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Mountain areas are often subject to conflicts between different user interests and
protection. The authors examine land use planning processes in Norway applied in
accordance with the Planning and Building Act and the Nature Diversity Act and
discuss how they might be improved. They find that although influenced by trends
of decentralization, inclusion and integration, and principles for multilevel
governance, the land use planning approaches for use and protection are still
performed in the shadow of instrumentalism and hierarchy with little awareness of
their limitations in practical use. The “communicative turn” has stimulated
comprehensive participation processes, but these consensus-oriented processes have
to some extent been able to handle conflicting interests. The authors conclude that
in future planning it will be vital to establish common arenas as trading zones for
coordinated municipal, regional and national planning, combining instrumental and
communicative practices with agonistic approaches in a multilevel
governance network.

Keywords: land use planning; conflict; agonism; arena; protection

1. Introduction

In recent decades and in the wake of large-scale structural changes in the Global
North such as urbanization, green industrialization and increased levels of prosperity,
there has been a re-resourcing of rural and mountain areas and an increased interest in
using them for production and recreation purposes (Perkins 2006; Rønningen and
Flemsaeter 2016). This has led to the emergence of new actor groups and altered rela-
tionships between existing actor groups, including the distribution of power in plan-
ning and management processes. Thus, historical tensions between production and
recreation issues have been reinforced (Teigen and Skjeggedal 2015; Flemsaeter et al.
2019). In addition to conflicts between different interests in the mountain areas, we
have increasingly witnessed conflicts between the new large and urban “recreation
class” and people in the mountain areas who are still utilizing those areas as part of
the resource base for their farms. Moreover, conflicts between local and national man-
agement are rooted in historical tensions regarding political power and autonomy

�Corresponding author. Email: terje.skjeggedal@ntnu.no

� 2020 The Author(s). Published by Informa UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis Group
This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives
License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/), which permits non-commercial re-use, distribution, and reproduction in
anymedium, provided the original work is properly cited, and is not altered, transformed, or built upon in anyway.

Journal of Environmental Planning and Management, 2020
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2020.1812379

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/09640568.2020.1812379&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2020-09-28
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://www.tandfonline.com


(Teigen and Skjeggedal 2015). In Norway, these conflict dimensions are strengthened
by the fact that mountain areas are located on the periphery and the population is rela-
tively small and declining (Arnesen et al. 2010).

The production–recreation and local–national conflict dimensions are inherent in
the ongoing shift in management attitudes toward protected mountain areas, from being
exclusively national to needing a certain degree of local responsibility in terms of pro-
tected area management. Decentralization from national to local level is practised to
allow for different types of knowledge to be combined, to secure participation and
influence from affected actors, and to strengthen effectiveness, ownership, legitimacy,
and accountability in planning and management processes (Agrawl and Ribot 1999;
Ribot 2004; Mose 2007; Zachrisson 2009). As an important part of decentralization,
we find ambitions for the inclusion of actors other than public administration and poli-
ticians, such as actors who to a great extent are affected by the management and/or
may contribute knowledge and/or may ensure that special interests are given consider-
ation. Inclusion is inherent in a broader governance concept of management and in
recent decades government has increasingly become a shared responsibility between
public authorities, private actors and civil society (Sandstr€om, Hovik, and Falleth
2008; Lange et al. 2013; Hovik and Hongslo 2017). Also, there has been a significant
trend toward a more dynamic approach to the integration of protection and develop-
ment. The protection approach is no longer solely based on biological and ecological
arguments, but also on a broader social-ecological perspective, including regional
development (Mose 2007; Gambino and Peano 2015). Protected areas are influenced
by their surroundings, and by the fact that humans are a crucial part of the ecosystems
in such areas (Selman and Knight 2006; Plieninger and Bieling 2012).

The traditional hierarchical government structures are being challenged and
changed by a complex network of different agencies in multilevel governance, with
both a vertical shift in political power and a horizontal shift of responsibilities from
governmental actors and/or authorities toward non-governmental actors (Eckerberg and
Joas 2004). Thus, rather than concentrating discussions on the centralization–decentral-
ization axis, it might prove more fruitful to discuss how the interaction between actors
and the division of responsibility in the multilevel governance network could be played
out. It would then be important to pay attention to the principles of legitimacy, the
acceptance and justification of shared rules by the community concerning who is enti-
tled to make rules and how authority itself is generated, and accountability, the extent
to which a governing body is answerable to its constituency (downward) and to higher
level authorities (upward) (Lockwood et al. 2010).

Even if common interests and agreements largely characterize the planning proc-
esses in mountain areas, in practice, small and seemingly insignificant conflicts of
interest may create large and unnecessary problems if planning processes are poorly
performed. In Norway, the most regular and comprehensive land use planning regula-
tions are those related to the land use part of the municipal master plans at local man-
agement level and to the regional master plans at county management level, in both
cases in accordance with the Planning and Building Act (hereafter abbreviated as
PBA) of 2008. Furthermore, there are different protected area plans in accordance with
the Nature Diversity Act (hereafter abbreviated as NDA) of 2009 at the national man-
agement level.

In this article, we use the case of Dovrefjell, a large mountain range in the center
of Southern Norway, to (1) examine the different land use planning and management
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processes in mountain areas, applied in accordance with the PBA and NDA, in recent
decades, and (2) discuss how such land use planning and management processes might
be improved for better handling of conflicts. Our purpose is to contribute to the discus-
sion on land use planning and management in mountain areas with conflicting inter-
ests. The Norwegian setting has distinct particularities, but nevertheless considerable
similarities with other European countries (Overvåg, Skjeggedal, and Sandstr€om 2015).

2. Case and context

2.1. Dovrefjell

The study area at Dovrefjell spans three municipalities: Oppdal in Trøndelag County, and
Lesja and Dovre in Oppland County (Figure 1). The municipalities of Lesja and Dovre
are characterized by relatively few, and a decreasing number of, inhabitants, respectively
2,000 and 2,600 in 2,020, as well as very large land areas; on average 1 and 2 inhabitants
per km2 (Statistisk sentralbyrå 2020). Approximately 75% of the two municipalities’ total
land area is protected by different plans in accordance with the NDA (Dovre kommune
2020; Lesja kommune 2020). By contrast, Oppdal has 7,000 inhabitants, with on average
3 inhabitants per km2, a slightly increasing population (Statistisk sentralbyrå 2020), and
55% of the municipal area is protected (Oppdal kommune 2020).

