). Especially the representative 
from SFRF emphasized the involvement of SFF in the strategy:  
 
“If you consider actors outside [interpretation: not directly engaged in the regional food 
strategy] it is, like I said, that you need to have a representation; FSF, SFF, Swedish Food 
Retailers Federation…”  
 
Due to this, SFF along with the other stakeholders confirmed to be part of the drafting 
committee was viewed as key stakeholders in developing the strategy.  The informants 
described the drafting committee as a group assisting the management group with information 
and new perspectives (SCAB representative 1, 2 and 3). Although the stakeholders in the 
drafting committee did not seem to have the same mandate as the management group in terms 
of decision-making, their ability to influence the process of developing the strategy motivated 
categorizing them as key stakeholders in this study. As it could not be confirmed that a few of 
these stakeholders would be part of the drafting committee at the time of the data collection, 
there are a few organizations that were mentioned by the informants that were not considered 
to be key stakeholders in this context. This included an organization from the tourism 
industry, “Visita”, a consumer organization and a representation from wholesale (SCAB, 
representative 1 and 2). Municipalities as a group could be viewed as key stakeholders as 
there seemed to be a consensus among the informants regarding the importance of involving 
them in the strategy and also from the perspective of being members in the drafting 
committee.  

Other stakeholders  
Besides the key stakeholders identified, a few other organizations were mentioned by the 
informants. These stakeholders were categorized as “other stakeholders” as they were not part 
of either the management group or the drafting committee but still collaborated with SCAB in 
the process of developing the food strategy for Stockholm County. Most of them where 
national agencies. The representative from SFRF described the role of national agencies such 
as: 
 
“…like I described earlier, the point of departure is that you are working mainly at a national 
level. I’m sure it is motivated to attend and there are reasons for having a closer attendance 
from authorities. But it probably won’t happen, with the motivation “no, we work at a 
national level, we can’t attend to every single County Administrative Board, or every single 
strategy meeting on regional level”.”  
 
Accordingly, the roles of the national agencies were viewed as less dominant in the strategy 
and these stakeholders were ranked accordingly. These stakeholders were identified in the 
data collected from SCAB, as SCAB was described as the actor being responsible for 
collaboration.  One of these agencies, mentioned by three informants from SCAB 
(representative 2, 3 and 4) was Livsmedelsverket14. Other agencies identified by 
representative 2 and 4 were Jordbruksverket15 and Upphandlingsmyndigheten16. Also, other 
County Administrative Boards (SCAB, representative 2), Myndigheten för Samhällsskydd 
                                                
13 The Swedish Food Federation 
14 National Food Agency 
15 Swedish Board of Agriculture 
16 National Agency for Public Procurement 
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och Beredskap17, research institutions, Vinnova18, Tillväxtverket19, Naturvårdsverket20  and 
Energimyndigheten21 (SCAB, representative 4) were other actors identified as important in 
the strategy. Arbetsförmedlingen22 and a group of representatives working with regional food 
strategies (with representatives from Stockholm, Södermanland, Örebro and Västerås) were 
mentioned by representative 3. It was assumed that the representative from Västerås referred 
to an individual involved in a food strategy for Västmanland County. Table 3 summarizes the 
findings about key stakeholders and other stakeholders involved in the food strategy, also 
categorized according to the geographical scale they are operating within (national, regional 
or local level). 
 
An additional stakeholder identified in the data collection was the Swedish Government. This 
actor was defined as an important stakeholder due to its influence on the responsibilities and 
missions of SCAB (SCAB, representative 1, 2 and 4). Due to the indirect involvement in the 
food strategy, the Swedish Government was not classified as a key stakeholder. Other 
stakeholders identified, indirectly connected to the food strategy, were a council for business 
policy, consisting om SFRF:s members from the retail branch (SFRF),  a regional board for 
FSF Mälardalen as well as the members of FSF Mälardalen (FSF Mälardalen).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
17 Swedish Civil Contingencies Agency 
18 Swedish Governmental Agency for Innovation 
19 Swedish Agency for Economic and Regional Growth 
20 Swedish Environmental Protection Agency 
21 Swedish Energy Agency 
22 Swedish Public Employment Service 
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Table 3: the key stakeholders and other stakeholders identified through the data collection.   
 

Key stakeholders Other stakeholders 
National 
level 

Swedish Food Retailers 
Federation 

Swedish Government Swedish Agency for 
Economic and Regional 
Growth  

Swedish Food Federation National Food Agency Swedish Public 
Employment Service  

 
  

Swedish Board of 
Agriculture 

Swedish Environmental 
Protection Agency   

National Agency for Public 
Procurement 

Swedish Energy Agency 
  

Swedish Civil 
Contingencies Agency 

Research Institutions 
  

Swedish Governmental 
Agency for Innovation 

Council for business policy 
(members of the Swedish 
Food Retailers Federation 
organization) 

Regional 
level 

Stockholm County 
Administrative Board 

County Administrative 
Boards  

Federation of Swedish 
Farmers, Mälardalen 
Regional board  

Federation of Swedish 
Farmers, Mälardalen 

Representatives from 
regional food strategies; 
Stockholm, Södermanland, 
Örebro and Västerås  

 

 
Stockholm County 
Council 

  

Local level Municipalities (in 
example Södertälje, 
Norrtälje, Sigtuna and 
Stockholm stad) 

 
Federation of Swedish 
Farmers, Mälardalen 
Members 

 
Any further descriptions of the functions of the government, research institutions, the national 
agencies, SFF, other County Administrative Boards (CAB:s), the group with representatives 
from other food strategies, the members and regional board of FSF Mälardalen or the council 
for business policy connected to SFRF was not found in the data collection. SFF was 
understood to be collaborating with SFRF on the national level (SFRF).  According to the 
SCAB representative 2, the National Agency for Public Procurement and the National Food 
Agency are commissioned to work with the national food strategy and also have regional 
commitments (representative 1, 2 and 4). Research institutions were described by 
representative 4 from SCAB to be involved in questions related to innovation and other areas 
managed by the growth department at SCAB.  Besides this, it was not possible to identify any 
specific functions or responsibilities of these stakeholders in the food strategy. The same 
informant also generally described the involvement of stakeholders not directly connected to 
the strategy such as: 
 
“But I’m thinking that it is more that you connect [stakeholders] to priorities [refers to 
priorities/areas of focus in the food strategy], where/when something is about to be done 
related to the priorities… …the priorities does in turn connect to other systems and other 
stakeholders.” 
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Therefore, it was difficult to identify the area of responsibility or the functions of stakeholders 
not included in the data collection or not part of any of the groups in the food strategy, either 
the management group or the drafting committee.  

Views on loss or excess of stakeholder perspectives  
The informants perceived the representation in the management group as suitable, but a few 
perspectives were suggested to be lacking in the process. The informant from SFRF expressed 
that it was unfortunate that SFF had not been involved to the same extent as SFRF, also 
suggesting a few other stakeholders that could be added to the management group: 
 
“Yes, I think there could have been a few more. The representation from the County 
Administrative Board have been large, almost every time it has been three of them. But we, 
who have been invited, have practically only been 3-4 as well. So, the producers, some 
representative from the municipalities giving the municipal perspective, and then maybe more 
from the suppliers… does are things that could be added without any problem.”  
   
Besides this, the SFRF informant also mentioned wholesale, the tourism industry and the 
restaurant business, but did not specify if these actors could be added in the management 
group or elsewhere in the governing structure. The same informant mentioned how 
contingency planning had been brought up for discussion. This perspective did not seem to be 
directly represented in any of the groups of the food strategy at the time of the data collection. 
The informant from SCC described that more municipal involvement could be important but 
did not specify how. The absence of food distributors in the food strategy development 
process was mentioned by the same informant. The informant was understood to be referring 
to distributor representatives in wholesale and deliverers to retail. SCAB representative 4 also 
recognized municipalities as an absent group and SCAB representative 1 also seemed 
uncertain about how to handle the large group of municipalities. Altogether, the absent 
stakeholders were representatives from different parts of the food system. Representative 1 
from SCAB described how the strife was to have a broad representation in the food strategy: 
 
“Basically, I think that it’s good that we want to have a representation from the entire food 
chain, or food system, including consumers.” 
 
Consumers was another group mentioned by several informants (SCAB, representatives 1 and 
2 and SCC, SFRF). Due to this group being in the process of potentially being linked to the 
strategy, it was not clear if it could be viewed as an absent stakeholder or not. The same 
dilemma concerned stakeholders from the tourism industry and from wholesale. Some kind of 
business representation was requested by a few informants (SCAB, representative 4, SFRF 
and SCC), both in general (SFRF) and more specifically from the primary food production 
system (SCAB, representative 4). The representative also discussed business representation in 
terms of scales, suggesting that also smaller actors representing primary food production and 
the food industry could be important. Representative 2 from SCAB also mentioned research 
as a perspective that could be incorporated in the food strategy, for dealing with issues related 
to scales: 
 
“… I think it is interesting, it is a question we’re constantly battling with, it is… the scale. 
Because, Stockholm has to… from one perspective, we are to operate locally. And that is 
about… …supporting the local production that is really important, both from an ecosystem 
point of view and from a business development perspective. But also, that we need to have a 
regional perspective and… maybe from the perspective of civil contingency planning and 
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from a national perspective, because there are so many of us. I think it would be interesting 
to… bring them together. When you look at the different regional food strategies, I don’t think 
they are handlining these questions related to scales. Depending on which question you look 
at.”  
 