The wild reindeer herd in Dovrefjell is one of the few remaining wild reindeer
herds in Europe (Røed et al. 2014). Traces of human subsistence linked to reindeer
hunting in the area date back 9,000 years, and today the area is still a vital habitat for
wild reindeer, which are of both cultural and ecological importance (Panzacchi et al.
2013). There are longstanding traditions for wild reindeer hunting for food supplies,
but currently hunting is done just as much for recreational purposes and stock manage-
ment (Daugstad, Svarstad, and Vistad 2006; Strand et al. 2013). Hunting is an essen-
tial element of local identity and culture, and a very important activity for a substantial
share of the local inhabitants (Zahl-Thanem and Flemsaeter 2018, 33, 35).

Historically, Dovrefjell served a range of different purposes, from local to national
interests. Over the years, the Dovrefjell landscape has been affected by agriculture,
industrial activities relating to hydropower production and mining, with associated
infrastructure in the form of gravel roads, power lines and landfills, and a firing range
from 1959 to 2005. Snøheim tourist cabin, established in 1952 and taken over by the
military in 1959, has been renovated and is back in the hands of the Norwegian
Trekking Association (DNT) and currently attracts c.10,000 hikers during summer
(Flemsaeter et al. 2019) (Figure 2). During recent decades, strong urbanization and a
rising standard of living have led to Dovrefjell and other remote areas being opened
for tourism and recreational use by a wider range of the population in Norway
(Rønningen and Flemsaeter 2016). In turn, this trend has led to nature-based rural
development and increased pressure on natural resources from recreational activities.
Consequently, the landscapes of Dovrefjell currently mainly function as places for
recreation, nature consumption and protection, although considerable parts are still
used as grazing land, mainly for sheep.

2.2. Land use planning and management in Norway

The local government sector is strong and well-established in Norway. At both the
municipal level and the county level elections are held for representatives on the
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municipal councils and the county councils respectively. The central government,
including agencies at the regional and local level, has the overriding authority and
supervision of municipal and county municipal administration. The County Governor
is the main representative at the regional level.

At the local level, the PBA has, since 1965, been applicable to the whole country
and not just to built-up areas, as earlier (Table 1). Revisions in 1985 gave the munici-
palities the mandate to approve land use plans themselves, provided the authorities at
county or national levels had no objections on the grounds of major regional or
national interests. Today, if an objection is raised, a plan must be sent to the Ministry
of Local Governance and Modernization for approval. The municipal land use plan
regulates land use outside the built-up areas, except for the protected areas and activ-
ities within and between sectors such as agriculture, forestry and reindeer husbandry.
Along with the social element and an implementation element, the land use element
comprises the municipal masterplan (PBA 2008, Section 11-1). A least once in each
four-year electoral term the municipals must approve a municipal planning strategy
concerning strategic choices and an assessment of planning needs (PBA 2008, Section
10-1). That means, for example, that the land use element of the municipal master
plan should be considered for revision every fourth year. The PBA has comprehensive
regulations regarding organization and the performance of planning processes. In this

Figure 1. Location of the study area in Dovrefjell.
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respect, there are long traditions of cooperation at the local level between different
actors and public management, as well as active participation by individuals and
organizations.

Similarly, authorities at county level are required to prepare regional planning strat-
egies (PBA 2008, Section 7-1), which may identify issues or themes for inclusion
when preparing regional master plans for areas or themes. Such preparation of regional
master plans can be ordered by the Ministry (PBA 2008, Section 8-1). Under the PBA,
all regions should have a regional planning forum established by the regional planning
authority (PBA 2008, Section 5-3). The main purpose is to coordinate national,
regional and municipal interests in regional and municipal plans. Central government
and affected regional bodies and municipalities should participate in the coordination.

At the national level, the 2009 NDA designates land for protection, mainly as
national parks, protected landscapes, nature reserves, and habitat management areas.
The total extension of protected areas in Norway has increased considerably in recent
decades, from 6% of the total land area in 1992, when the new national plan for larger
protected areas was approved (St.meld. nr. 62 1991–1992), to 17% in 2018 (Statistisk
sentralbyrå 2018). Approximately 70% of all protected areas in Norway are located in
mountain municipalities (Skjeggedal and Overvåg 2015).

Protected areas management in Norway, with its hierarchical structure and author-
ities mainly residing in national bodies such as the Ministry of Climate and
Environment, the Norwegian Environment Agency, and the county governors, has to
some extent changed in recent decades. In 2009, the Government launched a new
model for the management of protected areas, still with a secretary employed by each
county governor, although localized to one of the affected municipalities, preferably

Figure 2. The road to Snøheim in Dovrefjell (looking north-west), with Snøhetta in the
background. Photo: Vegard Gundersen et al. (2015).
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along with other professionals engaged in the protected areas. The Government also
introduced an intermunicipal board of politicians from the relevant municipalities,
county councils and, where applicable, the S�ami Parliament, which would be respon-
sible for the management (Prop. 1 S 2009–2010). Then, the management of protected
area plans is to a certain extent decentralized, but the preparation of new protected
areas plans is still managed by the county governors.

3. Planning theory and practice

Our theoretical approach is mainly based on planning theory and developing an “arena
model” related to land use planning. Hardly anyone would disagree that Banfield’s
“ends and means in planning” model (Banfield 1973) is an unattainable ideal. Drawing
inspirations from Simon’s “bounded rationality” (Simon 1947), Lindblom (1973)
developed a theory of “disjointed incrementalism” that was more significant for praxis
and the limitations of the instrumental approach, though still has a conceptual core of
ends–means orientation.

“The communicative turn” in planning theory supposes that actors can achieve
mutual understanding and consensus through dominance-free discourses (Healy 1993,
1997; Sager 1994, 2018; Forester 1999; Allmendinger and Tewdwr-Jones 2002;
Skjeggedal 2005). However, planning is inescapably about conflicting interests and
therefore learning to work effectively with conflicts can be the basis for a strong plan-
ning paradigm (Flyvbjerg and Richardson 2002). In practice, consensus-building proc-
esses inevitably lead to initiators excluding people, issues or outcomes to achieve their
perceived ideal (Connelly and Richardson 2004). Communicative rationality supple-
ments the instrumental, but is not a substitute for it. The main contribution of commu-
nicative rationality is to strengthen participation in planning processes. Arnstein’s
classical ladder of empowerment (Arnstein 1969) classifies participation in steps, start-
ing from manipulation and progressing to information and consultation, and then to
citizen control, but does not cover the level of influence and design of participation
processes (Fung 2006). Participation inevitably creates expectations about influence

Table 1. Management levels and land use plans in Norway.

Management
level

Land
use plans Legal basis

Preparing
of plans

Approval
of plans

Management
of plans

Local Municipal
master plan
– land
use
element

Planning and
Building
Act, 2008

Municipality Municipal
council�

Municipality

Regional Regional
master plan

Planning and
Building
Act, 2008

County County
council�

County

National National
park/
Protected
landscapes

Nature
Diversity
Act, 2009

County
governor

Central
government

Intermunicipal
board/
County
governor

Note:�Provided that affected central government, regional bodies or municipalities have not raised any
objections (Planning and Building Act, Section 5-4, 8-4).

6 T. Skjeggedal et al.



and thereby leads to commitment to both the process managers and participants
(Miljøverndepartementet 1991). Participation may strengthen the democratic process
and input legitimacy, but not necessarily the concrete results and effectiveness and out-
put legitimacy (Scharpf 1999).

Mouffe (1999) criticizes the Habermasian-inspired version of the liberal, delibera-
tive democracy model based on consensus and has formulated an alternative model
that she calls “agonistic pluralism”. The main question is not how to eliminate power
but how to constitute forms of power that are compatible with democratic values:
“The aim of democratic politics is to transform an ‘antagonism’ into ‘agonism’”
(Mouffe 1999, 755). Conflicts must be considered as legitimate and any attempts to
eliminate them through authoritarian consensus should be rejected. While knowing that
there are not always rational solutions to conflicts, “adversaries nevertheless accept a
set of rules according to which their conflict is going to be regulated.” (Mouffe 2013,
138–139). Hence, the question in planning is not just the possibility of consensus
building, but rather its desirability (Davoudi 2018, 21–22).

Despite the different genealogies of the communicative model and the theory of agon-
ism, Bond (2011) argues that there are commonalities, such as drawing on similar ethical
stances by principles of reciprocity, equality and liberty. Planning is to work with dissensus
but nevertheless reach some form of decision within a sphere criss-crossed by dissensus
and contingency. Creating agonistic spaces requires being open to dissensus and embracing
it in such a way that conflicts are seen as opportunities for communication and knowledge
exchange in order to think differently and to understand the hegemonic relationships that
structure decision-making in planning practices (Bond 2011, 176–179).

M€antysalo, Balducci, and Kangasoja (2011) use the concept of “trading zone” as a
crucial supplement to agonistic planning theory in its search for practical application. A
trading zone approach focuses on the framework of exchange between different systems
of meaning, enabling locally coordinated interaction for the development of local plan-
ning practices by consensus in a restricted zone where coordination is good enough.
This argument is also used by Saporito (2015) in her “trading zone way” between con-
flict and consensus in order to provide a pragmatic and reflective rationality to help
practitioners and policymakers to navigate the complexity of “garbage can” situations.

The “garbage can model” was launched by Cohen, March, and Olsen (1972) as an
empirical model to understand decisions in political administrative systems that can be
described as a meeting for independent streams of choice opportunities, problems, solutions,
and participants. Thus, the organization of the streams with respect to how they are coupled
or decoupled is a potentially important management tool (Olsen 1978, 90). The streams
“may not so much be dumped into garbage cans, [… ] as they meet, interact and transform
one another, in ordinarily structured ritual performances.” (Forester 1999, 143). We claim
that the empirical garbage can model can be reformulated as a normative “arena model”,
as a trading zone for planning and management, focusing on problems, participants, know-
ledge/solutions, and results (Skjeggedal 1988). The arena model combines instrumental and
communicative practices with agonistic approaches in a multilevel governance network. We
use this arena model to structure our discussion in this article.

4. Methods

Our topics and purposes called for case study as the research method in order to study
a phenomenon with the necessary depth and context for the ambition of understanding
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other similar cases (Gerring 2004; Flyvbjerg 2006; Yin 2009). The Dovrefjell case was
chosen mainly for pragmatic reasons, partly because of earlier similar studies, such as
those by Daugstad, Svarstad, and Vistad (2006), Falleth and Hovik (2009) and
Skjeggedal and Clemetsen (2018), but primarily because of the interdisciplinary
research project, Horizon Snøhetta (2008–2018), which focused on the functional inter-
play of reindeer ecology, recreation, and local communities (Thomassen et al. 2009;
Strand et al. 2013; Gundersen et al. 2015). The comprehensive methods used in
Horizon Snøhetta, which comprised qualitative and quantitative data, enabled us to
extract empirical data as a basis for our study of land use planning presented in
this article.

Dovrefjell is probably not a typical case, but rather an extreme one. Nevertheless,
it reflects many of the relevant planning issues that exist in mountain areas. As such,
it serves as a clear-cut illustration of potential interests and conflicts in protected and
adjacent mountain areas. For this article, we studied different documents regarding
land use planning and management, such as municipal master plans and regional mas-
ter plans in accordance with the PBL, protected area plans in accordance with the
NDA, and documents from the formal management processes of the plans. The docu-
ments were analyzed from a thematic perspective, sorted and interpreted with respect
to the key themes and the research purposes. In June 2018, we conducted personal
semi-structured interviews with nine experienced and central individuals in planning
and management processes. The interviewees comprised politicians and administrators
at the municipal level (Dovre, Oppdal and Lesja) and county level (Oppland), an
administrator for the County Governor of Oppland and the Norwegian Environment
Agency, a national park manager at Dovrefjell-Sunndalsfjella National Park, the leader
of Norwegian Wild Reindeer Center North, and a key representative of the Norwegian
Trekking Association (DNT), based in Oslo.