Other stakeholders mentioned and suggested to be important was environmental organizations 
and civil society (SCAB, representative 1 and 4). 
 
The stakeholders identified as absent by the informants included food processors, distributor 
(wholesale and deliverers to retail), the tourism industry, the restaurant business, 
municipalities, consumers, additional business perspectives (including primary food 
producers, and small-scale primary food producers), research, environmental organizations 
and civil society. It could not be confirmed if wholesale, consumers and the tourism industry 
were absent or not based on the data collection.   

Relations and interactions 
The first part of this section describes the relations within groups (1-3): this includes relations 
between stakeholders in the management group and also relations within the organizations 
represented in the management group. Then the relations between the main groups – the 
management group, the project group and the drafting committee - in the food strategy are 
presented (4). This is followed by a description of the relations between the key stakeholders 
and other stakeholders (5-6). The relations in part 1-6 constitute the basis for the SNA (part 
7), also included in this section. The resulting SNA, visualizing the governance system, is 
further evaluated in the resilience assessment. As the SNA does not provide any information 
regarding the strength of these relations, this section also includes a review of the type of 
relations existing between stakeholders included in the SNA. The results from this section, 
especially the SNA, were used for evaluating the principles related to connectivity and 
polycentric governance.   

1. Relations within the management group 
As described in the section reviewing the stakeholders in the food strategy, the management 
group consists of stakeholders representing SCAB, SCC, FSF Mälardalen and SFRF. This 
group, with the present representation of stakeholders, has met for approximately 6 months 
(SCAB, representative 2). As described previously, the management group has the mandate to 
make decisions in the food strategy. This group gathers more seldom than once a month, 
about every second month (SCAB, representative 1, 2 and 3 and SFRF), in between these 
meetings they communicate through e- mail (SCAB, representative 3 and SFRF). 
Representative 1 from SCAB also described that the members of the management group have 
been invited to different events that SCAB had arranged themselves or partly been arranging, 
FSF Mälardalen had participated in all of these events and SFRF had attended a few activities. 
SCC had no attendance at these events (SCAB, representative 1 and SCC). Besides the 
members of the management group, representatives from other organizations also participated 
in these events. The activities arranged by SCAB includes workshops directly related to the 
food strategy. The informants described the interactions in the management group quite 
differently, but it seemed that all organizations have been attending the majority of the 
meetings (SCAB, representative 1, SCC and SFRF). The representative from FSF Mälardalen 
described interactions in the management group such as:  
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“The management group had the purpose of getting to know one another and to reach a 
mutual understanding about the assignment we share in this question. I think we have 
achieved that.”  
 
The interactions between SCAB and FSF Mälardalen involves more discussions compared to 
interactions involving SFRF and SCC. One informant mentioned that the representation in the 
management group had occasionally varied as different individuals had attended the meetings 
(SCAB, representative 1). Several individuals represents SCAB during these meetings, either 
as a guest or as member of the group (SCAB, representative 1, 2 and 3 and SFRF). The 
following quote illustrates how SCAB representative 1 viewed the interactions in the 
management group:  
 
“… [talking about what had been explained during a course that SCAB representative 1 had 
been participating in] she said that “it is really important, you don’t sit in a management 
group, you work in a management group”. That’s something you need to communicate to this 
group [the management group for the food strategy] as well. And then there are others that 
are participating actively, but they change the representation [different individuals attending 
the meetings] which make it hard to know what the mandates of the individuals in the group 
are.” 
 
The descriptions of the interactions involving SFRF could be explained by how the SFRF 
informant described the purpose of this organization and personal reason for participating in 
the management group. The informant representing SFRF seemed to view the food strategy 
for Stockholm County more as an opportunity of learning about regional processes. The 
representative from SCC mentioned that SCC:s involvement is limited by other commitments. 
The same dilemma of being restricted in time to spend on the food strategy was also described 
by the SFRF informant. The representatives (1 and 3) from SCAB also perceived the 
participation of SCC, FSF and SFRF as constrained by responsibilities in other questions and 
remarked that their own organization deposits most of the resources for this project. Even 
though the relations between the stakeholders in the management group varied, it was 
concluded to be strong as this group meets regularly and maintains contact between these 
meetings.   

2. Relations within SCAB  
Due to SCAB depositing the resources and being the owner of the project, reviewing the 
identified interactions occurring within this organizations is important. The overall impression 
is that the project group is central in this aspect. As suggested by SCAB, representative 2: 
 
“I would say that everything is managed through this smaller… the project manager, the 
deputy project manager, the process leader and me.”  
 
It seems to be a smaller constellation of individuals from the project group that, along with the 
project owner, are responsible for coordination. Besides the project group, there are also sub-
groups, task-forces, within SCAB. It was not further explained which departments at SCAB 
are represented in the project group or in the task-forces, but the informants described how the 
project group is supported by the task forces (SCAB representative 1, 2, 3 and 4).  The 
purpose of these groups was explained as delivering input to the strategy (SCAB, 
representative 1, 2 and 3). As described by SCAB representative 1 and 4, the department 
named “rural” is mainly responsible for the strategy and the interactions between 
stakeholders. Another department – growth - is an additional department involved in 
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developing the strategy, supporting the internal processes within SCAB. SCAB representative 
4 explained:  
 
“I have commissioned people working with different sub-questions and sub-areas [in the 
strategy]. In the building [at the SCAB office], so there are task-forces.” 
 
SCAB representative 3 described how the resources for working with the food strategy is 
located at SCAB and that this also entails decision-making of less crucial kind within SCAB. 
SCAB representative 3 described this such as: 
 
“Then again, SCAB is the representative with lots of time to spare for working with this. On 
sub-levels, smaller decisions are made all the time. That’s how it is, always. But all input 
material is supposed to be bounced back and forth, read through and commented on.”  
 
Hence, the interactions between the groups in SCAB seemed to be characterized by 
information-sharing and discussion. But, as described previously, a few individuals part of the 
project group and the project owner, has the strongest mandate as mainly responsible for 
managing the project. Included in the group of individuals working with the food strategy at 
SCAB is also a process leader with the main responsibility of coordinating stakeholders 
involved in the food strategy, especially the drafting committee (SCAB, representative 1, 2, 3 
and 4). This is another example of the coordinating role associated with SCAB.  

3. Relations within SCC, SFRF and FSF Mälardalen 
The informant from SCC only described the administration structure within SCC very briefly 
and the data collected from this interview was limited in terms of interactions occurring 
within the SCC organization, in the context of working with the food strategy. The SCC 
informant mentioned being part of the growth and regional planning administration at SCC, 
which is led by a director, and commissioned by the political organizations of SCC. As it was 
not clearly articulated by the informant how the development of the food strategy is 
communicated to the rest of the organization, these relations are not illustrated in the SNA in 
figure 4, even though it is likely the that the representative from SCC reports back in 
accordance with how the organization is structured (see interviewee overview).   
 
The representative from SFRF described how the interactions within SFRF were managed 
through a council for business policy, in which this representative was assembling the SFRF 
member companies from the retail branch. The interaction mentioned concerned information 
sharing. Similarly, the informant from FSF Mälardalen reported back to a regional board, to 
the members of FSF Mälardalen and also stated that there are municipality-groups within FSF 
Mälardalen. How the representative interacts with the groups last mentioned, was not 
specified, but it was clear that this group would be informed about the strategy when it had 
been formulated. This informant described how FSF Mälardalen have several “experts” 
working with food strategies and also regularly exchanges information and has discussions 
with other representatives from FSF. 

4. Relations between management group, project group and drafting committee 
The interactions between the management group, the project group (or key individuals in the 
project group) and the drafting committee were described by the representatives from SCAB. 
The informants from SCAB stated that the project group up until now has delivered input to 
the management group for feedback (representative 2) and that the drafting committee will 
have the same function for the project group (representative 1). It seemed that much of the 
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interactions between these groups will go through individuals in the project group (mainly the 
process leader), the project manager and the deputy project manager along with the project 
owner (representative 1, 2, 3 and 4). SCAB representative 4 described the role of the drafting 
committee as “advising” and representative 2 described these relations such as:  
 
“…you decide about… that you are of the opinion that you should pass things along to the 
management group, but the drafting committee could also get assignments from the 
management group.”  
 
The relations between the management group, the project group and the drafting committee 
are presented in figure 4. This illustration shows which organizations are either member of or 
maintain contact with the different groups. For example, SCAB is not a member of the 
drafting committee, but maintains contact with this group. Figure 4 does not give any further 
information about the relations between the stakeholders in these groups.  
 

 
Figure 4: shows the stakeholders involved in either the management group, the project group or the drafting committee and 
the overall relations between these groups.   

5. Relations between SCAB and other stakeholders  
The informants from SCAB stated that they had contact with both SCC (SCAB, 
representative 4) and FSF Mälardalen (SCAB, representative 1) also in other questions not 
directly linked to the food strategy. Any form of interaction with SFRF and SFF, besides their 
involvement in the management group respectively the drafting committee was not 
mentioned.  
 
Due to SCAB being responsible for communication and interactions between stakeholders 
(SCAB, representative 1, 2 and 4), it was concluded that it exists relationships between SCAB 
and the representatives in the drafting committee. This included both SFF and the 
municipalities. The informants from SCAB described the collaboration with Södertälje in 



 34 

terms of participating in workshops together (representative 1) and also in terms of financing 
a project in Södertälje municipality (representative 4). The informants from SCAB also 
mentioned participating in activities with Sigtuna (representative 3) and having close contact 
with Stockholm municipality in questions related to “food tech” (representative 4).  
 
Regarding cooperation between SCAB and national authorities, SCAB representative 2 
mentioned Swedish Board of Agriculture, the National Food Agency, National Agency for 
Public Procurement and other County Administrative Boards in this context. Both 
representative 2 and 3 from SCAB described that there is an ongoing cooperation between the 
National Food Agency and SCAB. Representative 3 also mentioned that these two 
stakeholders were about to be involved in a course involving workshops that connects to the 
food strategy. Other authorities identified as being in contact and cooperating with SCAB was 
the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency (representative 4), the Swedish Public 
Employment Service and a group of individuals working with food strategies (representative 
3). Representative 4 also accounted for some national agencies, relevant to involve in the food 
strategy. It was not clear if they had already established a contact with these stakeholders. 
This included the Swedish Civil Contingencies Agency, Swedish Governmental Agency for 
Innovation, Swedish Agency for Economic and Regional Growth and the Swedish Energy 
Agency. Considering the quote by SCAB representative 2 (see above), regarding 
collaboration with the national agencies, it was concluded that some kind of relations exists 
between SCAB and these agencies. SCAB and representatives from “research institutions” are 
involved in the same events (representative 2) and has established contact in specific 
questions related to the food strategy (representative 4).   

6. Relations between SCC/SFRF/FSF Mälardalen and other stakeholders 
The informant from SCC mentioned working with SCAB and SFS Mälardalen in other 
contexts, besides their relations through the management group. This informant also 
mentioned another representative from SCC being part of the drafting committee. As the 
knowledge of the interactions between members of the drafting committee was limited, it was 
difficult to determine what relations exists between the SCC representative in the drafting 
committee and the other members, except that this group in general will communicate with 
SCAB.  Regarding the relations with SFRF, the representative form SCC did not know of any 
other connections to this organization, besides participating in the management group 
together. Any existing relations between SCC and SFF were not mentioned by this informant. 
The SCC informant also stated that SCC cooperates with municipalities, but also mentioned 
that the contact with rural municipalities is limited. As the rural municipalities are described 
as an important stakeholder in the strategy, the relations with municipalities relevant for the 
food strategy was assumed to be weaker. 
 
The informant from SFRF described not having any relations to SCAB apart from the food 
strategy and did not mentioned any other relations with SCC or with municipalities either. On 
a national scale, SFRF described having close contact with both FSF (nationally) and 
especially SFF. Besides this, the informant also identified relations with the government 
(especially government office and ministries), along with national agencies, especially the 
National Food Agency but also the Swedish Board for Agriculture and the Swedish 
Environmental Protection Agency.  
 
In accordance with the descriptions provided by SCC and SCAB, the informant from FSF 
Mälardalen also described this organization to be in contact with both SCC and SCAB in 
other contexts as well. This informant also suggested that the relations between SCAB and 
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FSF Mälardalen varied in quality in other questions. The same informant also described an 
established contact between FSF Mälardalen and municipalities, also mentioning there being 
“groups of municipalities” part of the FSF Mälardalen organization. Besides working with 
SFRF in the management group, the informant from FSF Mälardalen did not elaborate on the 
contact between themselves and SFRF or SFF. The informant also mentioned working closely 
together with several national agencies (for example, the Swedish Environmental Protection 
Agency, the National Food Agency and the Swedish Board for Agriculture) on a national 
scale and also mentions working with other County Administrative Boards. Even though there 
is an established contact between FSF and these national authorities, these relations were not 
considered in the sociomatrix or in the sociography as they involves the nationally orientated 
part of FSF organization, and not FSF Mälardalen.  

7. SNA 
The sociograph in figure 5 representing the relations between stakeholders in the food strategy 
does not include the management group, the project group or the drafting committee due to 
difficulties in visualizing stakeholders both as representatives of their respective organization 
and as part of these groups. The members of the management group, the project group and the 
drafting committee as well as their relations, were considered when creating the graph in 
figure 5 as well as the sociomatrix in Appendix 4. The relations represented in both of them 
are based on the results of this section. The project group and the task force groups at SCAB 
are not part of the visualization, nor are the different departments “rural” and growth”. The 
reason for not including these groups was that the relations within SCAB (between 
individuals in the project group, task force and departments) where difficult to map from the 
data collection and not entirely compatible with giving an overall view of the social network 
for developing the food strategy. The limited information regarding the interactions within 
SCC is also evident in these visualizations.   

To illustrate what the collected data revealed about the network for developing the food 
strategy, a sociomatrix was first created (presented in Appendix 4). The binary values 0 and 1 
defines if any existing relationship between the groups listed vertically and horizontally was 
identified in the data collection. The cells assigned with the value 0 indicate that no relation 
between these stakeholders (horizontal or vertical) was identified. As only a few of these 
stakeholders were interviewed, there are several stakeholders that could not describe their 
relations to the other stakeholders (egocentric data collection, see section for background and 
theory). Relations between two stakeholders, neither part of the data collection, was assigned 
the value 0 (if no relations between these stakeholders were suggested by the informants) and 
has been marked with red in the table in Appendix 4, as it was not possible to confirm these 
relations with either stakeholder. One of the relations identified occurs between the national 
agencies and the government, as these agencies are commissioned by the government 
similarly to how SCAB is working (SCAB, representative 2).  

Figure 4 below was constructed as an alternative visualization to the sociomatrix. All 
stakeholders part of the management group was concluded to interact with one another due to 
their involvement in this group. The interactions shown in the matrix and in the graph does 
not inform about the strength or these interactions, but part 1-6 above more thoroughly 
describes how the informants views the relations, also to “other stakeholders”. These results 
constitute a basis for the sociograph and the sociomatrix. Among the other stakeholders 
identified were the national agencies. To further simplify the sociograph and the sociomatrix, 
the agencies were classified in one group - national agencies - instead of representing them as 
separate units.  
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To gain more knowledge of the social network characteristics the degree centrality (see 
background and theory) for each node was calculated (see Appendix 5). The results from the 
calculations showed that the stakeholders most connected to other stakeholders in the social 
network are SCAB, SFRF, FSF Mälardalen and SCC. The implications of the network 
characteristics in relation to the principles for resilience results are evaluated in the next part 
of the results.  
 
As a complement to the SNA in figure 4, an additional SNA was constructed (see Appendix 
2) to illustrate the relations within SCAB, as this was concluded to be an important 
stakeholder and the coordinator of the food strategy. As described above, regarding the 
relations within SCAB, the project owner, the project manager, the deputy project manager 
and the process leader are managing the process (these stakeholders are assumed to 
interacting) and are supported by the project group and the task forces. The contact with the 
project group was assumed to be managed through the project manager and the deputy project 
manager (see interviewee overview) as well as the process leader (which is also a member of 
the project group).  
 

 
Figure 5: social network analysis visualizing the governance system for the food strategy. 

A summary of the informants’ descriptions of their relations to the other stakeholder included 
in the social network analysis is presented in table 4. The column shows the organizations 
represented by the informants and the rows represent all of the stakeholder identified in the 
governance system of the food strategy. The National agencies were grouped together also in 
table 4.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 37 

Table 4: Type of relations between stakeholders and within their organizations.  

  SFRF informant SCAB informants FSF Mälardalen informant SCC informant 

Swedish government; 
Key stakeholder 

One of the main 
authorial contacts 
(government office 
and ministries) 

Works on behalf of the 
government 

-- -- 

SFRF 
Key stakeholder 

  Contact only concerning the 
food strategy 

-- Contact only 
concerning the food 
strategy 

Council for business 
policy 
Less key stakeholder 

Information sharing -- -- -- 

SFF 
Key stakeholder 

Working closely 
together 

Contact only concerning the 
food strategy 

-- -- 

SCAB 
Key stakeholder 

Contact only 
concerning the food 
strategy 

  Contact also in other 
questions, more or less stable 
relations in other areas. 