5. Results

5.1. Land use plans and management levels

The description of the planning and management system for mountain areas in Section
2.2 shows there are many actors on different management levels with partly unclear
and compound power relationships. The management structure is rather diffuse. In the
following sections, we present relevant land use plans according to the management
levels where the main political authority for the plans is located, well aware of the
complexity of the situation and that the national government always has “the last
word” in such planning processes (Bugge 2011, 181).

5.2. Local-level management

The current social element of the municipal master plan for Lesja in accordance with
the PBA was approved in 2007 and the land use element in 2013. The social element
underpins the importance of protection issues and the nature areas, local culture, cul-
tural heritage, and cultural landscapes as fundamental to Lesja’s identity and attraction
(Lesja Kommune 2007, 6). Sustainable management of the living areas for wild rein-
deer and protection of watercourse ecosystems are important premises for both envir-
onmental and land use issues in Lesja (Lesja Kommune 2007, 20). The protected areas
are hardly mentioned in the municipal master plan and merely appear as zones subject
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to restrictions in accordance with the NDA. This issue is commented on in the plan-
ning strategy for Lesja for the period 2016–2020 (Lesja Kommune 2016, 23):

Nevertheless, the municipality is not given a role in management of protected areas that
is reasonable in relation to the large areas that are restricted and the strong professional
competence situated in Lesja Municipality. The wild reindeer are a great resource for
Lesja, for hunting, to maintain the cultural tradition and as an attraction for visitors.
Nevertheless, the work on regional wild reindeer master plans in recent years has led to
more focus on land use conflicts than on the possibilities for the local community.

The current social element of the municipal master plan for Dovre was approved
in 2012 and the land use element in 2002. The social element contains specific aims
about maintaining the gravel roads in the Hjerkinn area, as well a sustainable wild
reindeer stock (Dovre Kommune 2012, 47, 43). The land use element was put under
revision in 2010 and as of April 2020 it had not been finished.

Oppdal Municipality approved its most recent social element of the municipal mas-
ter plan in 2010 and the land use element in 2019. The slogan for the social element is
“the good life in an attractive mountain village”. Apart from stating that the nature and
cultural landscape are the main element in the experience of living or visiting Oppdal
(Oppdal Kommune 2010, 7), descriptions of the protected areas are absent from the
municipal master plan.

The PBA includes possibilities for intermunicipal planning cooperation when
needed. Following up the decision in Parliament in 1999 to close the military firing
range in Hjerkinn, Lesja Municipality and Dovre Municipality prepared a common
municipal land use plan for Hjerkinn to clarify the framework for use, protection, and
restoration priority, at the same time as the County Governor of Oppland made an
assessment of areas to be protected in the future, in accordance with the NDA. The
two plans raised the same demands for restoration of the area, but they were quite dif-
ferent with respect to the gravel roads. The County Governor of Oppland wanted to
remove and restore all of the roads in the area, except for the first few kilometers of
the Snøheim road, while the municipalities wanted to keep the Snøheim road, the road
to Vesllie, and the Vålåsjøhøe road (Figure 1). All of the roads, especially the
Vålåsjøhøe road, are used by farmers when herding and accessing the outfield grazing
resources in Hjerkinn. The main users of the Snøheim road are hikers, who access the
DNT facilities and services. In 2005, the Ministry of Environment recommended that
the Ministry of Defence should implement the restoration project in accordance with
the County Governor of Oppland’s plan (Fylkesmannen i Oppland 2017).

When the County Governor of Oppland announced the start of the protection plan
work for the former Hjerkinn military firing range in 2013, both Lesja Municipality
and Dovre Municipality wanted to clarify the land use by revising their intermunicipal
plan. They prepared a planning programme for the process and circulated it for com-
ments in late 2014. The County Governor of Oppland stopped the process by com-
menting: “it is unlikely that the national authorities will consider a plan for Hjerkinn
military firing range put forward by the PBA before the protection plan work is fin-
ished” (letter, 11 December 2014).

All three municipalities are well aware of the great value attributed to the moun-
tains and protected areas, but the only way to highlight those issues in the municipal
masterplan was as overall perspectives in the social element. The protected areas,
namely c.55–75% of the total land area, are managed by the NDA and at national
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level, not by the PBA. The power relationships are clearly illustrated by the County
Governor’s intervention to stop the preparation of the intermunicipal master plan.

5.3. Regional-level management

The work on the first regional master plan for Dovrefjell in accordance with the PBA
started in 1995 as a parallel process to the protection plan. One of the main aims was
to ensure the protection of the mountain ecosystems, with the wild reindeer as a key-
stone species. The plan was finally approved in 2002. A process to revise the plan
started in the winter of 2004–2005 and the new regional master plan was approved by
the four county councils in 2007, and finally approved by the Ministry of Environment
in 2009.

A new revision of the regional master plan was started in 2013 as a regional mas-
ter plan for the Snøhetta wild reindeer region, initiated by the Ministry of
Environment. The new regional master plan had a two-sided aim: to combine the aim
of local change and development with comprehensive management to secure the wild
reindeer habitats. In total, 4 counties and 10 municipalities were involved in the com-
prehensive planning process, during which 35 meetings were held with different actors
and there were two public hearings, one in winter 2014–2015 and one in autumn
2015. During the process, substantial comments on the regional plan were received
from the Norwegian Environment Agency and the county governors, mainly concern-
ing wild reindeer habitats. The four county councils approved the regional plan in
2016, but with some differences and not fully in accordance with the comments from
national authorities. Therefore, the plan was sent to the Ministry of Local Government
and Modernization for a final decision, which was taken in 2017, mainly in accordance
with the approval of the county councils. The protected habitats for wild reindeer were
reduced, but without any further assessments. Then, the County Governor of Oppland
questioned the worth of a regional plan when it was still not able to prevent a negative
trend of infrastructure development that hampered wild reindeer migrations and area
use (interview, 22 June 2018). The success of the regional master plans for wild rein-
deer mountain areas was disputed, especially with regard to the implementation phase:
“The plan confirmed national wild reindeer habitats, but industrial development came
in the back. Can’t see any results” (interview, local politician, 12 June 2018). Another
local politician claimed that no one was responsible for the implementation (interview,
13 June 2018).