Contact in other 
questions, another 
representative from 
SCC is part of the 
drafting committee 

FSF Mälardalen 
Key stakeholder 

Working together 
nationally 

Contact in other questions   Contact in other 
questions 

FSF Mälardalen Board 
Less key stakeholder 

-- -- Information sharing -- 

FSF Mälardalen 
Members 
Less key stakeholder 

-- -- -- -- 

SCC 
Key stakeholder 

-- Contact in other questions Contact in other questions   

Municipalities  
Key stakeholder 

-- Contact with several 
municipalities; workshops, 
financing projects 

Municipality group within 
FSF 

Cooperates with 
municipalities, less with 
rural municipalities 

National agencies 
Less key stakeholder 

Contact with a few 
authorities, especially 
National Food Agency 

Collaborating with several 
agencies 

FSF on national level 
collaborates with a few 
agencies 

-- 

Research Institutions 
Less key stakeholder 

-- Contact in different 
questions, involved in same 
event 

-- -- 

Other CAB:s 
Less key stakeholder 

-- Cooperates Working together -- 

Group of representatives 
from regional food 
strategies 
Less key stakeholder 

-- Plans of meeting  -- -- 

 

Collaboration 
This section presents strengths and weaknesses in collaboration identified from the data 
collection, complementing the SNA in the resilience assessment. This section also provides 
input to the resilience evaluation of the principles related to learning and participation.   
 
A few issues related to collaboration were identified through the data collection. The 
informants viewed these issues differently. The informants from SCAB described how they 
experienced a limited amount of engagement among other stakeholders involved (SCAB, 
representative 1, 2 and 4) and also suggested that the other representatives from the 
management group might have limited amount of resources and time to spare for working 
with the food strategy (SCAB, representative 1, 2 and 3). The informants from SFRF and 
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SCC also described how they had other commitments limiting them in working with the food 
strategy. Both of these informants also mentioned feeling overwhelmed by the constant flow 
of information they received and how this influenced their possibility of giving feedback in 
the process.  
 
A potential risk to collaboration in the food strategy was described as different interests and 
priorities among the stakeholders, also in other questions not linked to the food strategy 
(SCAB, representative 1, 2 and 4, SFRF, SCC and FSF Mälardalen). SCAB representative 3 
mentioned lacking understanding about other organizations/authorities, besides the one each 
stakeholder represented themselves, as on key issue that could potentially be turned into a 
strength:   
 
“It is related to what I talked about before, about understanding the purpose of the other 
organizations and what you can do in different areas and that it actually is a strength that 
these organizations are working on different… both in areas, different areas of society, but 
also at different levels in society. It is a strength, it does not have to be something that 
constrains one another, as long as we understand this. In this aspect there is still some work 
to be done in my opinion.”  
 
The informant from FSF Mälardalen and all the informants from SCAB described the 
importance of building relations and listening to one another for creating the right conditions 
for collaboration. FSF Mälardalen also mentioned a specific situation in which the 
collaboration with SCAB was not working well, that could eventually affect collaboration 
also in the context of the food strategy. Another aspect mentioned by the informants was the 
need of explicating the mandated and roles of different stakeholders in the strategy (SCAB, 
representative 1 and 3). 
 
The informant from SFRF mentioned that there had been discussions regarding how to 
successfully communicate the content of the strategy in the phase of implementation and also 
experienced that these dialogues had been constructive. This informant had identified some 
differences among the stakeholder in the management group regarding their expectations on 
the food strategy and how it should be formulated. The informant from SCC described how 
the strategy needed to be as explicit as possible, while the informant from SFRF emphasized 
the importance of avoiding too specific indicators/measurements in the food strategy. The 
informant from SFRF also described the importance of developing the food strategy with the 
ambition of operationalizing it, viewing it more as a plan of action than a strategy.   
 
Regarding the level of participation, the informants agreed that a broad participation was 
necessary, but also viewed this as a factor adding complexity to the process (SCAB 
representative 1, 2 FSF Mälardalen and SFRF). But in the end, it seemed that the broad 
involvement was viewed as positive in terms of generating a successful strategy supported by 
the stakeholders affected. The informant from SFRF also compared the representation from 
SCAB with the representation of other stakeholders in the management group, suggesting 
there to be an excess of SCAB perspectives in relation to the others. The informants from 
SFRF, FSF Mälardalen and SCC did not seem opposed to the idea of adding another 
representative to the management group, while the representatives from SCAB seemed more 
hesitant to this idea (representative 1, 3 and 4). SCAB representative 1 described the broad 
participation of stakeholders in the food strategy in general such as: 
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The aim of the project is to deliver a final strategy. So, for finalizing the project it might be 
problematic with this focus on broad involvement, but for the final results [the 
implementation] I believe this to be important.   
 
The complexity of working with national as well as regional stakeholders in developing the 
food strategy was described as both a strength and a weakness by SCAB representative 1. The 
same informant also described the national competence of these stakeholders as valuable as 
the national food strategy to a great extent influences the development of the food strategy for 
Stockholm County.  

Context  
As previously described (see background and theory), contextual understanding is important 
when applying principles for resilience. Accordingly, this section describes the views of the 
informants on the contextual implications for developing the food strategy. This was a new 
theme identified in the data collection. 

The informants emphasized how Stockholm County is characterized by complexity. This 
region differs from other in terms of the large number of stakeholders (SCAB, representative 
1), many of them working nationally (SCAB representative 1 and 2). The urban setting in 
Stockholm County was also mentioned (SCAB representative 2 and 3 and FSF Mälardalen) as 
a factor adding to the complexity. FSF Mälardalen, SCC and SCAB representative 1 also 
commented on the governance system, specific for this County, in which the responsibilities 
between the County Council and the County Administrative Board are differently arranged 
compared to how other regions divide responsibilities between these two stakeholders. This 
was suggested to add further complexity to the context (FSF Mälardalen). At the time of the 
data collection, Stockholm County was in the process of deciding on changes in the structure 
of governance system, shifting a few responsibilities between SCAB and SCC (FSF 
Mälardalen, SCC and SCAB representative 1).  

Stockholm County was also described as important due to the size of the population and the 
accompanied implications for the market (SFRF, SCAB representative 2). Informant 2 from 
SCAB described how the process of developing the food strategy should not be stressed due 
to the circumstances of developing it, which was understood as the complexity related to the 
many stakeholders involved:  

“It [the process] is slow here in Stockholm, but we have concluded that this won’t be an issue 
and that it’s more important that it [the food strategy] will be anchored. But it’s difficult. We 
have influential municipalities and it is not obvious that they will see the need for a regional 
food strategy from their own point of view.”      

Another aspect of importance in this context, mentioned by this same informant, was an issue 
related to geographical scales. This was also suggested as a reason for involving research in 
the food strategy. The informant described how the scales are not sufficiently accounted for in 
other food strategies and that there are several aspects related to the food strategy where local, 
regional and national perspectives need to be considered simultaneously. The representative 
from SFRF also described the same issue and how this is especially evident in Stockholm 
County due to, for example, the low level of primary production and the large population. 
This quote illustrates how the informant from SFRF described the scale issue: 

“… that you need to have a more holistic perspective and talk about both [food] production 
within and [food] imported from other areas. On a national level, this concerns the import 
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from EU and such. On a regional level, it is more about “you cannot develop a strategy for 
one single region”.”  

Part II: Resilience Evaluation 
This section presents the resilience evaluation, testing the results in part I (identified 
stakeholders, functions and their relations) on the resilience principles for diversity and 
redundancy, connectivity, learning, participation and polycentric governance.  

Maintain diversity and redundancy 
In terms of diversity, there are different kinds of stakeholders (see table 3), including 
governmental/non-government, national/regional/local actors involved in the strategy. Among 
the key stakeholders, SCAB, SCC and municipalities are governmental organizations, while 
SFRF, SFF and FSF Mälardalen are not. The section overviewing the food supply system (see 
background and theory) presents important stakeholders in the food supply chain. By 
comparing the stakeholders presented in the food strategy with the stakeholders suggested by 
Dani (2015) some perspectives were considered to be absent in the food strategy. This 
includes a representation from distributors (e.g. wholesale), hospitality sector (e.g. 
restaurants) and consumers. If representatives from wholesale, consumers and the tourism 
industry are now part of the process of developing the food strategy, these perspectives would 
enhance the diversity in terms of stakeholder representation. Municipalities and SCC can also 
be viewed as part of the distribution/hospitality sector, connecting the previous phases of the 
food chain to the consumers through the services provided by these two institutions 
(redundancy in terms of distributive function). Besides these perspectives, other stakeholders 
important for diversity could be the ones suggested to be lacking by the informants. This 
includes more business perspectives (restaurant business and primary food producers, also 
smaller scale food production) environmental organizations and civil society. As most of the 
identified stakeholders could be described as large organizations, smaller organizations could 
also add diversity to the governance system. Another group lacking in the strategy are 
representatives from a few Counties with primary food production included in the food 
strategy for Stockholm County (see case description). No representative from Gotland, 
Gävleborg or Östergötland Counties were identified in the governance system. By involving 
these stakeholders in the food strategy, a more diverse group of organizations would be 
achieved.  
 
Dani also suggests there are stakeholders with regulatory roles and those that provide 
financial input to the food supply system. This function is held by the governmental 
organizations involved in the food strategy. As there is a large number of governmental 
stakeholders involved in the food strategy, this adds redundancy to the food strategy. 
Similarly, having several municipalities involved also induce redundancy. As there are 
different kinds of municipalities (for example Stockholm stad and Södertälje) involved in the 
food strategy, this adds both diversity and redundancy to the strategy. There are also several 
stakeholders having national, regional as well as local perspectives, also adding redundancy to 
the strategy. Considering the representation from different sectors in the food supply system, 
redundancy could be enhanced by an increased representation from all of them (food 
producers, processors, retail and distributors, hospitality sector and consumers) in the food 
strategy. As there was only one stakeholder specifically representing the sectors for food 
production, food processing and retail (FSF Mälardalen, SFF and SFRF), redundancy 
amongst these stakeholders could be improved. Redundancy amongst stakeholder 
representing distributors, hospitality sector and consumers could also be improved as no clear 
representation from these sectors could be confirmed through the data collection. Some 
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degree of redundancy between SCC, SCAB and municipalities was identified in their 
responsibilities for to land-use, but this was also suggested to be an area for conflicting 
interests. 
 
However, redundancy and diversity are commonly weighed against efficiency, and as the 
principles encourage contextual understanding when applying them, it is important to 
carefully evaluate the benefits and disadvantages of adding more stakeholder perspectives to 
the food strategy. Enhancing diversity and redundancy could increase the costs of the food 
strategy process but in might cost less in the long-term (Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon, 2015). 
As described in the results (context section), Stockholm is characterized the great number of 
stakeholders, several having a national focus. The food production in Stockholm County is 
marginal compared to the large group of consumers. The complexity apparent in the regional 
food supply system is likely to be reflected in the process of developing the strategy. In 
accordance with this, a high level of diversity is expected in the food strategy. However, the 
great number of stakeholders might entail trade-offs between diversity and redundancy, as 
redundancy might be less prioritized in this context when dealing with a highly diverse group 
of stakeholders, to increase efficiency.  

Manage Connectivity  
As suggested by Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon (2015) an important aspect to discuss, in terms 
of connectivity between stakeholders, is how homogenous and heterogeneous actors are 
connected. High connectivity between heterogenous actors are suggested to be beneficial for 
promoting resilience.  The calculations for degree centrality suggest that SCAB is the most 
connected stakeholder, followed by SFRF and FSF Mälardalen (see Appendix 5). SCAB and 
SFRF are both linked to several national stakeholders. Both SCAB and FSF Mälardalen 
connects to other regional stakeholders and to municipalities (local level). SCAB and SFRF 
are bridging relations between stakeholders operating on reginal and national scale. SCAB 
and FSF Mälardalen links the regional actors to local ones.  

Most of the stakeholders identified are governmental organizations. However, the 
stakeholders most highly connected are SCAB, FSF Mälardalen and SFRF. The two last 
mentioned are representatives from the private sector. This suggests that governmental 
organizations and other kind of organizations are linked to one another, which could promote 
resilience as heterogenous groups are linked in the governance system. Besides scale and 
governmental/non-governmental characteristics, other features separating the stakeholders are 
what perspectives they add to the food strategy. FSF Mälardalen representing the members 
from the food production system, is the only stakeholder connecting this group to the other 
stakeholders in the food strategy. In the same way, SFRF being the only stakeholder 
connected to the council for business policy also exemplifies an isolated group where 
connectivity could be increased.  

Encourage Learning 
As described in the section presenting the background and theory, another principle for 
building resilience involves encouraging learning. This could be done differently, but social 
learning is presented as one approach for doing so. As suggested by one of the informants (see 
quote in context section), efficiency is less prioritized compared to the meaningful 
involvement of stakeholders. One approach for learning is the process of social learning 
through active involvement of stakeholders.  
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In the food strategy, the stakeholders in the management group were described as jointly 
responsible for decision-making. As knowledge and experiences are exchanged in this group 
while actively meeting, also attending events together, the process of social learning is 
reflected by this. One example of this is how the management group discusses expectations of 
the strategy and how it should be communicated to others. As stated by the representative 
from FSF Mälardalen, it seems that this group had reached a mutual understanding regarding 
their shared assignment. Other groups (the drafting committee, the project group and the task-
forces) are also providing this group with feedback. According to Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon 
(2015), there are several steps involved in the learning process: “(1) acquiring information 
and increasing knowledge; (2) memorizing; (3) acquiring facts, skills and methods; (4) 
making sense or abstracting meaning and (5) interpreting and understanding reality in a 
different way by reinterpreting knowledge” (p. 178). In this sense the different groups provide 
specific knowledge and input for the management group that reviews and jointly converts 
input into goals for the strategy. Also described in the background, in the section presenting 
the principles, is how resilience benefits when learning is implemented into decision-making, 
which seem to be the case in the context of developing the food strategy. Resilience can be 
comprised if the broad participation does not consider power dynamics or if the stakeholder 
diversity is inadequate. The stakeholder relations, especially within the management group, 
varies in strength (see table 4) as a few of these stakeholders interact in other questions. 
Therefore, evaluating eventual inequalities in power dynamics arising from differences in 
interaction strength could be important. 

Broaden Participation  
As described in the case description, a stakeholder analysis has been conducted earlier in the 
process, which is suggested to be beneficial for reaching a successful involvement of 
stakeholders according to Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon (2015). But, as already discussed in 
relation to the diversity among stakeholders involved in the food strategy, more perspectives 
from the food system are requested. According to one of the informants (see section 
reviewing absent stakeholders), the ambitions is to have representatives from the entire food 
system. Having representatives from the entire food chain and also considering adding the 
perspectives identified as absent stakeholders could improve resilience in terms of broadening 
participation. Even if there are representatives with local, regional and national competence in 
the strategy, it could be beneficial to consider if this representation is balanced, if further 
perspectives could be added. For example, one of the absent stakeholders identified was 
small-scale primary food producers. Another absent stakeholder identified was environmental 
organizations. Reviewing the range of competences represented in the strategy, for example 
stakeholders with ecological, political or social knowledge, could be important.  
 
Considering the context in which the strategy is developed in – a great number of different 
stakeholders adding complexity to this process – could be especially important in this County 
for generating legitimacy to the process. Lebel et al. (2006) suggests that broad participation 
is important for establishing trust and for social learning. In this aspect, the intention of 
having a broad participation in the food strategy is important, and so are the regular meetings 
in the management group. As described by the FSF Mälardalen informant, one of the 
accomplishments of the management group was getting to know one another and to reach a 
mutual understanding. 

There are also different levels of participation in the food strategy, the stakeholders in the 
management group are decision-makers and the other groups are to provide input to this 
group by consultancy. Broadening of participation could be achieved by adding a few 
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stakeholders from the food supply chain in these groups. To grant legitimacy to the food 
strategy, there are reasons for broadening participation. As the governance structure allows 
for different forms of participation in different groups, a broader form of participation could 
also involve information-sharing and consultancy. It might be too difficult to add new 
stakeholders to the management group as the informant’s opinions about the possibilities for 
doing so varies.  

Promote Polycentric Governance  
A polycentric governance system is suggested to enhance resilience of social-ecological 
systems. The degree of polycentricity could vary in strength. One of the characteristics of 
strong polycentricism is a close collaboration between stakeholders in the center part of the 
governance structure that goes beyond information sharing to managing projects jointly 
(Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon, 2015). In the food strategy context, the center of the governance 
structure could be the management group (see SNA, figure 4) collaborating in a project to 
jointly decide on goals for the food strategy. 

Polycentric governance also involves connections between and across scales as well as the 
involvement of different types of organizations (Biggs, Schlüter and Schoon, 2015). 
Considering the range of stakeholders involved in developing the food strategy, the criteria 
regarding different types of stakeholders is met through the presence of supply associations 
(SFRF, FSF Mälardalen and SFF) and several authorities (such as SCC and SCAB). There are 
also national, regional as well as local stakeholders involved in the strategy. These 
stakeholders, or decision-making units, are interacting across scales as well as within scales. 
These cross-scale interactions mainly occur between national and regional stakeholders, even 
though there are also local and regional cross-scale interactions. Most interactions occurred 
between stakeholders in the regional domain, also with stakeholders in other regions. Only 
two stakeholders, municipalities and the members of FSF Mälardalen, were identified in the 
local domain and it was not possible to find any interactions between them. Only one 
interaction was identified among the national stakeholders involved in the food strategy.  