5.4. National-level management

Since 1974, a large part of Dovrefjell has been protected under the NDA, and in 2002,
Dovrefjell National Park was considerably extended to form Dovrefjell-Sunndalsfjella
National Park. Throughout the 2002 planning process, there was broad acceptance of
the proposal for the national park, although organizations concerning agriculture, for-
estry and sheep husbandry were generally against all the proposed protected land-
scapes. They thought that the PBA was the most suitable policy instrument for the
areas with summer farms and pastures (Miljøverndepartementet 2002, 7).

A further extension of the protected areas started in 2013 when the County
Governor of Oppland announced the process for the protection plan work for the for-
mer Hjerkinn military firing range. The County Governor of Oppland understood that
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“there are considerable conflicts of interest in the area” (Fylkesmannen i Oppland
2013, 10). Therefore, broad participation from the municipalities, landowners, rights
holders, users, interest organizations, and public agencies was organized and estab-
lished as a reference group. Additionally, a coordinating contact committee with mem-
bers drawn from the municipalities, the county, landowners, and the Norwegian
Defence Estates Agency was established. The future status of the Snøheim road was
handled as a separate process and had not been decided when the protection plan was
ready for hearing in January 2017. Therefore, the hearing included two alternatives:
Alternative 1 without and Alternative 2 with the Snøheim road, the Vålåsjøhøe road
and the road to Vesllie. The comments received from the hearings were generally posi-
tive toward future protection of the area. Regarding the alternatives, the organizations
and bodies representing nature and outdoor recreation interests preferred Alternative 1,
while most of the others, including the County Governor of Oppland, recommended
Alternative 2 (Klima- Og Miljødepartementet 2018, 19–20).

Nevertheless, the Norwegian Environment Agency, in its examination of the plan,
changed the negotiated compromise concerning roads recommended by the County
Governor (Alternative 2) and argued that the Vesllie road should be removed and the
terrain restored, and that the Vålåsjøhøe road should end before it reached a vulnerable
wetland area (Klima- Og Miljødepartementet 2018, 22–24). These changes provoked
very strong negative reactions in the municipalities: “The environment agency is trag-
ic” (interview, politician, 13 June 2018). Different actors were, in general, very satis-
fied with the County Governor of Oppland’s performance during the planning process
(interviews, June 2018) but the satisfaction changed to frustration when the agreed
results were changed in the conclusive phase. Finally, the Ministry of Climate and
Environment supported the Norwegian Environment Agency’s recommendations,
except for the shortening of the Vålåsjøhøe road through the wetland area. Despite the
comprehensive participation process, many locals, especially those with grazing inter-
ests, still felt that the mountains had been occupied and “taken away” from them, first
by the military and then by the national nature protection authorities (interview, polit-
ician, 13 June 2018).

The management of the approved protected areas differs in its organization com-
pared with the planning processes. In 2003, the Ministry of Environment (since 2014,
the Ministry of Climate and Environment) proposed a local management organization
for the protected areas in Dovrefjell and three other protected areas as a trial arrange-
ment. Dovrefjellrådet (Dovrefjell Council), which was composed of one politician and
one administrator from each of the eight involved municipalities and the four counties,
was given the authority to manage Dovrefjell-Sunndalsfjella National Park, while the
management of the other protected areas was delegated to the municipalities, with
Dovrefjellrådet as a consultative body. The aim was coordinated management of the
protected areas in connection with the surrounding areas managed in accordance with
the PBA. Gradually, Dovrefjellrådet became engaged in the development of sustainable
tourism through European cooperation and national added value programmes.

The trial period of local management ended in 2010, when Dovrefjellrådet was
replaced by the new National Park Board, in accordance with the new management
model for protected areas, an intermunicipal board of local politicians. As a purely
management body under the NDA, the new board had authority over all of the pro-
tected areas, not just the national park. Thus, the previously much broader perspective
of Dovrefjellrådet, concerning areas and activities, became considerably narrower.
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Many local politicians still regretted the change (interview, local politician, 12 June
2018). The secretary of the new National Park Board, two national park managers, is
established at a “management node” in Hjerkinn, and co-located with other nature
management organizations, such as the secretary of Rondane National Park, the
Norwegian Wild Reindeer Center North, the Norwegian Nature Inspectorate (SNO),
and the Pilgrim Center Dovrefjell. Hjerkinn is located in the center of Dovrefjell-
Sunndalsfjella National Park, but does not have a permanent settlement and the road
distances to the municipal centers Oppdal, Dovre and Lesja are respectively 48 km,
44 km and 47 km (Figure 1). The two national park managers have a significant num-
ber of single cases to consider, mainly applications for different dispensations from the
protected areas regulations. Hence, they have very little time for planning activities. A
management plan was approved in 2006, and the revision process had already been
decided by the National Park Board in 2014, but as of April 2020 it had not yet really
started. In accordance with the protection regulation, an advisory committee should be
established for the management of the protected areas. The committee should have 25
members recruited from outdoor recreation and environment protection interests, wild
reindeer management, forestry, agriculture, tourism, waterpower, and second home
associations. The purpose is both to provide information about, and to contribute to,
the protected area management. It marks an attempt to include different interests in the
management, but the advisory committee has functioned only to a limited extent and
not as a common arena (interviews, June 2018). One reason is that the national park
secretary lacks capacity to run the board. Another reason for the limited function may
be the size of the advisory committee, as “too big, becomes a seminar, instead of a
meeting” (interview, Norwegian Trekking Association (DNT) representative, 15
June 2018).

6. Discussion

6.1. Examination of the planning processes

6.1.1. Still an instrumental and top-down planning approach

In this section we discuss the first purpose of this article: to examine the different land
use planning processes in mountain areas, applied in accordance with the PBA and
NDA, in recent decades. The basis is the presented results in Section 5 and the theoret-
ical elaborations of the arena model in Section 3. We emphasize the chosen approach
to planning processes and conflicts, as well as the use of the arenas.

Within the complicated and fragmented system of plans for Dovrefjell, an instru-
mental planning approach seems to have been dominant, related to both the PBA and
the NDA. We identified a strong but unspoken belief in the management of a hierarch-
ical and rather static system, in which plans and decisions build on the level above
and give directions to the level below. The ends–means orientation is very clear. The
emergence of multilevel governance, which did not substitute the hierarchy, but largely
supplemented it, seemingly received little attention. Included in this instrumental per-
ception was an increasing acceptance of broad participation in the planning processes,
but with little awareness of the implications of such participation, both regarding
implementation of the planning processes and the substantive results. In practical plan-
ning, it seems that the “communicative turn” implied participation up to the level of
information and consultation on Arnstein’s ladder of participation (Arnstein 1969). The
main ambition was to increase participation by different actor groups, but with little
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awareness of how the communication and dialogue should be organized and what kind
of influence the participation could create (cf. Fung 2006). The model was still instru-
mental, although bounded, but there was little awareness of its limitations in practical
use and necessary adjustments. The planning processes were time-consuming and par-
tially overlapping; many actors had to participate repeatedly in more or less parallel
planning processes at local, regional and national level. A top-down decision system
under the NDA weakened the local legitimacy, whereas the regional master plan
instrument in the PBA created comprehensive processes with questionable results
and legitimacy.

One example of the instrumental approach to planning in Dovrefjell is the last
phase of the protection plan for the Hjerkinn area. Future use of the gravel roads
within the decommissioned military firing range in Hjerkinn posed a great challenge in
the protection plan process. The conflicts involved the production–recreation conflict
dimension regarding protection and use and were also inherent in recreation activity
concerning access by road to the protected and recreational areas. There were also
local–national conflict dimensions regarding the level of management authority and the
fact that the Snøheim cabin is owned by the DNT, based in Oslo, which caused local
reactions, such as “townspeople come and make themselves free” (interview,
Norwegian Trekking Association (DNT) representative, 15 June 2018). During the
period in which Hjerkinn was an active military firing range, the roads were also used
for civil purposes, mainly recreational, but were also an important element in the man-
agement of grazing sheep. From the start of the planning process for the Hjerkinn
area, it was clear that local users want to keep the roads, while the protection author-
ities wanted to restore them back to nature.

According to the management regulations specified in the NDA, the planning pro-
cess for protected areas is not finished by the recommendation from the County
Governor to the Norwegian Environment Agency. Two further steps are necessary at
the national level: a subject control from the Norwegian Environment Agency followed
by a final check, including clarifications by the Ministry of Climate and Environment
together with other ministries. As we have described in Section 5.4, this process at
national level resulted in changes in the negotiated solutions in the protection plan,
mainly concerning roads. The effects of these changes may be disputed, but neverthe-
less the roads in question have been the subject of conflict since the protection process
for the Hjerkinn area started in the early 2000s. The final changes create challenges
and may ultimately weaken the outcome legitimacy of the planning process.

Another example of the instrumental approach to planning in Dovrefjell is the
most recent regional master plan for wild reindeer areas, which has very ambitious
aims. The mapping of clear and agreed boundaries for the wild reindeer habitats, with
their great variations throughout the year and between years, is very demanding. In
accordance with the regional master plans, this issue should be combined with ensur-
ing that the local communities in the vicinity of the areas occupied by wild reindeer
are given possibilities for industrial and rural development, which is a very compre-
hensive and complicated task. Both these issues are difficult to define in clear terms
and involve many actors with different and conflicting interests. Currently, the ambi-
tion was to combine them. Although there are different approaches to the production–-
recreation dimension between most local actors and national nature management
authorities, they have a common interest in protecting the wild reindeer habitats
(Kaltenborn et al. 2015). The differences and conflicts are significantly greater
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concerning local development. One consequence is a resource-demanding and time-
consuming planning process, finally clarifying borders for wild reindeer habitats, but
with uncertain and limited results for local development. The regional plans are not
legally binding, and the county authorities have very few other means for implementa-
tion. The effects will not become visible until the regional plans are incorporated into
the legally binding municipal land use plans. Then, there will be possibilities for
replay in new processes and new and unforeseen questions may emerge.

Relationships between planning processes and the substantive results are a major
challenge. Participating processes create expectations that something can be achieved.
Such participation is mainly in the form of the provision of information and discussions,
which in the studied case was mainly regarded as positive by the locals. Nevertheless,
participation creates expectations of influence, which might be difficult to fulfill in
regional plans that lack policy instruments and are only to a small extent followed-up by
actions. The new national boundaries for wild reindeer habitats are almost the same as
the existing ones, with only some minor extensions. We found that the output legitimacy
of the regional plans was rather weak; an inherent instrumental-based conviction about
what was possible to achieve by qualified planning processes had failed.

6.1.2. Participation not facing conflicts

The two examples presented in the preceding section (6.1.1) show that, to a certain
extent, the authorities were aware of the conflicts but lacked ways to manage them. In
the most recent protection plan process for Hjerkinn in 2013, the County Governor
was aware of the conflicts, especially concerning roads, and perceived the situation as
a premise for further dialogue and open discussion on the roads’ status (interview,
County Governor of Oppland, 22 June 2018). The conflicts were registered and to a
certain degree illuminated. Often such conflicts almost disappear due to the provision
of information and clarifying discussions to achieve consensus. However, some con-
flicts cannot be eliminated by information and negotiation; they have to be accepted
and, in a way, regulated (Mouffe 2013). There was little awareness of achievement of
accepted regulations in the instrumental planning model in the Dovrefjell case, even
when modified by communicative approaches, and limited attention was paid to efforts
to convert antagonistic conflicts to an agonistic acceptance of disagreements.

In the regional master plan, the conflicts about integrated use and protection in the
buffer zones surrounding the wild reindeer habitats and other protected areas’ interests
were not solved by consensus, but rather by exclusion of local development interests,
as outlined by Connelly and Richardson (2004) and similar to what Lundberg,
Richardson, and Hongslo (2019) found in another regional planning processes for wild
reindeer mountain areas. The aim of reaching consensus limited the scope of planning
and led to the exclusion of difficult issues and opposing views.