Considering the key features of polycentric governance, a few of these characteristics are 
present in the governance system for the food strategy; the strong center structure constituting 
the management group and the involvement of non-governmental and governmental 
organizations. Each of the management group members does in turn connect to other 
stakeholders, on local, reginal as well as national levels. The number of interactions occurring 
between stakeholders not part of the management group are few. In accordance with the 
polycentric governance criteria, connections across and within scales are important. Hence, 
one suggested improvement is to encourage relations also among other stakeholders. As no 
interactions within the local scale were identified, attention should be paid to eventual 
interactions occurring within this domain, as these could exists even though they were not 
captured by this study. 

Discussion 

Evaluating resilience in the context of governing the food strategy for Stockholm County was 
challenging in several aspects. As described in the background, these principles are context 
specific and could be applied in a range of systems. Due to the general characteristic of the 
principles, the guidelines they provide are somewhat interpretable and the resulting evaluation 
only provides general recommendations for how resilience could be improved. The results of 
this study are highly specific for the context of the food strategy and its governance system as 
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the application of the principles has, to the greatest extend possible, been done with regard to 
this specific context.  
 
On example of difficulties in applying the resilience principles appeared when evaluating 
“diversity and redundancy”. A diverse system might involve all stakeholders in the food 
system, redundancy would mean having several stakeholders with functional similarities. As 
the context of the governance system at study was a region with a range of stakeholders, it 
was difficult to determine what diversity and redundancy would mean in this case. Even if the 
group of stakeholders is diverse and redundant, is it possible to manage this kind of 
governance system? One of the advantages of the chosen method of performing interviews 
was the insight gained regarding the informant’s views on absent stakeholders in the process. 
This was also the case when evaluating the other principles as information gained from the 
interviews proved helpful to understand the context specific prerequisites for promoting the 
principles.  
 
One of the risks associated with managing connectivity is related to the extent of which 
components are connected as this could also decrease resilience in SES. This was difficult to 
evaluate based on the results of the governance system for the food strategy. According to the 
principle for connectivity, it is important that heterogenous groups are connected. But as also 
homogenous groups (for example governmental organizations and large organizations) are 
connected in the governance system for the food strategy, it was difficult to conclude if this 
would have any implications for resilience. This is one example of the limitations in using 
these principles for resilience, as the guidelines provided by them were general and difficult to 
apply.    
 
The results were highly dependent on the selection of interviewees. As described in the 
section presenting the method of this study, the informants were chosen based on their insight 
in the process of developing the food strategy. But there are also other stakeholders involved 
in developing the food strategy that were not interviewed. As the scope of this study did not 
allow for any more informants, it is important to note that the results have not been confirmed 
with the entire group of stakeholders in the governance system. The governance system 
boundaries were therefore defined by the selection of respondents. An adjustment of the 
system boundaries could have generated other results; other stakeholders, functions and 
relations could have been identified. For example, relations between the stakeholders that are 
not included in the group of informants are assumed to exists as they are likely to be part of 
similar platforms and participate in other projects together. 
 
It is also important to reflect on the position of the informants as they represent different 
organizations with different ambitions. The informants had varying knowledge for answering 
the interview questions, for example depending on how long they had been involved in the 
process of developing the food strategy. Included in the interviewee overview is a description 
of the organizations represented by the informants. These organizations can be assumed to 
have different interests in being part of developing the food strategy. This could for example 
influence their view on what stakeholders are important in the process, depending on if they 
value their presence in the strategy in accordance with their own interests. Another 
uncertainty in the results is the role of the interviewer with limited experience of performing 
interviews.   
 
As the process of developing the food strategy has proceeded since the time of the data 
collection, the governance system evaluated in this study might not reflect the present 
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governance system. The drafting committee was in the phase of being put together and a few 
stakeholders might have appeared in the process. In accordance with the resilience evaluation 
it was important to involve the stakeholders identified as “absent” and eventual changes in the 
process could have impacted resilience in this regard.  
 
Performing the SNA based on the data collected involved both advantages and difficulties. 
The SNA could have been constructed to visualize more details regarding the relations 
between stakeholders, for example what kind of relations there were (information sharing, 
regular meetings etc.). Instead, these relations were described in text and tables, but might 
have been more effectively illustrated in a SNA. Performing interviews proved valuable for 
gaining more in-depth knowledge about these relations. To construct a SNA only illustrating 
existing relations and no further information, it might have been easier to choose another 
method that could have collected data from a larger group of informants regarding their 
existing relations with other stakeholders. Another difficulty with constructing the SNA was 
to visualize groups or specific individuals belonging to a specific organization, this was 
especially the case with SCAB. The relations between SCAB and other stakeholders were 
sometimes described in general terms, but sometimes relations between SCAB and other 
stakeholders concerned a certain individual or group at SCAB. This made it difficult to 
illustrate the organization, the groups and individuals in SCAB simultaneously. Overall, the 
SNA was a suitable tool for evaluating the resilience principles connected to connectivity and 
polycentric governance. If the SNA would have also included what type of relations exists 
between the stakeholders, this tool would have been even more adequate for assessing these 
principles. As the SNA was somewhat difficult to analyze, for example when studying the 
number of connections (when evaluating connectivity) the degree centrality was a helpful tool 
complementing the SNA.  

Conclusions and recommendations 

The stakeholders involved in developing the food strategy for Stockholm County includes key 
stakeholders in the management group (SCAB, SCC, SFRF and FSF Mälardalen) and in the 
drafting committee (municipalities and SFF). There are also other stakeholders not 
represented in any group, mostly national agencies, that are not involved to the same extent as 
the key stakeholders. A few absent stakeholders were identified as potentially important to 
involve in the continued process. Having a broad involvement is considered important by the 
informants, but the informants also mentioned the complexity associated with the large group 
of stakeholders specific for developing the food strategy in this region during the interviews.  
 
The stakeholders identified are governmental, non-governmental operating on national, 
regional and local scales. SCAB is the coordinator facilitating the process, with the most 
resources to add to the project. This organization also has specific individuals and groups 
working with the food strategy within their organization. FSF Mälardalen, representing their 
members and accordingly the primary food production business, also contributes with 
knowledge and experience from working with other food strategies. SFRF is an important 
representative from the retail businesses, also adding national competence in the food 
strategy. SCC fills several functions in the strategy; as a regional employer and purchaser, as 
another actor responsible for developing strategies connecting to the regional food strategy 
and also as a platform to reach municipalities. Municipalities are also important in several 
aspects, for example in the phase of implementing the strategy, but also as a source of input 
before finalizing the strategy document. SFF is another key stakeholder and an important 
source of input as a representative for the food processing industry.  
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The stakeholders in the management group has the strongest mandate to make decisions in the 
strategy. They meet regularly, a few of them are also related through other contexts as well. 
The stakeholders interact across scales and also within scales (on national and regional level). 
Governmental and non-governmental stakeholders also interact with one another. There are 
also a few stakeholders (not part of either the drafting committee or the management group) 
that only has one connection to the other stakeholders in the governance system.  
 
As the strife of developing the strategy seem to be in line with resilience principles in several 
aspects, such as the view on participation and learning, the conditions for building resilience 
in the food strategy exists. It should be considered if participation could be broadened to 
include the absent stakeholders, and also how they could participate. Promoting relations 
between “other stakeholders” could be both a measure for managing connectivity and 
promoting polycentric governance. To further encouraging learning, a scrutiny of potential 
barriers related to the strength of interactions is important for revealing eventual inequalities 
in power amongst key stakeholders. In table 5 there are both positive aspects and critical 
points listed in relation to each principle evaluated. The positive aspects are important 
feedback of what is being done to promote resilience in the strategy, while the critical points 
present aspects that are lacking in the strategy to further promote resilience. By adjusting the 
strategy in accordance with the critical points, resilience could be enhanced in the continued 
development of the food strategy. As mentioned in the discussion, there are probably relations 
between stakeholders that are not illustrated in the SNA due to the boundaries of the 
governance system studied and limitations in the selection of informants. The critical points 
regarding relations between stakeholders not part of the group of informants are therefore 
somewhat uncertain and should be considers as such.    
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Tale 5: summarization of result of the resilience evaluation and recommendations for each principle.  

 
Positive aspects  Critical Points  

Maintain 
diversity and 
redundancy  

- The ambition is to involve a broad 
group of stakeholders in the process. 

- Several municipalities and national 
agencies providing redundancy 

- Several actors with 
national/regional/local competence 

- Municipalities/SCC also provide 
redundancy in terms of distributing 
food through the societal services 
provided by these stakeholders 

 

- Absent stakeholders identified 
by informants  

- The strategy does not cover the 
entire food supply chain/food 
system, also lacking 
representatives from Gotland, 
Gävleborg and Östergötland 
Counties  

- Difficult to balance diversity 
and redundancy in this context 

- Redundancy in responsibility of 
land-use (SCC, SCAB and 
municipalities) might not be 
beneficial in this context 

 
Manage 
connectivity 

- Heterogenous groups are connected; 
national/regional/local actors, 
governmental/private sector actors 
and different representatives from 
the food chain sectors. 