6.1.3. No common arenas for land use planning and management

The municipal master plans in all three case municipalities hardly mention mountain
areas in general or protected areas in particular, despite the fact that the areas com-
prise 55–75% of the municipalities’ total land area. In the land use part of the muni-
cipal master plans, the mention of protected areas as “Zones requiring special
considerations” and zones subject to restrictions on another legal basis (PBA 2008,
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Section 11-8, d), is merely information. This is a paradox, given the awareness in
recent decades of the importance of considering the protected and adjacent areas
together and of using the protected areas and their status in local industrial develop-
ment. The municipalities were aware of these questions and especially the boundary
areas were considered important (interview, local politician, 13 June 2018). This
important connection is underlined in the Norwegian Environment Agency’s recently
revised criteria for “National Park Municipalities”. The agency argues for a
“seamless” crossing between areas within and outside the protected areas, and one of
three categories of criteria for National Park Municipalities is connected to the muni-
cipal master plans. It requires a municipality to describe its responsibilities, aims,
strategies, and actions as a National Park Municipality in both the social element and
the land use element of the municipal master plan, in addition to the implementation
element (Miljødirektoratet 2017).

Land use planning and management in Dovrefjell faces many different challenges
that involve many different actors on different management levels and by different
regimes. As our description in Section 5 shows, it is striking how complex and frag-
mented this system has become and how new tasks or approaches have been met by
establishing new bodies instead of trying to change the responsibilities and activities
of existing bodies. An example is the inter-municipal national park boards of local pol-
iticians, which is a new construction, with a new secretary located in Hjerkinn, close
to the protected areas in Dovrefjell-Sundallsfjella National Park, but at long distances
from residential areas and public management bodies.

Clearly, it is reasonable to coordinate the management of protected and adjacent
areas. In the PBA, regional master plans are not readily apparent as a tool to fulfill
this aim. We found that the success of the regional master plan for Dovrefjell-
Sunndalsfjella National Park was disputed. Bråtå et al. (2014) show that regional mas-
ter plans for wild reindeer mountains areas are likely to become primarily wild rein-
deer plans and that their contribution to industrial and regional development is limited.
Singsaas (2016, 58) found that the regional master plan did not contribute to the
coordination of the PBA and NDA management of protected and adjacent areas at all,
but rather strengthened the conflicts. In general, there are very few examples of well-
functioning regional master plans in Norway (From and Stava 1983; Falleth and
Johnsen 1996; Skjeggedal 2005; Singsaas 2016; Hanssen, Hofstad, and Higdem 2018).
There may be several different explanations, but the most simple and fundamental one
is that the counties and their regional master plan have very few means with which to
implement the plans. Hence, it is challenging to put into practice the Norwegian
Environment Agency’s idea of seamless management for areas within and outside pro-
tected areas without institutional changes.

Through approval of protected areas in accordance with the NDA, the land use
part of the municipal master plan, which as far back as 1965 has provided the frame-
work for management of mountain areas under the PBA, has lost the authority to
determine the land use of such areas. This loss of responsibility has left the protected
mountain areas outside the municipal planning and management system, and thus far
removed from a seamless management approach. The only organized authority body
that has some elements of a functioning common arena for the main challenges in
Dovrefjell is the advisory board for the national park. The advisory board has most of
the relevant actors as members, but as of June 2018 it was still not functioning very
well (interviews, June 2018).
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6.2. Potentials for improving the planning system

6.2.1. Toward common arenas and a coherent planning and management system

In this section, we discuss the second purpose of the article: how, in accordance
with the PBA and NDA, the land use and management processes in mountain areas
might be improved for the better handing of conflicts. The purpose is primarily to
emphasize some important issues for further discussion and hopefully new trials to
develop, test and evaluate practical solutions. We use the concept of common are-
nas as trading zones in planning and agonistic approaches to deal with conflicting
interests, as elaborated upon in Section 3 and Section 5, and discuss (1) improving
the multilevel organization of land use planning by revitalizing the regional plan-
ning forum as an arena for municipal, regional and national planning, and (2)
improving the participation and integration in land use planning by establishing a
new, common arena.

6.2.2. Regional planning forum as an arena for coordinated municipal and
regional planning

The regional planning forums’ roots have been in the county councils’ responsibility
for guiding the municipalities in planning activities for decades and were formalized
in the PBA of 2008. There are wide variations in the organization and functioning of
the regional planning forums (Langseth and Nilsen 2015). Today, they contribute
only to a limited extent to the coordination of interests and reduction in the number
of obligations to municipal land use plans (Riksrevisjonen 2018, 10). We claim that
the regional planning forums have a substantial unreleased potential as multilevel
governance bodies. Their activities could include coordination between municipalities
and the land use parts of the municipal master plans. In that sense, the regional plan-
ning forums could become an even stronger formal management tool than regional
master plans that are not functioning well and could contribute to the division of
power in the multilevel governance network, ensuring both legitimacy and
accountability.

One premise for such coordination is that the processes for the municipal master
plans are to some extent in the same phase. The current PBA requires the municipal-
ities every fourth year, through the municipal planning strategy, to decide whether the
municipal master plan should be revised (PBA 2008, Section 10-1). We argue that
such a revision, which would be more or less comprehensive, should be mandatory,
and then secure the possibilities for regional coordination.

Affected central government and regional bodies may raise objections regarding
the land use element of the municipal master plan (PBA 2008, Section 5-4). The
raising of objections is occasionally criticized by the municipalities for being too
strict, and by national sectoral bodies for not being strict enough. Nevertheless, we
see potential in developing objections to a much more effective multilevel manage-
ment tool for use in participatory planning processes and discussed in the regional
planning forums for coordination between municipalities. Through cooperation
between the county councils and the county governors, the regional planning forums
could function not only in accordance with the PBA but also in accordance with
the NDA.
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6.2.3. A common arena for land use planning

One substantial alternative to change and improve the existing system for land use
planning could be to move the protected area section from the NDA to the PBA as
land use purposes in the land use element of the municipal master plans (Skjeggedal,
Overvåg, and Riseth 2016). Then, all land use planning, including main roads, which
were incorporated in 1989, would be gathered in the PBA. In practice, this would
mean going back to the situation before the areas were protected through the NDA.
This idea is not new: many municipalities have proposed the solution in different pro-
tection plan processes. The proposal was also discussed in the revisions of both the
PBA (NOU 2003:14 2003:14 2003, 212) and the NDA (NOU 2004:28 2004:28 2004,
204), but dismissed in both cases. The main argument was that the NDA gave the pro-
tection areas a national and permanent status, whereas under the PBA the municipal-
ities might consider revisions of the land use as part of their municipal master plan
when they found it necessary.

Incorporation of protected areas in the PBA would contribute to decentralize and
integrate land use planning and management and would strengthen the possibilities for
broad participation. In Norway, the authority to make decisions on the management of
protected areas is delegated to an intermunicipal protection area board, but formal
responsibility is still held at the national level by the county governor. The politicians
on the protection boards are responsible first and foremost to the state and to a lesser
extent to their local electors. Their accountability is more upwards to the state, than
downwards to the local people (Hongslo et al. 2016). Hence, the board members have
to “put away the municipal hat” in the protection board discussions (interview, local
politician 12 June 2018). The managers of protection areas are positioned at the local
level in a natural management node and seem to have rather weak contacts with the
municipalities and with local development and industry. Many actors at all three man-
agement levels are involved, the funding is divided, and the management is not time
and cost-effective (Riksrevisjonen 2014).

Integrated land use planning is especially important in the buffer zones between
protected areas and other areas, where we found conflicts that needed to be resolved
by comprehensive processes, such as in the regional master plans for wild reindeer
mountain areas. In situations with more fundamental disagreements between different
actors, it is important to establish a constructive process to deal with the conflicts. It is
necessary both to be able to work efficiently with consensual issues, which are most
of them, and to be able to find acceptable solutions in cases when the conflicts are
major and fundamental. To include the protected area section in the NDA in the PBA
could have the potential to create a more uniform framework for all land use manage-
ment and, thereby, to contribute to the development of a common arena within all land
use planning in mountain areas. The protected area regulations could be revised to
include regional development as a specific purpose in addition to protection, as done
in many other countries (Barker and Stockdale 2008; Getzner et al. 2014; Hovik and
Hongslo 2017). Then, nature protection management staff could cooperate, and have
knowledge exchanges, with actors who represent other interests and knowledge tradi-
tions, such as the social sciences, in addition to competence in nature and biology.

According to Mouffe (1999), the potential to transform “antagonism” into
“agonism” could be better in a municipal governed process between “adversaries” than
in processes governed by the county governors, which are inevitably embedded in hier-
archical national–local power relationships. The conflicts could more easily be faced
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and discussed already at the start of the processes. Regardless, there is no easy and
fast track to agonism. The process will be time consuming, probably longer than that
necessary for consensus, but possibly more permanent. Agonism presupposes trust and
justice. Participation in itself is not sufficient. Power relationships and the level of
influence must be communicated, and the process must be expediently organized. We
claim that that the experiences from the Horizon Snøhetta project could be of interest.
Horizon Snøhetta’s broad perspective, which integrated nature and society, brought dif-
ferent actors together in a common discussion, and developed new knowledge about
wild reindeer, hiking and society. During the project period, the communication
between the actors changed from a mainly conflict-oriented debate to a much more
respectful and knowledge-based dialogue (interviews, June 2018). A local politician
stated: “Horizon Snøhetta has been very fundamental, brought us facts” (interview, 13
June 2018). The purpose of the meetings was not consensus, but rather a common
understanding of the situation, with different assumptions and interests (Strand et al.
2013). These experiences should be tested and developed in ordinary planning proc-
esses, using the arena model to organize and combine problems, participants, and solu-
tions/knowledge.

7. Conclusions

Our examination of the land use planning and management processes in Dovrefjell in
recent decades shows a very complex and fragmented system of plans, processes and
actors at different management levels. We found that the planning approaches were
performed in the shadow of instrumentalism and hierarchy. In practice, a top-down
and instrumental planning approach was still dominant. The communicative turn had
increased participation in the planning processes, but had to a small extent contributed
to the management of conflicts and the substantive issues of planning.

When the perceptions of being beyond instrumentalism are prevalent, there is little
awareness of the limitations of the nevertheless needed instrumental approach in plan-
ning and the necessary adjustments that have to be taken. The conflicts are registered
and to a certain extent illuminated and discussed, hopefully to achieve consensus.
Then, the challenge is conflicts which cannot be agreed, and one must try to find
acceptable rules for how the conflicts can be regulated. Participation to a small extent
faces the inevitable expectations of influence, and striving for consensus seems to
hamper the possibility of transferring antagonistic conflicts to agonistic ones. Few
common arenas exist for land use planning and management in mountain areas. The
municipal master plans under the PBA are, except for some general formulations,
without any content relating to the protected areas, even though such areas comprise
up to 75% of the mountain municipalities’ total land area. These areas are managed in
accordance with the NDA by an intermunicipal board of local politicians and managers
employed by the county governor and located in nature management nodes. The possi-
bilities for integrated use and protection management are thus limited. Regional master
plans in accordance with the PBA and managed by the counties are not legally binding
and have the tendency to be time and resource-binding processes with sparse results,
mainly due to the lack of means.

We have discussed two principal approaches that should be considered when work-
ing toward a simpler and more coherent planning and management system for land use
in mountain areas. The first approach is to improve the multilevel organization of land
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use planning by revitalizing regional planning forums as arenas for municipal, regional
and national planning, The second approach is to improve the participation and inte-
gration of different interests in land use planning by establishing a new, common arena
at local level by moving the protected area section from the NDA to the PBA as land
use purposes in the land use element of the municipal master plans. With respect to
the two approaches, our purpose is primarily to emphasize some important issues for
further discussion and hopefully new trials to develop, test and evaluate practical solu-
tions. In the future management of valued mountain areas, it will be vital to establish
common arenas as trading zones for coordinated municipal, regional and national plan-
ning and management, combining instrumental and communicative practices with
agonistic approaches in a multilevel governance network, and focusing on substantive
issues as well as the processes.
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