 

- There are a few isolated 
stakeholders (e.g. research 
institutions, FSF Mälardalen 
members), only connected by 
one link to the system that could 
benefit from increased 
connectivity. 
    

Encourage 
Learning 

- Social learning through the 
management group is optimal when 
applied in decision making  

 

- Power inequalities connected to 
strength of interaction between 
certain stakeholders 

- The diversity of the 
stakeholders could be improved 

 
Broaden 
participation 

- The structure of the governance 
system for developing the food 
strategy allows different types of 
participation  

- A broad participation is requested by 
the stakeholders 

- A stakeholder analysis has been 
conducted in the process 

- Trust and social learning between 
stakeholders in the management 
group   

 

- Participation does not include 
representatives from the entire 
food system 

- Absent stakeholders suggested 
by the informants 
 

 

Promote 
polycentric 
governance  

- Different type of organizations 
involved 

- The management group is a suitable 
center for a “strong” polycentric 
governance structure 

 

- The interactions among less key 
stakeholders are few and most 
of these stakeholders are at the 
national level 

- No interactions within the local 
scale were identified  

 
 
To further investigate how resilience is influenced by the food strategy for Stockholm County, 
more work could be done regarding the dependency of other regions’ food production and 
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how the different governance systems reflects this dependency, in Stockholm County as well 
as in other regions providing this county with food. As this study does not include all 
principles, these could also be important to evaluate in future studies. Other suggestions for 
further studies could be examining the connection between the food strategy and ecosystem 
services. This study is an example of how a resilience framework could be used for assessing 
governance systems that could guide projects at an early stage and through the remaining part 
of the process to prevent failures appearing later on due to inadequate governance systems. 
Even if the resilience principles are highly context specific, this study demonstrates one 
method for applying the general guidelines of the resilience principles to a specific case.   
 
Evaluating the resilience of the food strategy for Stockholm County informs of specific 
resilience but does not consider the general resilience of the SES. There are for example 
competing interests in land-use evident in this region. Therefore, it could also be of interests 
to further investigate how the food strategy for Stockholm County impacts resilience in other 
parts of the system. 
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Appendix 1: Interview guides 

Table 6: interview guide used in first interview. 

Themes Questions Frågor Öppna frågor 
Process of 
developing the 
strategy 
(historical 
timeline, 
participation): 

    

Allmänt: Skulle du 
vilja berätta lite om 
dig själv och vad du 
gör på X? 

Timeframe When did you start developing 
the food strategy? 

 
När påbörjades arbetet att 
ta fram 
livsmedelsstrategin? 

 
Skulle du vilja beskriva 
processen att ta fram 
strategin fram tills nu, 
har det gått bra?  

  When is the deadline, if there is 
one? 

När beräknas den vara 
klar? 

Vilka tidsramar arbetar 
ni inom? 

 What kind of activities do you 
have planned? 

Vilka planer finns det 
fortsättningsvis? 

 
Vilka aktörer har varit 
inblandad i dessa viktiga 
händelser eller deltagit i 
dessa aktiviteter? 

Important events What activities to gather the 
stakeholders have been arranged? 

 
Vilka aktiviteter har 
anordnats för att samlar 
de aktörer som är 
inblandade i 
framtagandet av denna?  

På vilket sätt har X 
spelat en stor roll i 
processen?  

  

What events/happenings have 
you find important during the 
process? Important in terms of 
having either positive of negative 
impact in the development 
process.  

Vilka aktiviteter eller 
händelser under 
processens gång upplever 
du har varit viktiga? 
Detta avser både positiva 
och negativa händelser 
som har påverkat 
processen.  

  

Participation  Who have been involved during 
these activities? 

Vilka har deltagit vid 
dessa händelser?  

  

  

Have the activities allowed for 
information sharing/gathering or 
have they been involving 
stakeholders more directly in 
decision-making 

På vilket sätt har dessa 
aktiviteter gett möjlighet 
för aktörer att delta? Har 
de handlat om delgivande 
av information eller har 
aktörerna varit en del av 
att fatta beslut?   

Setbacks and 
successes 

Have there been any setbacks 
that have impacted the process, 
for example in terms of 
prolonging it? 

Vilka motgångar har ni 
stött på under processens 
gång?  

  

  

What 
activities/events/occurrences 
have been successful so far?  

Vilka händelser eller 
aktiviteter har varit 
framgångsrika eller haft 
en positiv inverkan i 
processen? 
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Identify where 
specific 
stakeholders 
contributed in the 
process 

In which parts of the process 
have X been most involved, in 
which way have X been 
important? 

I vilken del av processen 
har X spelat en stor roll, 
på vilket sätt har X varit 
betydelsefull? 

  

Stakeholders 
(diversity & 
redundancy, 
participation): 

      

Key players 
Do you consider X to be 
important in the food strategy? In 
which way? 

 
Tycker du att X har en 
viktig roll i framtagandet 
och implementeringen av 
strategin? På vilket sätt? 

 
Vilka andra aktörer, 
framförallt de med en 
ledande roll, är 
inblandade i att ta fram 
strategin? 

  

What other stakeholders are 
involved in developing the 
strategy? 

Vilka andra aktörer är 
inblandade i att ta fram 
strategin?   

  

Can you identify any 
stakeholders that have an 
especially important role in this 
process? 

Vilka aktörer har en 
ledande roll?   

Loss or excess of 
perspectives  

 
 
Are there, or has it been, any 
perspectives lacking among the 
stakeholders? Would you like 
there to be any other stakeholders 
represented in the process? 

 
 
 
Är det några 
infallsvinklar som du 
saknar, vilka perspektiv 
eller andra aktörer skulle 
du vilja tillkom i 
processen?   

 
 
Är det några 
infallsvinklar som du 
saknar, vilka perspektiv 
eller andra aktörer skulle 
du vilja tillkom i 
processen?  

Identify new / old 
stakeholders and  

Have any actors appeared or 
disappeared in the process? 

Är det några aktörer som 
har tillkommit, alternativt 
lämnat sedan processen 
drog igång? 

  

Interactions 
(connectivity): 

    
  

The present 
interactions 
(structure) 
between the 
stakeholders 

How do you 
communicate/interact with the 
other stakeholders? Do you meet, 
share information or make 
decisions together? 

 
 
Hur kommunicerar ni 
med de andra aktörerna? 
Är det genom möten, 
beslutsfattande, eller 
delgivande av 
information? 
  

Hur interagerar aktörer 
(som är inblandade i 
processen) med 
varandra?  

  

Do you know how interactions 
between other stakeholders are? 
Do they, for example, share 
information with one another? 

Känner du till om, och i 
sådana fall hur, de andra 
aktörerna interagerar 
med varandra? Delar de, 
exempelvis, information 
med varandra?   
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Changes in flows 
during the process 

Have the interactions between 
stakeholders involved changed 
during the process? 

Har interaktionen mellan 
aktörerna förändrats 
under processens gång? 

Har interaktionen 
mellan aktörerna 
förändrats under 
processen? Hur? 

Strength of 
interactions 

Which other stakeholders do you, 
or the organization you represent, 
interact with most and least? 

Vilka andra aktörer har 
du, eller din organisation 
mest respektive minst 
kontakt med? 

Vilka aktörer har mest 
respektive minst kontakt 
med varandra? 

  

Can you identify any strong 
interactions between the other 
stakeholders? In the same way, 
do you see any interactions that 
are lacking among the other 
stakeholders and X? 

Vilka aktörer interagerar 
mest respektive minst 
med varandra? 

  

Improvements in 
interactions 

In what way could 
communication between X and 
the other stakeholders be 
improved? 

Hur tror du att 
interaktionen mellan X 
och de andra aktörerna 
skulle kunna bli bättre? 

Hur tror du att 
interaktionen, i alla dess 
former, skulle kunna bli 
bättre mellan aktörerna? 
Behövs den förstärkas, i 
sådana fall mellan vilka? 

  
How you think that interactions 
among the other stakeholders 
could be improved?  

Hur tror du att 
interaktion mellan övriga 
aktörer skulle kunna 
förbättras? 

  

Functions 
(diversity & 
redundancy)  

      

Function / 
contribution / 
responsibilities of 
each stakeholder 

What is your role/responsibility 
in developing the food strategy? 

 
Vad är ert ansvarsområde 
i framtagandet av 
livsmedelsstrategin?  

Vad är de olika 
aktörernas respektive 
ansvarsområde? 

  What are the roles of other key 
stakeholders? 

 
Vilken eller vilka 
funktioner fyller de andra 
ledande aktörerna i 
samma process?   
  

  

Overlapping 
functions 

Have you identified any 
stakeholders having similar 
functions/responsibilities?  

Är det några av de 
inblandade parterna som 
har liknande 
ansvarsområden?  

  

Restrictions 
(social, according 
to law, plans) 
defining the 
responsibilities of 
each stakeholder  

Are there any restrictions (legal 
frameworks, lack of resources, 
conflicting plans, areas of 
interests) that limits X possibility 
to be part of developing the food 
strategy?  

Finns det några 
begränsningar för X 
deltagande i att ta fram 
strategin, exempelvis 
gällande bristande 
resurser eller 
målkonflikter? 

  

  

What defines the roles and 
responsibilities of the actors 
involved in developing the food 
strategy, in term of legal 
frameworks and such? 

Finns det 
regeringsuppdrag, 
juridiska regelverk eller 
andra orsaker som styr 
ansvarsuppdelningen 
mellan aktörerna? 

Finns det 
regeringsuppdrag, 
juridiska regelverk eller 
andra orsaker som styr 
ansvarsuppdelningen 
mellan aktörerna? 
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Participation 
(balance in 
number of 
stakeholders) 

Do you think the number of 
participants in enough, or are 
there any functions that need to 
be filled by other stakeholders 
that should be involved in 
developing the food strategy? 

Tycker du att nivån på 
deltagande i processen är 
tillräcklig, eller behövs 
det flera aktörer som kan 
fylla viktiga funktioner i 
processen? 

Tycker du att det är en 
bra balans när det gäller 
antalet aktörer som är 
inblandade i processen? 

Preferable 
(wished) 
functions and 
responsibilities of 
the stakeholders 

If you could change the 
responsibilities /contributions of 
the stakeholders, what would 
need to happen to improve the 
conditions for the continued 
development of the food 
strategy?  

Är det något som skulle 
kunna ändras i 
ansvarsfördelningen för 
driva processen framåt, 
både för X likväl som för 
de andra aktörerna? 

Är det något som skulle 
kunna ändras i 
ansvarsfördelningen för 
driva processen framåt, 
både för X likväl som 
för de andra aktörerna? 

Collaboration 
(for gaining 
more in-depth 
knowledge about 
stakeholders, 
interactions and 
functions)  

      

Interactions 
between 
stakeholders 
having similar as 
well as different 
functions 

How do stakeholders having 
similar, as well as different 
responsibilities collaborate and 
interact with one another? 

Hur fungerar samarbetet 
mellan aktörer som har 
likartade respektive olika 
ansvarsområden? 

  

Supportive 
functions 

Are there groups or specific 
people mainly responsible for 
maintaining contact between the 
stakeholders? 

Finns det grupper eller 
personer som ansvarar 
för att aktörerna ska 
upprätthålla kontakt med 
varandra? 

  

  
How do these people maintain 
this contact between the 
stakeholders? 

Hur får dessa 
grupper/personer 
aktörerna att interagera 
och samarbeta?  

  

Strengths and 
weaknesses  

What strengths and weaknesses 
can you identify in the 
collaboration between the 
stakeholders be improved? 

Vilka styrkor och 
svagheter ser du i 
samarbetet mellan 
aktörerna?   
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Table 7: reviewed interview guide used in the remaining interviews. 

Tema Frågor 
Allmänt Skulle du vilja berätta lite om dig själv och vad 

du gör på X? 
 
 
 

Processen Skulle du vilja beskriva processen att 
ta fram strategin fram tills nu, har det 
gått bra?  
 

- Genomförda aktiviteter 
- Motgångar och framgångar 

  
Vilka tidsramar arbetar ni inom? 
 

- Startdatum och slutdatum 
- Framtida aktiviteter 

  
Vilka aktörer har varit inblandad i 
dessa viktiga händelser eller deltagit i 
dessa aktiviteter? 
 

- Koppla aktivitet till aktör 
- Hur har aktörerna kunnat 

delta?  
På vilket sätt har X spelat en stor roll 
i processen?  
 

- Vilka aktiviteter har starkast 
koppling till X?  

 
 

Aktörer Vilka andra aktörer, framförallt de 
med en ledande roll, är inblandade i 
att ta fram strategin? 

Är det några infallsvinklar som du 
saknar, vilka perspektiv eller andra 
aktörer skulle du vilja tillkom i 
processen?  

Är det några aktörer som tillkommit eller hoppat 
av under processen? 
 

- Vilka? 
 

Interaktioner 
Hur interagerar aktörer (som är 
inblandade i processen) med 
varandra?  
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Har interaktionen mellan aktörerna 
förändrats under processen? Hur? 

Vilka aktörer har mest respektive 
minst kontakt med varandra? 

Hur tror du att interaktionen, i alla 
dess former, skulle kunna bli bättre 
mellan aktörerna? Behövs den 
förstärkas, i sådana fall mellan vilka? 

 
 
 

Funktioner/ansvarsområden 
Vad är de olika aktörernas respektive 
ansvarsområde? 

Finns det regeringsuppdrag, regelverk 
eller andra orsaker som styr 
ansvarsuppdelningen mellan 
aktörerna? 

Tycker du att det är en bra balans när 
det gäller antalet aktörer som är 
inblandade i processen? 

Är det något som skulle kunna ändras 
i ansvarsfördelningen för att driva 
processen framåt, både för X likväl 
som för de andra aktörerna? 

 
 

Samarbetet  

Hur fungerar samarbetet mellan 
aktörer som har likartade respektive 
olika ansvarsområden? 

Finns det grupper eller personer som 
ansvarar för att aktörerna ska 
upprätthålla kontakt med varandra? 
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Hur får dessa grupper/personer 
aktörerna att interagera och 
samarbeta?  

Vilka styrkor och svagheter ser du i 
samarbetet mellan aktörerna? 

 
 

Övrigt  
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Appendix 2: SNA of Stockholm County Administrative Board 

 
Figure 6: illustrates the relations within SCAB. 
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Appendix 3: 

Table 8:calculations showing how frequently the informants referred to the other organizations in the management group. 
 

County 
Administrative 
Board 

Federation of 
Swedish Farmers 

County Council Swedish Food 
Retailers Federation 

Key words 
searched for in the 
transliterations: 

Stockholm County 
Administrative 
Board, representative 
1 

13 out of 19 30 out of 35 15 out of 18 6 out of 6 Länsstyrelsen 

Stockholm County 
Administrative 
Board, representative 
2  

12 out of 16 16 out of 18 12 out of 14 7 out of 7 
 

Stockholm County 
Administrative 
Board, representative 
3  

13 out of 23 4 out of 5 3 out of 5 3 out of 4 
 

Stockholm County 
Administrative 
Board, representative 
4  

7 out of 14 8 out of 9 7 out of 8 5 out of 5 
 

Federation of 
Swedish Farmers, 
Mälardalen 

29 out of 33 17 out of 24 10 out of 13 1 out of 2 LRF, 
Lantbrukarnas 
riksförbund 

Stockholm County 
Council 

24 out of 33 9 out of 12 10 out of 18 0 out of 1 Landstinget 

Swedish Food 
Retailers Federation 

13 out of 15 7 out of 8 2 out of 3 5 out of 7 Svensk 
Dagligvaruhandel
, 
dagligvaruhandel 

      

Total number of 
keywords identified 
per stakeholder in the 
management group 

13+12+13+7+29+24 30+16+4+8+17+9+
7 

15+12+3+7+10+10+
2 

6+7+3+5+1+5 
 

 
111 91 59 27 

 

Total number of 
keywords identified 
for all stakeholders 
in the management 
group 

111+91+59+27 
    

 
288 

    

Proportional division 
of number of 
keywords identified 
per stakeholder 

0,385416667 0,315972222 0,204861111 0,09375 
 

Perent 38,54166667 31,59722222 20,48611111 9,375 
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Appendix 4: Sociomatrix  

Table 9: the sociomatrix defining between which stakeholders a relation was identified in the data collection. 
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Appendix 5: Degree Centrality Calculations 

The calculations in the table below was based on the SNA from the results in the section for 
relations and interactions. These calculations were performed by using equation 1 and 2 in the 
section for background and theory.   

Table 10: the calculations for degree centrality used to describe the characteristics of the governance system for the food 
strategy.  

Degree centrality   
Degree centrality 
(see: SNA and 
sections for 
background and 
theory) 

Normalized 
degree 
centrality 

National level Swedish government 3 0,230769231 
 National agencies 3 0,230769231 
 Research Institutions 1 0,076923077  

SFRF 7 0,538461538  
Council for business 
policy 

1 0,076923077 
 

SFF 2 0,153846154 
Regional level SCAB 10 0,769230769  

FSF Mälardalen 7 0,538461538  
FSF Mälardalen Board 1 0,076923077 

 
FSF Mälardalen 
Members 

1 0,076923077 
 

SCC 4 0,307692308  
Group of representatives 
from regional food 
strategies 

1 0,076923077 

 
Other CAB:s 2 0,153846154 

Local level Municipalities 3 0,230769231 

Number of 
nodes: 

14 
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